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INTRODUCTION 

c(;p_fter Ge1man;y was S.efeated 1n t he last vm~a', ~ny of us w]lo \-le re in-
Vi,~~~ 

valved in the developmen t of atomic ener~~tried to visualize~~ 
ft.--+-4~ ~ ~ 11 I ~ 

effect t.h~t t;l'R,~exls t;'e ~~ 4ft9mic would 9JE9Pt.f>n ~ ~~e ,.,\'/orld 
· 4p4 ~ -?>- A~._4,__ ~ ~~~ 

after t he war. e actual development exceeded,~ our worst ~ 

. ~ 
:felll:rs expectations. G~ ~ ~ 

At the time of t h is writing t mic arms race has entered ~ stag~ 
h;-4y.::;, ~~</- ~...<.-- ~ ~~ 

~~ ~g~'oi~h~~~m~;e:;~;;~2J{2'as l3efo~ It 

is generally bel ieved t hE t Russia's capacity to destroy t h e industrial 
?"~~ 

regions of the United States will ra p idly increase during the flOJEt. 

~hre~ gea~.~ thought of a preventive~opping up more and more 
pA~ ~P-C~ 

frequently in spe eches made by men vlho ~mre n'("""Go~el'f1mentt;lesponsibili ty, 

such as retired Admirals and Generals. It is not likely that a decision 
"--<? ~ ~~ ..c_ ~ 

~ t=~~~.:~~C:aa;.~ !/~~~~~a~y ~~ 
T~ ~~the Government oj the United States. But -4:t 1e --_ c::;:, 

.___~ ~rvt_{.,i!:7 ~ ~~ ~a.. ~~0 ..._. < 
"'iikel;y tB;a:'Vthe fear of a-war t"Sat m~i¥ eomii to nfi._~ve or six yeai'B f1om ,.~ 

~ 1' ~ /'-c·~-z ~ 
~ haunts--a:H/'those who are 

in the field of foreign policy 

exerts ~ ~nhtle infll:lenee in th:e d:i-

( 

(1./) 



., 
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- 0~~~ 

( ~~~~ 
~· 

transit~, ~ts of p reventive v1ar 
~4.-~ 

~egfn to see ~ 
~~way peace . It mi ght be t~at after t hese years of transition 

/:._fo/ ~ ..:J A 
the danger; nh:ght subs ide for awhile but then t h ere may ee o'bher ~ ""'---

~gei just a round the corner,....,/L ~ ~ 
,... ~ "-\ (J tJ - / ./"---
~ ,/?~ ~ ~t.--z,'-' '-; r~l"->/ ~ --

( 



problem t o which our Statesmen c an find no solution and unless t h ere 
~ ~ £-L..-41J 

will emerge some nsw eoneo~t that ;~::±l~l-:Do~n~v~1~n~c~o~t~~~~~~~~~~~~~p.l~1a~~ 

there is a way to peace, oe caz;:'~:t t hing s ~~tter, 
on the eot~;y ~y ~ely t&;-ge;( -r,.rorse. I;t;~ ~; rcmtl:Sta14coa, 

l~/. 
t h e danger of 1var will remain at )¥nigh peak for the next t h ree years • 

..a:H'd:~f perchance we get throu t h e ~e years without war, the 
~~...-1- . 

danger~ leesen8A~a~"N Tod9-y~h.ree nations are i~-
the v~ ~ 44'H-- ~~<(: ~ ..?"'~ prr JA~ ? 

possession of/atomi c bomb. How long \•rill it t ake until t h e number will< 

rise to four, five, six or ~ seven ~ If~e, t h ere is one ~ 
-=~ ~~ r.;ry~~ ~ -;"""~~ 

~:~m~:~;~~:a~~~ 
4. ~ "k/'~~~ --

::::1:8::::: :::z~-~-~Z!~~~~tg~~ 
comman ders in t h e United States will have/~t ·their disposal a tomic ~ 

bombs in order to make sure t hat m~s sive retalia tion will be instant 
If~ c .... / ~ 

and automatic. /In eomeJperiod of heightened Russian~American 
~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~./(-

tension ~country ~cidos-rvo dro p !ts thiee bombs dux ing the-
P-~ 

-ni5f1t, ~ in Pittsburg, one in Detroit and one Gtn Phila delphia, 

wouldn't our massive retaliation instantly hit Russia and wouldn't 

Russia hit us back? t,Vo uld t h ere be any way of lvaiting, investiga ting 

and finding out whose bombs destroyed ~~three cities ?~t seems ~ 
~l~_ that t he atomic bomb has po sed a p roblem to t he World t o w~ich 

none of t h e Go vernments have an answer. In t he pos t v1ar p eriod under 

Bl;}rn"' Ma rs~o.ll , Atcheson ""d D"l~~mana ted from t h e State Depart-

ment were v a rious slogans but never a 

of c oming to g rip s ,.,i th t he p roblems. 

Russia but it was difficult to see how 
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Russia from building a stock pile of atomic bombs and producing planes 

suitable for t heir delivery. Under Ma rshall there was an emphasis on 

destroy ''lestern Europe within a fev1 days b y means of an- a tomic bomb. 

Under Atcheson, t h e emphasis was on negotia ting from strength but it 
~~ 

was difficult to see how it would make sense to. ove~1helming 
~ ~ ''"'"'"~tv-. ~ 

~~otiate a seLL~ent whicp would ee 7 J 
r-v-~ ~.~ ~~ k) (~~· 

qn~te erort from _,_her f~evin6:J._~ over- '\, 

whelming mili t a ry superiority _ 
~~{(. 1u/-G3 ~ If ~ ~ pf 

;> 
~tah1~ectiv~ /';ho Ge)TlO~HHilit ould have afforded to be frank 

with t h e peeple.~ould~t~ ~;;;;:;;tion. -eleal'ly 

~e existence of atomic bombs u o ses problem fo r t he Wo rld which ca n-

not be solved a t the level at wh ich political thinking,even the best 

political t h inkin g , moved before the war. Even less can it be solved 

at t he level a.t wh ich t h e issue is discussed in t h e columns o f our 

nevvspapers. ~hQ dange-!s if!l!erent in t.be Pussililn lmreiicaa powQr cant t:::t=c-t 

;e..a!'e evoking emotions which 1na:ke a dispassionate discassiou of the ~ 

<-rssues almosb iEBpos& 1hle. , 

It took i mag ina tion, resourcefulness and courage to produce t h e ideas 

t ha t went into th~lopment of a tomi c energ 

the last war~ny of t hese idea s a rose throu scuss on amongst 

a small g roup of people who dedicated t hemselves to t his task.~t ~~ 
t a ke-t he same kind of imag i na tion, resourcefuln ess and courage to de-

velope t he ideas \·T~ ich are needed to solve t h e pol~cal problem 

b y t he existence of t h e bomb(,,.~ Government~gotiations 
·-vvl ~~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ ~(W'i~ (10-L-

poseS. 

are 
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~ they 
· ikel to produce t~ose ideas.,' nor are/t~a:rR likely to emerge from the 

t· 
_ anges of viev1s of Sta tesmen, Generals, Admirals, radio commentators , 

newspaper columnists a nd editorial wri ters.?It might v1ell be t hat the 
right 

real issues will not emerge and the/concepts will not be formulated 

until a g roup of scientists, British, America n and Russian, band them-

selves tog ether and dedica te themselves to this task. It is not that 

scientists have a g rea ter insight into politica l problems t han others; 

theie are ss1Qt:Jt1sts who are not interested lu this "t;y~e of problem 

·~ con&Qqnently are no good at it at all. 'l'lhat raises t h e level of ~ 
~ discuss ion -in a group o:f' so i~nt i st.B f a r above t h e level of tho P',_,, ,J i c:-

~ 
-dissnssiap of oolitical jssue-s is the fact t hat by na ture and training 

scientists are addicted to thinking the truth a nd stating t h e truth. 

If ,.,.,e talk to eachother, v1e don't have t o ask ourselves';For what 

purposes does he s a y what h e says?" All v1e have t:) ask ourselves 

is whether it is true. Statesmen, Administrators, editorial \1irters 

and all t hose whose p rofessiona l success depends on making other people 

do \vha t t h ey ,.,ant th~ do, say what they say for a purpose. This 

does not ~hey say v1hat is not t:r,1e but ··rf:'iich of · ~!tithe th~y ~ vmea n t.nat. ~ ~~ ·~~~ ~ 
rstate and stress 'frep~Jd~ et=l t.:t'" (Purpose "vl~ich ~}llpen to pursue -a:t--:-

-~ If tho group of seiQ~+ists dis~q~ms of 
~ ~ .k--'0 ~~~.,~ ? ~ 
atomic energy h a d to c oncern~~th \vho says what for what pur-
·~~~ ~ ~~JW-

p.~~ job cou~not h~ve been done~When it comes to a d issuasion 

~~uts a cross national boundaries, a group of scientists can probably 

accomplish what no other g roup could equally v.rell accomplish, if fe-r 
- 0-,.r~/'\ 

·no crtlrer ~tbecause t hey all s p eak the same language. 



.. ~ . 

F~ ,s.~ ~ /~ 
L~~ ~ H~ '·e.<.- -~ /,e. {( d .I, k h~ ,..,:~,._ ,..;;,_' 

J!.Becaase cJ":on~n;:att=of t.Ms ty,a/£:1a~ t :rere )'!'; 
~~ attempt ma de to bring together ~QO~~· The firs~me it~ 

was vetoed by t h e America n Government;/ -z1:ne second time it '\vas vetored 

by t he Russi an Government.~ •9ita of ta~ I believe t~at the time ~ 
will come, a nd let us hope it will not be t oo l a te, wh en some such 

g roup will ~~d~ in conclave until they beg in to see t 
what t'le real pr oblems are a nd how they ca n be solved.~mong scien- ~ 

:tl:vv= '·"" z; .r~....C.w.--b 7 4 -~ 11!1 5 t tists in America today vvho a re g enera lly concerned about the problem, 

t h ere are two schools o f thought. There a re t 1:1o se vrho believe tha t, 

if the Russian Government wa s guided b :y what is really desirable from 

t h e point of vievl of t h e Russi an na tion, t here would be little diffi-- ~ 

culty reaching a n .overall settlement '"i th the American Government. 
~~~'-:!~' 

-M 

....trl1'B same i;iff!e I bleieve t hat wha t 'trould be desirable for the Russian 

nation is not a cceptable to the~ because of t he political 

system under r.vhich Russia o perates. Some of t h em a dd, the most of 

them don't, t hat what 1vould be desirable from the point of viev.; of 

America as a na tion might not be a cceptable to t h e AmBrican Govern-

ment beca use of t h e political system under vlh ich the America ns operate. 

Those who take t hat view believe t hat an overall settlement t hat would 

really secure peace is impossible. The other group,to wh ich I per-

sona lly belong, differs from t h em in two respects. It will freely 

admit t ha t t h e po~itical system under v1h ich America a nd Russia operate 

h a d to be t a ken into considera tion and that measures wh ich appear de-

sirablw from the point of view of the n a tion may ·'J e ina ccepta.ble 

to t h e Government of the nation. 
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I believe, however, t hat what is and what is not acceptable to the 

Government cannot be known wi th any degree of certainty and t hat it 

depends on t he setting in which it is p roposed and t hat it is subject to 

change a nd above all subject to t he chang e in mo od which will be brought 

about in time when people will beg in t o unde rstand t he meaning of the 

hydrogen bomb. I t herefore believe t ha t it mi ght be much easier to 

get ac ceptance from t he Government involved f or t he measures \vh ich are 

needed. I believe tha t they make a mistake on two scores. First of 

all t hey vwrry t oo much t hat the Russian and American Governments will 

not accept what clearly is desirable from the point of view of wellfa re 

and security of t he Russian a nd American nations. Secondly,they worry 

t o little over t h e difficulty of outlining an overall settlement of 

t h e pr oblem t hat we could , Hith good conscience, recommend to t hese 

Go vernments as g iving t h em reasonable assurance t !.l.a t it '\'lould not ~K~cm:l!lxxx 

wo r k out well from the point of view of t heir na tion's economi c wellf~re 
and militRry security. It is t h is second oroblem on which I propose t hat 

we concentrate in t he assumption t hat t h e problem, t hough very difficult, 
is not insoluble. 



Insert for pa~ 

But in anticipation of it, I am pre senting here certain c n­
;· .... ~~~21-&,__./ 

side rations, for wha tever t hey a re worth, tha t mi ght serve 

~ /~ as a b a sis ofruLscussion, or. at lea st as~ starting point 
{ L 

~ -Ob 
of ~ discussion. 
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The bomb confronts t he World with a problem whic¢ be solved 

a t t he level at which the public discussion of t hi s issue ha s been 

conducted in t h e columns of the newspapers. It ca~~~~~ 

solved a t t h e level a t which politic~J~~~~n,g__,::;:~P!!':~ 

po-litical thlnkln#- moved before the war. It might t ake as much 

i mag ination, resourcefulness and courage t o arrive a t the solution 

of t h is pro~blem as went into t he invention and develo pment of t h e 
~ 

bomb. ·~ t hi s has been, so f a r, forthcoming , nor is it likely 
p;,.. #--I-

to ee fertheow5ng until t h e right kind of peo ple 

together an d dedic a te t hemselves to this t a sk •• 

to solve the political problems posed by the bomb. It is flet cle~r 

~t taio ffiemen~~ust wh en and how such a discussion ~get und~rway 
7~~ ~~ ~·~~~~~"~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -

problem t h e real diffic 

overcome if ~~h is_ c:pnAfl,ict is to be resolve • 
"---- . ~ ~~lfVC...J ~ ~ 

years ago 
~~ ~ol-f-
~ negociating from strength: ~e ought to arm an d f orm a lliances 

~ 

to make us militarily stron~ ~n we ~ sit down with Russia 

· { t ~6= 
.., ~· ~ > > c:s.. e< ~ 

/~=:--..s t::-



[ 

1 

and negotia t:-1 agreeme:lT.....:J:w.h~.i~~a--rnmraorssrtt;-;,:--ji:if~rrclu:rithar.lt:lt:-;-, .....,c~o:r.tl't, tt-1'"roo"tf-;-ee-flr'Ss41-aadl 

.poin~?settled in otti f avor• 'Phis ov ei ~-11 settlemoHt ,,,111 

_tion of atomic 

ft!ld it w llih provtde for f a rrea ch ing 

a s a objective 
YJ-1..-7rJ--...--vJ/ -4':J ~ 

of A overwhelming -\.mbale:nce of_, military · _ 
k!'_ ~ ~ #---/ -aa=E: 4 co:>£$'C:' ~ ..e.,___;p(' vif- .L. ~ ~~ ~ 
~~ corH:~ms us herQ... if'lha t concerns us here is rather the basic 

f all a cy which underlies the concept of negociatin~ 
/J from strengthVin t h e present state of the World. 

~ _.& ~ ~ .~ ~~ ~ >; I§ ;tt?C, e-.._ 

ndiN,S_;:R! I~~~ ;H..--:~-L.-L--<--,.....L-,~~ ;z::;,v r~ A-6- ~~·--• --~~~=;;=~-:=::.~.;;C::.--;~~--~-=-k:_ 
If you negociate a business dea l in priva te life, an d if you are in 

a strong position when you do so , you may indeed be able to settle 

~/ . 
~controversial no i nts 1n 

to sign on t h e dotted liner 

~~~--­your favor., a.nti="-majvget t h e other fellow 

:A:fbei that he will have to perform 

or else you will t ake fuim into court. 
make 

Bat what good would it do to NKXK Reussia sign an agreement in which 

most controversia l points a re settled in our f avor ? Is there a court 
f 

be~ore which we c ould t ake Russia a nd is t here anyone who could 

enforce t h e verdict of t h is c ourt? 

Collective se.curly might very well have been t he answer t o the problem 

of enforcing ~n t s after t he f1 rs t 'llorld 1;ar. But t o day t here 

exists no combina tion of na tions t hat short of a war of indefinite 
coerce 

dur tion and unoredictable outcome could ~.IDUIK Russia, or for t hat 

ma tter t h e United States, And even if America today had ovenvhelming 
use 

milita ry strength, and were ready t o xmK it, she could use it in 

negociations only if what sh e wanted to negocia te was unconditional 

surrender. 



Jnsert for page 2a 
~71' ~ =-r 4.--. ~ 

Th1s w111 compel us t~ce t fi e i&GUe~a-agreement 
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-~~ 
Ole rly be i n~ ~he time when we s it down t o nego t i a te might 

lead Russ i a t o s i gn an ag reement 

make he r keep t he 

whelming mi l i t a ry superiority. I 

t o ngth, 

t . on l y r wha t she wanted to n egotia te wa s 

uncon tion . surr~d;;J ~y /n t hese circumsta nces *'~ 1scwe QSf 

~ ~~ 
'flretlrec·~ negotlatj ~tlernt ~ .. :!3.y peace 

'Eie!'en.il!VO<J weet.or or--mlt> "'/' _, .,;t;t~ devls~n agreement that~ 
off erjbot h Ru.ssia and America ~ s trong i ncentive f or keeping the 

~ 
agr eement in f orce so t ha t they ~ h ve no aa 11e t o abrogate it. 

Since it is i mpo s sible to f orce either Russia or America t o continue 
t1A- ~ 

to observe l;M ag r eement if t hey ¥19nh'l: not wish to do so , it mi ght, 

perhaps, be j ust a s well t o let t hem have t he lega l right to abrogate 
/-tl. ~ ~ .ete!>' hz;c: ~ ~~ 

~~ a ny_ time a.Jter g i vin due notice. .. a~tage ~letting t hem 
L- ,,. _7~' ~~~~L-~ ~A~~~~----

n ave t h i s right · · further b low, attt it hao t e be ~~ -c 
111--1--~~~ c-14- ' ~ 
s.t.ateQ. rigl::lt here~ . a~ t o abrogate must b e limited to ~~ 

small number of nations/ e-lea rly-- t h e agreement could no t l a st long 

i f it could be upset by any one of a l a r ge number of na tions. '~-

Allowing Russia and Am eri ca t o reta i n a l egal righ t to abrogate em-

ph a size s what i s obv ious in any ca se, t h a t t he ag reement cannot 

n i n fo r ce i f either Rus s i a or America no longer want 

•tr 



Insert on nege 3 

But whatever the reason for the Government 1 a silence, ,,.,hethe;/ "' 
~';;(~ 

consideration of this sort ~r simply;lack of agreement witfi th& 

~~rnment itself W'11>1!t the question of what ""r we ~L,_ 
-Geman(f th~e v;as e~rtainl;y a conspicuous l a ck of leadership on 

the part of the ~:vermfio~ ::n ~~ i~of. t:h-9· :peace ~ettlement. 
~ /4-Q~ ~ -. -67 ._ "'-- ~ / ...., ~~ ~ 
/z:::;::c: ~~~..___ ~ ~~cRt( 

/-~ /~ ~~ ~~r--Second ~nsert on pg. 3 ~ ~ ·~ .. _ 
( k~~ ~ /f - -!-- 4_ 
"-------------, ./h'- ':I ~ 

The very concept o-f t:1:e ~ont:xovei'i}\la ,-~QS which ~e want to 
c:..~~~~~ ~ 
~ our f a vor)i·s 3 confHaing3ZJ3a. In thEi~ of tfie 

col.Q. HB:J?; in wh ich war must be rega rded a s likely to come, the 
.~ ~ 

crucial tb~~are tho e ~iob,depending on which way they are 
)I // 

settled, will decrease our chance to win the war 

when it comes. Since the issue of who shall win the war, if 

issue on v-rhich compromise is not possible/" 

-
long as t he possibility of war is uppermost in our minds. Any 

attempt to make progress towards a gener 1 settlement piecemeal 

by taking u p such controversial points, one by one, is, therefore, 

doomed to fail. But within the framework of an overall settlement 

which, if it is worth having~ all, must ressolve the power con­

flict so t hat wa r will be regarded as a remote possibility<- ~ffhese 

v__ery s ame controversial points~ points of minor import ., nee. 

Because we have 1 i ved \'lith a cold-war so long, it is a str~ on_ 
~ .,66400 ·,~ --

our sluggish imaginatio9 to visualize ~ ~e the oettleHzezrt"" 
~___,~~~~~ ~~~ .~~ 
of these points might~l~e of considerable importance to the ~~ 

~ans and Indo-Chines~e~o~ ~ ~ 
; ;concern either to America or Russia. Entirely differe~ 



might have first claim to t he attention of t~ese two powers 

within the framework of such a settlement. 



a ~ ~~~.e€~ 
'£/ . 1/ . _/ -at: ,;Y!!-~;'L 

Ifh~.::::::!a.:~ ::~. ia__,,c.,...---'a:;t;1m~1!><::-~ ... t7o~srit.._.. ~l; / 
~ ~· lk-=~-'d 
~ints (if not a ll) in our fa vor, t h en it is understandable t nat 

in a ll t h ese post wa r y ea r s t he Govennment has never made known 

what overa ll settlement sh e would rega rd a s s a tisfa~to~. For • 
¥~~~ 

L¢bvmously in t~ e ~egotiation s ~ ~nvisag~fYou ca nnot 

announce in a dva nce what you wo~1 ld be willing to a ccepyr (fliose 

terms would t h en automatica l l y b ecome t h e sta rting point of t h e 

~ 
negocia tions and~ would ha ve to yield on many points by the 

- ~ ~ 
time -;ro~through negotia ting . r' -."'-~ 

As l ong as Am erica and Rus~~go . ation in t hese terms, 

t h e time f o r n egotia tions ~1 e right. For a number of 

ht t h ink it J~ 
to 

;t~ 
negotiations. 

c a nnot conceivably solve t h e p roble m The only 

t h ing worth nego~iating from is unconditional surrender 

a nd necessa rily make it easier to a rrive a t a 

in- our f a vor is a 

(/ ~-0 
o f t h e controversial ~which h a ve to be desided 

~~~~ 
confusin g one. The wo~controversial issues a re 

4The very conce pt 

t hose wh ich a rise from t h e f a ct t h a t in t h e pre s ent power conflict 
~~ 

wa r must be regarded a s p robable. ·Pfie •·Jorse co~troYsPsial i~saes 

...... ars t':wse w~, if s ettled one \'lay or another, would grea tly increa se 

either our chance of winning t hat wa r v1h en it comes, or else Russia 's 

chance. Since on ~~e issue of who is go ing t o win t h e wa r, if 
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Th ese i ssues ca n be settled only if somehow by means 
' al l settlement,we a re able to create a setting which 

--~-~-~ t h e power conflict ~war ~regarded a s a 

of an over­
resolves 

remote pos-

sibility. Because we have lived with a cold-war so long now , it 

is a stra in on our slugg ish imagination to visualize t hat t hese 

very same issues, while t heir settlement might be of considerable 

i mpo rtance to the Germans, Ko rean s or t h e Indo-Chinese, will no 

longer g reatly concern either America or Russia and t hat within 

t h e framework of such a settlement, entirely different issues might 

have first claim~ the a ttention oft_ ese two p wers. The greatest 

obsta cle tx to find a cceptance for an adequate plan for an overall 

settlement might well prove to be our inability to see •••• etc. 
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it comes, a compromise i s not po ssib le/ f.ko ne of t hese i s sues can 

ever b e settled in t he cold-war s etting by negotia ting ~ieee Htar~ 
~~ -?o ~~ 
v t i s being overlooked is t h e f act t hat no overa ll settlement, 

having 

and once 

s a 

wil hav~ to cope wi l l 
/ 

L~~s l i s sues . of 

supposes, o c our se, 

m ve, step 

power 

regarded 

h is settlement 

t he insolu 

All t h is 

a l ong 

will lead u s f r om conflict 

elimi-

I NSERT II 

Wha t a re t he main i ncentives which such an overall settlement could 

provide for continued Russian coopera tion ? Any Russia n policy,if 

it is r ationa l a nd is based on t h e na tiona l interest, must be 

grea tly co ncerned about security from atta ck an d t h e ec onomic de­

velo pment o f t he country. Security from a ttack mea ns first of all 

t he elimina tion of a t h rea t of t he At omic Bomb which would permit 

a direct a tta ck on t he cities of Russia , And a lso t he elimina tion 

of an a tta ck by l and a rmies based on 1,·restern Europ e motiva ted by 

fres hly awakened German na tionalist movement. We should have , 

t herefore, to examine what ty pe of disa rmament coul~ give t _ is kind 

of security t o Russia , and ltrhether t he ki nd o f disarmament tha t 

would do t h is ca n be reconciled wi t h a leg itimate desire for se­

curity of 'IYe ste r n Euro pe, t h e United Sta tes and t he rest o f t he ~vo rld. 



In t h inking of i ncentives wh ich t his agreement could offer 

to Russia in t he economic field we ought not to think, I 

believe, of direct economi c aid to Russia. Immedia tely after 

t he war Russia was in grea t need of such economic a id, but 

today any economic a i d w:J. ich we might be able to g ive would 

be quite negligible com a red to t he economic advantages which 

t h e a greement could offe r to Russia by crea ting a setting 

which 'llOuld enable Russia to use her p roductive capacity for 
a 

he r econo mic development r a t her t han for supplying/heavily 

equipped large land a rmy. Russia spends today about 20% of 

her nationa l income on defense and if sh e could spend t h is 

amount on productive i nvestment then civilian consum tion in 

Russia 1-1ould increa se a t t h e r a te of 6% per yea r, which means 

t ha t it would double every twelve y ea rs. Assumine; the popu-

lation increase in Russia is kep t within reasonable bounds , 

t :J.ere would be a rapid increas e in t he standa rd of living which 

would crea te a f avorable climate for t h e successful opera tion 

of a stable government. Clearly, t h e type and degree of dis-
~~ .. armament t hat the agreement might stipula te ha:s a oear11lg not 

~issue of security but, as f a r as Russia is concerned, 
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But in anticip tion of it, I am pre senting here certa in con­

sider tions, for whntever t hey are worth, that mi ght serve 

as a b sis of discussion, or et least as starting point 

of t he discussion. 



September - 1954 

T~e bomb confronts t he rorld with a problem which cannot be solved 

t t he level at which the public discussion of t his issue h s been 

conducted in t he columns of the newspapers. It cannot even be 

solved a t t he level a t wh ich political t hinking - even t he best 

politic 1 thinking - moved before the w .r. It might t ke as much 

i magin tion , resourcefulness and cour ge to a rrive a t the solution 

of t~ is problem a s went into t he invention and develo ment of t he 

bomb. None of t h is ha s been, so f a r,- f orthcoming , nor is it likely 

to be forthcoming until t he right k i nd of eople b nd t hemselves 

together and dedica te t hemselves t t his t a s k.. It t ook discussion 

t o bring fort h t he i deas which went into t he m kin~ of t he bomb . 

It will take discussion t bring f orth t he ide s which are needed 

to solve t he politica l problems posed by t he bomb . It is not clear 

a t t h is moment just when nd how such a 4iacussion will get underw y. 

But,in the hope t ha t such a discussion will get underway in the nea r 

future, I am presenting here, in the ho pe t hat it m~y serve as a 

bas is of discussion, eerta in oints of views and considerations. 

The public discussion of the American-Russian conflict in the pest­

war years has obscurred r ather t han cl rified the na ture of the 

problem with which we re f aced nd t he re 1 difficulties which 

must be overcome if t~ is conflict is t o be resolved. Just a f~1 

yea rs ago we were told time and time aga in t h t t he solution lies 

in negociating from strength. We ought to a rm and f orm alliances 

to make us militarily strong . Then we could sit down with Russia 
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nd negocia te an agreement in l'lhich most, if not 11, controvert 

points will be settled in our f avor. This overall settlement wi 

t hen rovide for t he elimina tion of atomic bombs from all rmame1 

and it will provide f or f a rre ch ing dis-armament. This policy(if s 

indeed w s a policy) was cle rly b sed on an unobtainable objective 

of Pn overwhelming unbalance of military strength. But this is not 

what concerns us here. What concerns us here is rather the ba sic 

f all acy which underlies t he concept of negociating with Russia 

from strength in t he present state of t he iorld. 

L SERT I 

If you negociate a business deal in private l ife, and if you are in 

a strong pos ition '>then you do so , you may indeed be ble t o settle 

mos t controversial ryo i nts in your fnvo r ~nd may -get t he other fellow 

t o sign on t he d tted line. After th t he \'1111 have to perform 

or else you will t r_ e ~1m into court. 
m ke 

S'dt \'lh t ._.ood t-rould it do to k!!IE Reussia sign an agreement in l'lhich 

mos t controversial ~o ints a re settled in our f avor? Is there a court 
f 

be,ore \1hich ,.,e could t ke Russia nd is t~ere anyone who could 

enforce t he verdict of t h is court ? 

Collec t ive security might very ,.,ell have been t~e ans,-1er .. o the problem 

of enforcing agreements fter t he first ' orld War. But today t here 

exists no comb ina tion of nations tha t short of a w r of indefinite 
coerce 

dur~ tion nd un redict ble outcome could «KMKB Russia, or for tha t 

m tter t he United Sta tes. And even if America t od y had overwhelming 
use 

milita r y strengt h, and \·tere ready t o ne it, she could use it in 

negocia tions only if w~ t she wanted t o negocia te w s unconditional 

surrender. 
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This will compel us to f ace t he issue how such an agreement 

could be maintained in force if one of t he sm ller nations 

should cease to cooperate. 
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Cle rly being strong at t he t ime wh en ~e sit down t o negoti nte mi ght 

lead Russia t o s i gn an a reement that suits our t as te but it cannot 

make her keep t~e greement unless we maintain indefinitely an over­

whelming milita ry superiority. Indeed, if America had oven1helming 

milit ry superiority and were t o base her negotia tions on t hat strength, 

t~ is strength would help her only if what she wanted to negotiate wa s 

unconditiona l surrender. Clea rly in t hese circumst nces the issue of 

whether or not a negotia ted se ttlement can f orm t he basis of peace 

depends on wheter or not we a re ~ble t o devise an agreement th t would 

offer both Russia nd America such strong incentive for keeping the 

greement in force so t hat t hey will h ve no desire to abrogate it. 

Since it is 1m ossible t o force either Russia or America to continue 

to observe t he agr~ement if t~ey would not wish to do so, it might, 

perhaps, be just e s well t o let t hem have t he leg 1 right ~o abrogate 

t ~ ny time after giving due notice~ ~e dvantage of letting t hem 

hPVe t h is right will be connidered further below, but it ha s t o be 

st~ted right ~e re t ~v t such right to abrogate must be limited to a 

smal l number of notions. Cler rly t he agreement could not last long 

if it could be upset by any one of a l a rge number of nations. 

Allowing Russia and America to reta in a legal right to abrogate em­

phas izes what i s obvious in any ca se, t hat t he agreement cannot 

possibly rem in in f o rce if either Russia or America no longer want 

it be in force. 
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Insert on n ge 3 

But wha tever the reason for the , Government's silence , whether 
,, 

a , ""-· 
consideration of this sort or s i~plyjlack of ag~"ement \>lith t he 

other Government itself with t he question of what -xar we a re to 
\ 

dem nd, t here was certainly a conspicuoUs lae~~f leadership on 
\ . 

I ' 

t he part of t he Government on the issue ~f the ~eaee settlement. 

Second Insert on pg. 3 I 
'I 
~ 

\ 

,.:, 

The very concept of t~e controversial issues v-thich r.1e ''~ nt t o 

settle in our f avor is a confusing one . In t e, setting of t he 

cold-wa r in wh ich wa r must be reg rded a s likely to come, t he 

crucia l issues re t hose which ,depending on \-Thich r.-ray t hey re 

settled, will increa se or deere se our chance t o \-T in t he \·tar 

when it comes. Since t he issue of who shall win t he w r, if 

wa r comes, is t he one issue on '·rhich com_ remise is not possible . 

None of t hese crucia l controversi 1 po ints can be settled as 

long a s t he possibility of w r is uppermost in our minds. Any 

a ttempt t o make progress towa rds a gener~ l settlement piecemeal 

by taking u such controversia l po ints, one by one, is, t herefore, 

doomed to f a il. But within t h e framework of an overall settlement 

which, if it is wo rth having a t all, must ressolve the pm-rer con-

flict so t hat wa r will be regarded a s a remote possibility. These 

~ery s me controversia l po i nts become points of minor importr nce. 

Because r.·r e have lived '"ith cold-war so l ong , it is a stra in on 

our sluggish imag ina tion to visualize but, wh ile t he settlement 

of t hese points might still be of considerable i mportance to t he 

Germans, Koreans and Indo-Chinese, they will no longer be of gre t 

concern either t o America or Russia · Entirely diffe rent points 
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( I' 

\ 
I 

mi ght have f irst cla i m to t he attention of t he se two powers 

with in t he fr mewor k of such a settlement . 
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If in neg~i ting Qn ngreernent wi t h Russia our 1m is t o settle ~tx 

po ints (if no t a ll) in our f vor, t hen it is unders t andable t~at 

in all t~ese ost war ye r s t he Govennment has never made known 

what overall settlement she w uld reg rd a s s tisf ctory. For 

obv&ously in t~e kind of negot i a tions we t hen envisage, you cannot 

announce in advPnce \'lhat you wo·l ld be willing t o accept. Those 

terms "t>tould t ·'len utom tic !l l l y become t he sta rting o int of t he 

negociations and you would h ve to yield on many po ints by the 

time you a re t hrough negotia ting . 

As l ~ng as America nd Russia t hink f negot iation in t hese terms, 

t he time for negotiations will never be right. For a number of 

ye rs America n milita ry power w s r pddly increa sing e s he r stock 

p ile of bombs w s r owing . As l ong s one t~ inks of negot i a ting 

from strength, it seemed i~~er tive t o post one negotiations until 

l a ter. Ri ght now Russian milit~ ry strength is rapidly incre sing 

bee use of her gr wing stock pile of bombs nd if she t hinks in 

terms of negoti ting from stren ~th , she might t hink it 1m erative 

t o po stpone negotia tions. The f ct is t hat negoti ting from strength 

ca nnot c::mceivably solve t he proble m which is before us. The only 

t h ing worth nego~iating from strengt h is unconditional surrender 

and t hat is not a solution but r t her a postponement of a solution 

nd one w. ich does not necessarily make it easier t o a rrive t a 

solution. 

"The very concept of the controversia l issues \'lh ich h ve t o be desided 

- The ··1orse controvers1 1 i ssues are in our favor is a confusing one. y 

t hose wh ich a rise from t he fact t h3 t in t h e re sent power conflict 

war must be reg rded as prob ble. The worse controversial i ssues 

a re t~ose w~ich, if settled one ,.,ay or another, would 'reatly increa se 

either our chance of winning t hat war \"then it comes , or else Russia 's 

chance. Since on t h is one issue of who is o ing t o 't-tin t he war, if 
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These issues c n be settled only if aomeho\tr by means of an over-
t 

all settlement ,we a re able to create a setting '\'lh ich resolves 

t h e power conflict nd in l<Thich w .r is rega rded a s a remote poe-

sibility. Because we have lived with a cold-vm.r so long now , it 

is a str in on our sluggish imagination to visualize t hat t hese 

very s me issues, wh ile their settlement might be of considerable 

i mpo rt nee t o t he Germans, Koreans or t~e Indo- Chinese, will no 

longer g re tly concern e1 t her .Pme ric or Russ i a> nd t h t '\•Tithin 

t he framework of such settleme~t, entirely different issues might 

ha.ve first claim of t he ttention o f t t;.e se t\'1,0 , ,..,ers. The gre test 

obstacle tx t 0 find a ccept ance for 
\ 

n adequ t~ ul en f o r an overall 

settlenent might well prove to be our inability t o see •••• etc . 
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it comes, a compromise is not po ssible. None of t hese i ssues can 

ever be settled in t he c ld-w r setting by negotiating piece-meal. 

ihat is being overlooked is the fact that no overall settlement, 

if it is w~rth h ving a t all, must resolve t h is power conflict 

and once t he overall settlement is implemented, wa r must be rega rded 

as a remote ssibility. The real issues l-tith which t h is settlement 

will h ve to cope v.r111 be very different from the 1nsoluble c6n­

troversial issues .o f t he pre-settlement pe riod. Pll t his pre­

supposes , of cour·se, t hat t here 1s indeed a p th long \·t 1. ich '"e can 

nove, step by step, t ha t will lead us from t he resent power conflict 

.rith its inherent instpbility to an overall settlement \'lhich elimi­

nates t hat c ~nflict. 
11 

INSERT I I 

Wha t re t he main i ncentives which such an overall settlement could 

provide for continued Russian cooperation ? Any Russian policy,if 

it is r tiona l and is ba sed on t he national interest, must be 

greatly c ncerned about security from attack nd the economic de­

velo ment of the country. Security from a ttack mens first - of all 

t he elimination of a t hre t of t he At omic Bomb which would permit 

direct atta ck on t he cities of Russia, And a lso t he elimina tion 

of n . ttack by l and a rmies based on lvestern Europe motivated by 

fres hly awakened German na tionalist movement . We s~ould have , 

t herefore, to examine what type of dis rmament c ulg give t~ is kind 

of security to Russia , and whether t he kind of disarmament tha t 

would do t is can be reconciled with legitimate desire for se-

curity of ~e s tern Europe, t he United St tea Pnd the rest of t he v rld 
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In thinking of incentives w ich t his greement could offer 

to Russia in the economic field we ought not to think, I 

believe, of direct economic aid t o Russia . Immedi tely fter 

the war Russia was in great need of such economic a id, but 

today any economic id which we might be ble t o give would 

be quite negligible com. ared to t he economic advantages ~thich 

the agreement could offer to Russia by creating setting 

which .,.,ould enable Russia to use her productive capacity for 
a 

her economic development r ather t han for su plying/heavily 

e ui ped l a r ge l and army . Russia spends today about 20% of 

her n tional income on defense and if she could spend t~is 

amoun t on productive investment then civilian consumption in 

Russi vrould increa se t t he r te of 9% per year, t'l ich means 

t h .t it i'Jould double every twelve years . -' ssumin ~ the popu-

lation increase in Russi . is kept within reason ble bounds , 

t~ere w:>uld be a rapid increase in t he standard of living which 

vrould ere te f avor. ble climate for t he successful operation 

of a stable gove~ament . Clearly, t he type and degree of dis­

armament t ha t the agreement might stipul te has a bearing not 

only on t he issue of security but, as f a r as Rus si- is concerned, 

it h s lso an i mport nt bearing on t he i ncentives t·T hich it may 

offer t o Russia with respect to her economic prosperity . 
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I 

I have started out with this dis cus ion on inc entives that 

ffer to America and 

of settle-

to our des ire o r security and those relating 

to our desire interrelated. Thi s makeo it v e ry 

difficult to rious aspects independently and ye t 

I propose, tre refore, to 

proceed by assuming for argument by adonting some one 

this 

such all settlement has to be s c rut inized . It s houl d be 

that it is a dis cuss~on of the s e po int s of rathe r 

than Q t he actual merits of the specific disarmament 

-vrh.itl1 I Hant to focus attention . 11Jhat are these po ints of vi~r? / 

1. Is It a De a d-End Street? ~~~ 1~ ~­
The problem ·Hi th wb i ch the ..:&i;-'"ll9-3:'1"'I 'l"l~"~"c....""i't'i'"""-f~--t;.~ 

Horld c annot be s olved~ A_ leve l a t Hhi ch pol itica l think ing has 

mov ed before the 1.-rar . Before the Har the le i timate a im of foreign 

uo licy Has to p rolong the ue ace, that is to nrolon~.~~val 

betvreen -vrars. Today faced vdth the threat of the ~He cannot 

::'econcile ours e lves to hav ing to go t h rough another Horld -vmrp~a 

?~ndeed%: \-re re certa in th:t a n:the r -Jo~ld Har is unavoidable t han 
~ 

those who are instrumental in post · oning its date Hould be rendering 

a v ery doubtrful service to mankind. 

Therefore the over,-all et tlement w1Jich He n eed must not 

repres c:. nt an u n easy armistice but must creat e a set t in: ·Hi thin which 

the Horld can move along some prearranged path and perhaps even at a 
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prearranged rate totvar ds an orgQniz j d worl d community and be yond 
the 

that towards to/ul t i mate solution ~rrhich is world gov e rnment . ~~~Jha t 

mat ters i s not tiliether this ultimate s olution i s reac ed with in one , 

t wo, or thre e generations; ~at matters i s that it be r oached without 

go ing throur-h anot er vJOrl d -vmr . .Pdt£W{ ~ o-{ /! ~ ,~ , .. ~v;(~~ 
2 . Does I t Remove Inherent Instability? t( o~ .f r~ 

The powe r c onflict in Hhi ch Rus s ia and the Unit ed State s are 
~~ 

caught at p resent~ized by ~nherent instability ~ 

HkQ t~'::; cha rac t eri g9d b1J1;j;.Ds.. conflict bet ·re en 3parta and 

Pe l ope ne s ian war and the des truc t ion of ~ 
~;('/£'><~~ ~ ~~ 

t tention ...?<! <\ 
the Uni ted 1"' ~ 

a given 

focused 

or 

i ar i f v.rar e-bme2 . The same , of 

P~d s inc e t he i s sue of who shall 

VTin the Ha.r ~ i s ~ne v i ~, ely the one i ssue on which com­

p r omi se i s not ,- os sibl e , no c ont raversia.l ryo ints v.rhich h ave Jdoi 

s trategic or military i mport ance can be settled . Any at t empt to 

such contraversial 

over- all 

t o be no more 

to failure . 

ns 

Har than to increase ~ 
\~"t ./~....q-= > 
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tha t Har Hill come. ' bus there is an inherent ins tability in a 

is r eached Hh e n 
,£.4. 

P.,s 

n s tability, must be far-reaching enou gh for vrar t o be no 

more a remot e poss ibilit so tha t stra te g ic conside r a tio n s be-

come secondary importance . St ability 1vill be achieved only if a 

is cre a t e d in \·rh ich t b e Rus s i a n an d Ame r:L c a n governments 

will it more imnortant to furt ~r r~ uce t h e chance 
::;......-~~---

to incre a se their chance of 

r if it comes. 



3. .Jou l d .3e c re t Violat i ons a n d Ev a sions o f the Agr eomf3 nt b e 
~ Ins tantly De te cted? 

1 ~ . Is The re Any Dange r .:k.rui:t.xR:ruu~±x of Pr eme d i tat ed Abrogat i on? 

The p ossib i lity of a bro _n.t ion of t h e a g r eement b 'r on e of 

t e gr e t n o 1e rs c an n ev er be ent i r e ly exclude d . But i t is necessary 
occur s if 

car efully to apprai s e the dan ge r th a t/one o f the g re a t po-vrers uhi ch 

may contempla t e ab rop;at ion a t the time when s he ent e rs into the 

a g r eemen t . This i s l iko l onl in either of t Ho c as e s . 

a . If that p o1r1e r f eels th~eatened at the time ~-1hen the agr eement 

is negotiat e d on signs up i n order t o av oid the t~ reat, or 

b. I f t hat p owe r has no t h ing t o lo se b y s i gning , that is , i f 

t he ear ly s t eps of i mp l eme n t ation of the rrgre e~ent do not r e -

/_ ~ ~~~ 

P
\.... present a ma jor inves tment~ r_ _,.... ~~Cz......-~-~ _, 
~ __,....,y ~ .41£4 &< ----·- -- -~ .... 

Are There 0uf f icient I ncentiv es for ':Janting t o Keen t he Agre ement ~ 
in Force? ~~ 

6. If The r e is an Abrogation , FollOi-red By an Ar ms Race That Leads 
to '~·Jar, v'lhat ~Vi l l be Our Chance s t o ·Jin That \var? 

W ror 
the t Ho go vernme nts are "' ided by enl i .h t e n ed c on:=d de r ation of the ' 

Puss i2. a n d luneri c 8. fo r ~ ·a~t inr: to i:ee.,.., tt · in force as long 

"'( 

\ 
Both ~ov ernments ~rrould ~A. 

~~ 

\ 

n ti on_l int e r e s t , the no s sib"l i t>r of abrogat i on by one o r t em 

c annot b e entire l y ri isregc.r cl.ed by the other . 

v-rant t o kno v-r 'dhat thei r pos i tion Hill be i f the r e i s a n abrog a t ion, 

i f t he ar:11s r a c e s t a rt s f r om s c re tc~ , and i f it is likely to le ad to 

Har . Wou ld t hey t hen hav e a f fumr chanc e to win the war ? 

Thi s is a po int of c ours e Hhe r e Ame rica 's and Rus s ia 's 

intere s t are n o t parallel , a n d tbe nego tiations fo r an ov e r - a l l 

agr eement !ni gh t b r eak dmm over t h is "Joint unless b o t h gove r nme nt s 

are sati sfie d that t h e ove r - al l agr eeme n t p r onosed Hould make the 

occurrenc e of abro ~at ion exc cedin~l. u nlike l y . If t~at is the cas e 
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yhen it may be that either America or Ru s s ia 1·rill be faced 1-·Jit!J a 

decision of accenting a smalle r chance of Hi nnin a -v.rar t h at mi =>h t 

fol lo 4 an abro a t ion for the sake of rre ~ t ly increas in~ chance 

of avoiding the war in accepting an oth erwise satisfactory over-al l 

settlement . 
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~ 
~( e-~~rc~ 

How /!an the ob oe rvanc e of the ap;r ee"'ent b e enforc ect {f d in ~ 
" 1ons oi be e nforc e d ,e;;._ 

have not been gran ted t h e ri h t to 2b r ogat e ? 

pre ont: lra ve colonial 



'v l?b 

9 . ·I.fx:th:e::: a.greement 

9 .· Are the succe s siv J sta es t hrough whi c_l the agr ee::nent -vrould 

be i mp leme nted properly devised? 

Because of the initial distrust and for ap number of other 

r eason s , it vrill be necessary to provide for the implementation 

of t 11e a re ~?me nt in succe sr· ive s tap;es . 'l'he p ropo se d s ta es will 

have to be scrutinized fro~n t., o :)o int ~ of view. ~ 1 . o they 

offer sufficient safeguards againat an abrogation or evasion 

during the f i r s t couple of .. e a r s of the agre ement . Nhruq 2 . Do the 

sta es succeed ea~v othe . fast enou h to eliminate at t e very 
lr7""'~ . 

1 
o1a.t se t 1 the inherent instability 'tl . ich characterizes the present 

v 
pm-1er conflict . 
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inse rt he re remark s abou t des irable nnd no~~ ible 

I n orde r to eet m..Jay from gen erali tios , vre s 1'} al l noVT atte::1pt 

to make some r athe r defi 'li te assum'Jtions a bout t he k ind an d defSre e 

of disarmament 'dbi ch a n ove r-all set t l ment p re s c r i bes . I cannot 

state Hith a n y c :::nviction that t ho::-e p ers cri!ltions come a n y uh e re 

n ear Hha t ought to be do n e . But it i s i mp os sible to come to rips 

; ith the problem unl e ss we spell out some defini te c onditions and 

t he n analyze t he se from the p oint of vi eH of the des ide r ata •l'lhi ch 

He postu l a t ed a bov e . I shall a ss"Lune here tha t some p olitical 

se t tlement h as been de f ine rl 1-rhich is a ccep ta le to :rtus s ia and the 

United Stat e , that th is includes a unified Germany and some p rovision 

through -!'lich t he t errito r ie s f ormerly b e longing to German y will be 

retur n e d to he "~" in stage::1 over a period of per 1a·os 25 /ears , that 

Poland mig~t be c ompens a t e d by .us c ia in about t he sill~e degree an d 

by the s ame r ate , t hat mat ters h ave been a r ee d U"'Jon irJhic .. Hill 

en able Japan to so l v c her e c onomic problem b ':- ade qu a t e tra de, tha t 

a moderately satisfactory solution of the c o l onial p roblem has b e en 

arr ived at , e tc . , e tc ., and that we now mus t turn our attent i on to 

the p r r: blem of arms a n d t he e nfo r cement of the a g re emen t if necessary 

in case of n a.t i ons Hho h av e no l egal ri g~1t to abrogat e the agr eement . 

~at kind of d is a rmament a n d Hh a t degr e e of d is a r marnent would 

o f fer the b es t chance for a stable peace . Cl early, as far as the 

United St a t es is c oncerne d , the el:ri:rrninat i on of a ll atomic VJe a ·'Jons 

wou ld i n itself ~al e ~er se cure from , o ss ible at tac ~ provided t he re 

are no se c ret vio l ati ns of the agre~ment . It woul rl se e~ , ho~eve r , 

that from the p o i n t of 7 i el;J of enlighte n ed con s i dera tions of n a tional 

interest, a d i sarmament limi t ed t o atomic ~rmapons a n d say chemi c a l 

and biolog ical 1-.rarfare m·· gbt no t b e acc eptable . Three y e ars from 



21 

nm-;-- o.n,'. this assume s the t'·lird world 1o1ar Hi l l not break out u ithin ( 

the next three ye a:.~s , ·u s s i a s h ould· be in the p ss e s s ion of atomic 

b ombs , Hydro ge n - b ombs, and adequate mean s for the d elivery to the 

point vrhere she is invincible . The nos ses sion of these 1.veapons 

guarante e s in cas e of actual Har 1-J'ith the United States that western 

Europe as we l l as the res t of the world will be neutral . If atomic 

1-.feanon s are elminated by:t all convent ional arr.lS remain a s before , 

a n arme d western Europe c enterin g around Germany might keep the 

poHe r conflict alive and in the e nd e n anger the security of Russia . 

Shoul -:-l ::tu s s ia, ott of such cons i der-:>.t i ons, 1-.rant to carry disarmament 

further t an the next lo ica l .. inc tha t 1.ve mi ght draf t 1 aul d be t h e 

complete e limination of all mobile 1vea~ons, such as t anks, guns, 

flame t h rov;rers , etc ., but placing no limitat ions on machine guns 

Hh ich could be manufactured in unlimite d quantities and perhap s 

freely traded across nat ional b oundaries . 

i nsert 

Along 1-li th the atomic - bombs one ~v-ould a l so 1-mnt to e liminate t he 

means suitable for c a rrying s uch b ombs, t hat is fast plane s ith a 

range of over 50 0 miles and lon ran~e he avy rockets . ~ By doing 

so it HouJ.d be __ uch e si c r to detect any real dange rous secretiv e 

evasion of t~e a r eement . 

Th is k inn of d i sarmament ·rould ~ ive Rus s ia all the security she mi ght 

-v;rant and pro ably al s o give .-.!es t ern 2urope more security than ;h e 

c ould othe r 1vi s e have . I f He t ali:e into a cc ount that one -vmuld Hant 

to permit heavy guns and oth er heavy mobile weapons in built - in 

fort i fi cations, if V>Jes t ern Europe s o des ire d, a :Ia g i no t Line c ould 

be built across Europ e Hhi ch Hou1d in c ase of abro gation suc c e ssfully 

I 
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p "Y>ot ec t Europ e a gai nst a c onc e ivable , if i mprobab l y attac k by 

:;:;.us s ian l and ar il i e s e qui pp ed vri t h machine guns, until c· uch time a s 

an arm~:; race t hat HOUl d p r esumabl y star t fro ra s cratc11 as s oon as a n 

a g r e ement is abrogl t eC. again vJOuld p rovide >TO s t e rn Euro "Je with heavy 

we apons . I believe that from a lon ran ge po i nt of vi e t h is tyn e 

of disarmament v'li ght h ave gre a t advant[u;es and that in po..rticula r 

se cret evas ions would be c ome v e ry d i ff icult . ~ e have t o look h owever 

at t hi_ s proposal ±:mxll!!~ not only from a long ranfe ~Joint of vieT.rJ but 

a lso f r om the po · nt of view of the next 15 or 2 0 ears. I f this 

t ·--p e of disarmame nt Here in e~fe ct today it Houl d not have b e en 
I' 1 _/ 11 WYV.f.t:::-

poscible t o de fe n d Indo - China a a inst the Vie tm~n (not t ha t I want 

to i mp l y that a s ucc es s f ul defense of I n do - China is neae ssarily 

p ossible e ven if 1e ue r e in the pos it~o~ ... tff supply heavy mobile 

equ _i_pment to the for c es fi ghting Vi et~.J<tP'UYot in the n ear future 

it is l i ke l y tha t a suc c essful defen se of southeast As ia following 

t~e at t e rn of the defen se of I ndo -China i·JOuld pro ~: ably b e much more 

diff icult if not impo s ibl e if machine gun s are t he only we ap ons 

that are manufactured in qu an t it y . Horeove r, the numb e r of govern-

ment s that have c ome i nto bein t~rough a cou_ c arr i ed out by the 

army and uh ich could not maintain themselve s unle"'n the gove rTh'Tient 

had heav y guns and t n 1rs at their d i suosal . This is p robably true 

of ,~ y u t a n d I r an . Thes ~ ~overnments 1oo1ould u robably not be Hilling 

to g ive u their arms and other n o..ti ns that have an i nte re s t in 

ma i ntaining them i n PoHe r Hould SU'Jl')Ort t hem. 'rhis I belie ve s hould 

be regarded as a minor n oint f or no one in h is r i ght sen ses would 

Hant to mai ntain governments of t h is sort in offi ce fo r eve r a nd 

t e r efore c. c onmromise might be arran ed by virtue of 1;7hich such 

governments may ret a in the eauipment a t p r e s ent in their hands and 

pe rhap s even receive some a ddi tional , but after a cert a in dat e there 



Sugges tion for Hha t it is worth 

Insert t0~ ;!~ --<:__ -z___. <.__ 

·Je must re concile ourselves to the fact that no whoLy 

s a tisfactory solution to this problem is poss ible. A large part 

of the population of the worl d lives in under developed countries 

and to date no f o rm of demo cracy has been evolved that is like ly 

to function successfully over appreciable periods of time in under 

developed countrie s in the sense in Hh ich democracy f unctions at 

least tolerably well in France, Engl and , or the United States. 



\JOUld be no furt'1er equi:_)ment of this sor· t manufactur·eJ by any of 

the n~ tional r:overnments a n d i"nport of this kind of equ p ment HOUld 

automatic a lly c ~ ase . 

Ins e rt · on Shi~ Contraversial points 

This tV9e of d i . ar~ament o~fers a ereat advantage that enforc e -

ment of tho agre o,~ent if nece~sary Hith e.rmed f orce a .;ainst n a tions 

\fhi c h have no right to abro ate becomes comParatively eas y . If 
inter 

the national police has onl machine guns, contingents of the 

international police rhi ch ar·e stationed in those areas Hhich mNREx 

must be considered sensitive , n eed to be equipped only with light 

tanks , l ight guns , etc . in mode r at e qu ntities so that this in 

turn means that the i nt e rnati nal police wi ll not be regarded as a 

potential agressor b~ anT of the nat:_ons 1--.rho retain the rip.:ht to 

abrogate . 

I 
<... 

( 
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