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This is usu lly the most delightful institution of lecture 

ship and experience bec .. use you rre permitted to ta lk about vJhat 

hrppens to be on our mind rt the time . ~here is P story about 

, you know, the o f Gott ingham, that he came 

lf t e i nto seminer in t he Insti t ute and s t t hrough P present .

t ion of r younger member of the strff on e pep r which visibly 

bored him, and finHlly he s id, "Well , 1 t was not a b r d p aper , 

but I was just not ' interested in the sub ject . 1.Jhose p aper was 

it?" Pnd he was told , "You wrote it , Herr about 

three y ears ago . 11 

vJell , a friend of mine , Count Friedrich ... · , a physi -

cal ch emist , once talked t o me in 1924, and he said , "You know, 

y esterday I was t a dinner par t y , a n d next to me s a t one of 

Perlin 's outs tan ding lawyer s. And he a sked me , 1 Is there much 

progress m de in phys ics?' Jl nd I s cdd, 1Yes , very much proc ress . 

Gre r t di scover>ies are m de .' Pnd the lawyer said, n re ll, tel l 

me in f i ve minutes what t he se g reat di s cov eries are • 

.And .. · P • 1'.- said , ' I c oul dn't tell yo 1 in five min u tes ; I c ould 

tell you i f I had three or four hours to tell you about i t .' 

Jl n d the l Pwyer s id, ' I ' M not inter ested . An y thing that y ou 

cannot explain in five minutes cannot possib ly be a t; rea"C dis 

covery .' 11 You r ( memb er this was in 1924 , and I think the lawyer 

was right . 

May I a sk myself this question? I want to ~ alk t o you 

about the solution to the problem whic h the bomb poses to the 

1--1orld, and I ask myself cou l d I conceivably say what one ought 

to do about it in f ive minute s? 
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minutes? And I think t hat p e rhaps I could, but I don ' t t hin k I cou ld 

sell it to y ou in f ive minutes . I might be able to s e ll i t to y ou in 

two or three hours , but I don't h ave two or three hours . Jl n d the most 
O')'t.L. 

di ff icult t h ing is ::iJ:lJ.lt a · · · about t h is sub j ect if • wan t:St o t alk 
(i 

for ~bout an h our. 

Now let us start with the controversy on whe the r or not we should 

stop bomb tests. Now you know there is a group of people whosay we 

shou ld stop testing bombs . And wh il e they usually justify this by 

"' talking ab out radio~active f all-out, t h is is not really what is on t heir 

minds . They really want to stop the testing of bombs as a first step 
OU1 t f-

in a direction in which t h ey think we .- to go. Now it seems to me 

that it is conceivable that Russia and America would ag ree to stop tests. 

It also is conceivab le that after both Russia and America have enough 

b ombs stockpiled to d estroy each other to any desired deg ree that they 

might then a gree to 
_,r}e/ 

sto~manufac turing of b ombs. But if y ou believe 

that the solution to the problem wh ich the bomb poses to the world 

lies in g etting rid of the bomb , that is, lies in far-re a ching disarma-

ment, then clearly nothing that stops short of elimina.ting the bombs , 

of removing the stockpiles , can b e reg arded a s an adequate solut i on. 

Now the qu e stion is, will this c r uc ial step of g et ting rid of the stock-

p iles be ma de, can it be made, in the near fu ture? I will not arg ue 

this here , but I think thEtt i t woul d be a g re a t mistake to place all 

our h ope on b e ing able to make this step. And if t h is step c annot be 

made in the near fu ture, then the question arises~{and this is the 

only que stion I want to discuss here) whethe r the k ind o f strateg ic 

stalemate , the k ind o f stalemate b etween the strates ic striking forces 

of Russia and America towards wh ich ~o-re are moving , whether such a 

stalemate could be ma de stable; tha t is, can we create a situation in 

wh ich there may b e essentially no dan g er that out of such a stalemate 

wou l d a ris e an all-ou t atomic war that n either Russia nor America wants? 
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Now I believP that most of us who had sometnin g to do with the 

bomb and many of us who didn ' t realized in 194~ that we had gotten the 

world into a mess b y producing the bomb . In the past twelve years 

most of us thought that the way to g et the wor l d out of this mess may 

lie in turning the clock back by getting rid of the bomb . I believe 

that perhaps the time has not come to ask whether we were right and 

whether it might perhaps not be easier to g et the world out of its 

present predicament not by attempting to turn the clock back , wh ich 

might be impossible, but by doinr: just the opposite, that is , by advanc -

ing the clock just a s f8st as we can . ~ow I think that the following 

is true . 1rJell, l e t me say this . You could conceive of three sg,lu_tions • 
..:r~ One is cetting rid of the bomb; one is the soll..l_tion which~ advo-

cetes, just to keep ahe ad in the arms race; and the third solution is 

to stop the arms race at some po int, but not just at the point where 

we are nov1~ and see if we can get a stable stalemate . I think that I 

have probably covered the thre e possibilities , and I will t alk only 
/A.J about one o f these three, namely, the issue of (!.. ~ /~ ~ stable 

stalemate . This issue has not only military aspects; it has also 

political aspects, and I have to talk about the political aspects also . 

Now I spent twelve days in uebec at a conference where there were a 

numb e r o f Russian~ number of Americans~ and where we spent much 

time in private discussion and comparativel- little time in the official 

mPeting s . After I clarified my t houghts by talking end thinking con-

stantly about these problems for twelve days and also by l earning a 

little bit h ow one must express oneself t o ~ et the Russians to listen 

rather than to shut the ir ePrs , I spent two weeks writing a paper which 

It is twelve thousand words longf , I am 1v-orking very hard to 

but each time I cut it down) it g ets longer . Now t n is paper I have 
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written, of which I only have the rough first draft which I don 't dare 

to show enybody, was writ t en with this thought in mind t ha t I want 

to have it published in both Pmerica and Russia ; and many of the exam-

ples which I chose have been chosen '\vith t n is thought in mind. I 

will not read you t h is p aper--it is too long --but occasionally I will 

use it as a crutch and read certain passages out of this paper . 

Novr let me make a few technical remarks. tr.Je are now movin g to 

what I would call the firs t stag e of the stalemate. We have not quit e 

reached the first stag e yet, but when we have reached the first stag e, 

the situation will be a s fol lows: America and Russia can destroy each 

other to any desired degree by us ing jet bombers and otir4-~ hydrog en 

bombs of g reat p ower. Such a stalemate would be inherently instabl~ 

if it were possible for one of these two nations in one certain attack 

to destroy the capability of the other nation to strike back. I'm not 

saying that if the stalemate Here inherently instable~ that the next 
r'\~v~r+-he le.s.s day Russia would attack us or we would a t tack Russ ia.! but :Q.Ono1;h,olas--e> 

I t h ink the stelemate should be c onsidered inherently instable if it 

has t h is property . Now the present stalemate( or i:Je are not entire ly 

in it yet) is not inherently instable, but it has certain Alements of 

this k ind of instability. Th e stalema te is chang ing rapidly, and we 

ar e g oing t hrough transitional phases. There might be time when 

Amer ic a mi g ht rely pa r tially on low-flying p iloted bombers. There might 

be a time when we would rely on intermedia t e range liquid- fuel rockets . 

I will not discuss wh at the poli c y shou ld be in the pre sent st ag e of 

the stalemate or during these intermedi a te stagesx because it is much 

more interesting to l ook a little in the future) seeing what form this 
to 

stalemate may tak:?'- say five years fro m now_,c andldiscuss what po licy 

ought to be when this second stag e of the stalemate is re 8ched. Durin g 

the se c ond stag e of the stalemate) both Russia and Pmerica will have 
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hydrog en bombs of high power , which can be carried by 

sol i d - fue l rockets which could be l aunched from invulnerab l e bases 

either inside Amer i ca or Russia or which could be launched from sub-

marines wh ich can move Rlong and therefore are invulnerable because the ir 

p os it ion is not known. But when that stage of the stalemate is re a ched, 

the present po licy of an instant retaliation will no long er be important. 

If you have to retaliate, you don 't have t o do it immediately; you can 
~ 

wait a day or two week days or maybe a week. And that kind of inherent 
~ 

instability which we still have in the present stalemate while we must 

think of instant retaliation will then disappear in the second stag e. 

The second stag e of the stalemate is a kind of stalemate wh ich I 

believe could be stabilized, and I will talk much about t h is sec ond 

stage . But we also mus t be concerned ~whether this sec ond stage 

can last. The second stag e of the stalemate cannot last if we ge t intD 

what we might reg ard as the t h ird ~3~ the arms race. In t his third 

stage of the arms raceywe mi ght develop me thods which would enab le us 

to destroy rockets in flight, and these methods might be first very in-

effective~ you might shoot down rockets, such rockets with a few 
• 

per cent probability, and later on a s this arms race continue s, maybe 

it will be 10 per cent, maybe 25 per cent, mayb e 50 per cent. But this 

is a limitless arms race because> a s the me t h od to des troy long~ange 

rockets i mproves, there is a strong incentive to b uild more long~ange 

rockets to overcome, to make up fo~ the rockets which are destroyed 

in flight, and if we ge t into the t hird stag e of the arms race, then I 

think it will be completely i mpossible to limit the number of b ombs 

wl1ich Russ ia and America want to keep in the stockpile, and I will spend 

some time in discus sing how could we avoid getting into t h is third stag e, 

which I will discuss towards the end of this discussion. 

Now what I would like to do noYI is the following . Let us a ssume 

we have the second stage of the stalemate right now{ and we have it very 
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soo-9~ and let ' s beg in to see what kind of a military policy Jlmerica 

might adopt which would fit with the second stag e of the stalemate. 

And I will try to show you that none of the military policies so far 

di scussed can be really justified in the sta lemate, that they would 

break down . Now right now, of course, we have no military policy, and 

we make virtue out of necessity by saying that this is very good because 

if we don't know what we would do, the Russians don't know what we 

would do~)so we keep them gues sing , and this is excellent. I cannot 

share any enthusiasm for t h is state of affairs. We no longer talk 

of mas sive retaliation; this massive retaliation today would really be 

a t hreat of murder a nd suicide, and such a thre a t is not believable and 

therefore is not an e f fective threat. I think the last t h ing that was 

ever said about our military policy v.ras "selective retaliation" I think 

it was called, and I will not discuss this either, but rather I will 

discuss, assuming the second st ag e of the stalemate, v.rhether the kind 

of policy which le. \1 c..r advocat e s and wh ich s ome peop le in the army 

advocate, to what extent t h is would be feasible and to what extent it 

would b reak dov-m. Now as you know, t h is policy is based on the following 

consideration: We say t h at there are reg ions in the world which are 

very close to Rus sia and that America has commitments. How could America 

ever live up to t h ose commitments when the fi ghting would hav e to take 

p lace in an area where Russia is naturally very strong in armies which 

could~ move . in there and which could be armed with conventional 
/-"/0 

ranks? So Te ll ,.. ... it also s e ems like iel/~ ,.. says, " V.Jell the 

answer is that we must have s uperiority in atomic weapons.t,We can then 

fight a local war in the proximity of Russia} we can use those atomic 

bombs (and these would be small atomic bombs) in combat against troopsJ 

and we can use them a few hundred miles bey ond the ~oundary for 

disrupting Ct>mmun'• <::.c.':l-1-;o~and agail151Supply and air basesf And if He keep 
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up the arms race, we can remain superior to Russia for a long time to 

come, and we will be ble, therefore, to protect those territories 
rl01" there 

even without war because Russia wouldAstart any trouble/if we have this 

kind of superiority. 
carefully 

Now I would like to examine this very d 7 g because much of 

what I will say later is based on the criticism of this policy, and I 
to y o:u 

m smuggling in a thought which might be acceptable/inthis form where 

it might not be acceptable if I just came out with it 9 not in this con-

text but in some other context. So let's assume now we have the second 

stag e of the stalemate,and ~t 1 s assume we have adopted the policy 

advocated b Teller and part of the armY) and we have ~ elected to "' 

fi ght a local war with atomic weap ons in some territory which is in t n e 

proxi mity of Ru s s ia. And let's further assume we have superiority in 

small atomic weapons. And nowJif I may) I will read yo u off a few pas

sages here which are put in an exceedingly crude form)wh ich I regret, 
I think~ 

but the crudity makes it possibl~to use a simpler languag e and to 

avoid using abstractions. Now first of al~ I t hink it is quite clear 

that in the atomic stalemate in the s e cond stag e of the stalemate when 

"Russia and we can destroy each other by means ofc./e.0)1 hydrog en bombs 

to any desired degree , any c ommitment I;fb~8ussia or America ~ssume 
) 

for protecting certain are as of the world be · wh en the chips 
to 

are down X:.load.i:i:xb e of necessity limited commitments. Ameri ca may be 

willing to pay a certain price to keep Russian-supported invasian out 

of such an area , and Russia may be willing to pay a certain pric e to 

keep an American-supported invasxion out of such an area . 

to the limited extent to \vhich America may be willing to p ay a price, 

she may a lso exact a pric e from Russia and vice-versa, and because of 

t h is, both America and Russia can exert a limited deterrent effect. 

Now if we keep this concept of r-.f C ; pro~~ \ limited prices in mind, 

we may now a sk the following ques tion/which is pertinent : what may 

/ 
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actually happen in the second stag e of the stalemate if there is an Ar med 

conflict in an area in which both America and Russia have a vital in -

terest wh ich caus e s them t o intervene on opposite sides? Now 
in case 

believes that this $

1 g the war will be d ecided in the local area, . 

He t hinks that the larg e b omb s cannot b e used by either America or 

Russia against each other ' s territory because t h is will lead to an all -

out u••• ·war.)which neither Russia nor America wants, and therefore , 

the cause of the war and its outcome N.i.ll.xlluq can b e dis cussed as if 

the p owerful bombs did not exist at all because they cannot b e used 

without causing an all-out war . And I think this premise of the policy 

which ~ 11 l!o_.. and part of t h e army advoc a te is ~v-rong, and I would like 

to demonstr a te to you on h and an example why t h is premise is v.rrong . 

Now according t o t h is concept of •s)Pmerica could fight a 

local Har with atomic Heap ons in an er e a t-rhich is in the proximity 

of Pussia , use the se bomb s inc ombat ag ainst troops;(. and perhaps within 

a zone o f s everal hundred miles bey ond the ~boundary to destroy 

supply bases and air bases . It is my c ontention that Russia must not 

accept the battle on these terms and that she could at l e ast in some 
tactic . 

other forseeable conting encies follow an entirely different ~XIDU So let 

me assume, to take a concrete example , that Turkey feels menace~by the 

growing power of the Arab states and the Turkish troops invade Syria . 

Under Paragraph 51 of the United Nation's Charter , whichallows for collec t ive 

defense in case of an armed a ttack ag ainst a member of the United Nations , 

Russia would be within her leg al ri ghts to take armed action against 
po. ·.f~o,.. Turkey . But in accordance with the pattern estab lishe d in p. t r r 

years, she might p erhap s prefer to let an army of volunteers invade 

Turkey . But if the Turkish armies are in d a ng er of b e ing defeated , 

America mi ght, disregarding the retter of the law, int ervene in order 

to snve her ally f rom being militarily defeated . Letme now fu~ther 
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assume thflt .A merica would either p lR.n to supply the Turkish ?rmy with 
-1-r~ps atomic we apons or that Pmerican ~Fee~~ would 8ctu lly land in Turkey 

and b eb in to fight the Russian volunteers with atomic weapons . Pssuming 
t hs t Pmerica has superiority in atomic weapons, she could not only push 
back the volunteers V~rithin Turkey, but she could use atomi c weap ons 

beyond the ~ve:r boundary in a zone of perhaps a few h mdred mi l e s of 
depth within Bussia proper ~ disrupt communications and dest~y air-

fields . Now if such a turn in the war was impending,~MI-.K it might 

be log ic a l for Russia to send a note to Americ~advisine her that if 
America were to fight with atomic weap ons or if she were to s upp l y 

atomic weao ons to 1' urkey, Russia would demolish one of ten American cities 
vn:qn+-li s ted in the note . These citi e s we~1d be of a size ranging from one -

half million to one million inhabitants, ?nd Russia might assure America 
that if on deciding which one of the ten citi es she is g oing to demolish , 
sh e woul d g ive the s el,ected city four weeks ' warning in or,der to permit 

+1ah ;4>Y1er 1c!on ~~~la~~S~n of the city and to enable the1g overnment t o pro -
vide for the housing R.nd feeding of the refug ees . Rus sia might further 
make it clear in her note that ~cting on advice of the newly formed 

Science Advisory Committee of the Comrnunist p arty of the Soviet Union , 
she would be willing to tolerate America-' s demolishing one Rus sian 

cit .' of equal size which America mi ght select and wh ich Russia would 
expect of' course to be g iven four weeks of warning . To t h is the American 
Se cretary of State mi ght of course rep l y v-li th a ncret e threatening that 

Amer i ca would demolish two cities in Russia for each city which Russia 
might demolish in ftmerica . Russia could ho 1e.\fe answer to such a 

threat by speaki ng as follows : The Russian g overnment has adopted upon 

the advice of her scientists the principle of tolerating the ces truction 
of one of her cities for one American city which she may demolish . She 
is determined to adhere to this pr incip le of one for one . Therefore , if 

America shou ld allli• .. demolish two Russian citi es in exchang e for the 
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first American city demolished by Russia, then Russia will have to 

demolish one a d ditional Pmerican city f or the additional Russian city 

demolished. If America shoul d re tali te as she thre tens to by demol -

ishing ttil'ofurther citi e s in Russia, Russ ia Hould ag a in demo lish one 

Pmerican city for ea ch o f the s~ two Russian cities destroyed. I t h ink 
ve ' it woul d b e quite obvious Russian .. that if 

America adheres to the p rinciple of two for one where Rus sia sticks to 
in time 

the principle o f one for one, all Pmerican cities and all Russ ian 

cities wou1d be demolished . Because the Russian g overnment has no 

reason to as s ume that the American g overnment has g one insane or that 

if it were insane tha t the Amedcan people would tolerate s u ch a govern-

ment to remain in office for long , she W could jjaa~ .. •t~2 JJ safely disregard 

the threat of two for one and could if necessary g o through with her 

threat to demolish one American city. I believe that t h is 
that ip._ 

examp l e demonstrates/the second stag e of the stalemate, l ussia could 

invoke the clean hydrogen b ombs of hig h p ower, threaten to use them, 

and conceilvahly actually use them without risking an al l-ou t atomic 
-in 

war . Therefore, it would not lie with/the choice of America alone to 

decide whether loca l conflict may or may no ~ be decided by f i ghting 

loca lly with small atomic bombs . Now the assumption that t h is li e s in 

America's choice is a basic premise of the po:}.icy advocated by 

Tel ler, and I h a ve *" n tried to show that at l east in t he second stag e eve.n 
of the stalemate a nd p ossibly7in the third stage of the stalemate, t hi s 

premise will be invalid. 

Now I will at the moment, still talking ab out the second stage of 

the stalemate 

I t h ink that in the atomic stalemate, certainl y in t he ~second stage, 

the probability that an all-out atomic war might break out as .a a result 

of an accident or a serious error of judgment cannot be completely ruled 

out. However, it appears very unlikely that such a war would break out 
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as a result of a wanton attack by the American Strateg ic Air Force 

ag ainst Bussian cities or a s the result of a wanton attack by the 

Rus Eian Strateg ic Air Force ag ainst Ame r ican cities. Therefore , in 

t n is stalemate the g reatest dang er for the outbreak of an al l-out 

atomic war lies in the possibility of a local conflict which leads to 

a r med act ion, Ame r ican and Russ i an military intervention on opp osite 

sides, and the use of atomic weapons in such a war , wh ich wou l d arous e 

emotions th~t may make it i mpossib le t o localize the c onflict. From 

t h is point of view it would seem important for Russia and Ameri ca to 

reach as soon as pract ic able a po li tical settlement whi ch will make 

it reasonably sure that there will not occur in any of the forseeable 

conting encies an armed conf lict in wh ich America and Russia ma y inter-

vene on opposite sides. 

The closer we come to the second st ag e of the strateg ic sta l emate , 

the less important become the controversial issues which have tihrMJEF -"' 
a risen in the1.. e riod 

~ 

iill!lll•llial«ii•B~~·-~ between America and Russia. Most of thes e is -

sues have some strateg ic J!S.:.wl?•••mll relevance, and they are not neg otiable 
....... 

in the post'\war pe riod because , h a d t h e y been settled one way , the ...... 

settlement would have increesed America 's ch ance of winning the next 

Har, and had they b e en settled the other way , it wounld have increased 

Russia 's chance to win the next war. NovJ clearly the issue of who 
()/"' 

is going t o win the n ext war is not~ issue on Hh ich c ompromise i s pos s ib le, 

and therefore , most of these issues have to remain Qnsettlea. There is 

a vicious circle op erating in a poHer conflict of this t ype , For few 

of the conflicts wh ich have strategic significance can be settl ed . NeH 

such c onflicts a rise from t i me , a nd thus conflicts which cannot be resolved 

ac cumulate , and as time g oes on war appe8rs to b e more and more p robable . 

Th is in turn - makes it more and mo r· e di f f icu lt to se t tle any more of 

t h ese conflic t sa And such a vicious circle is set up wh ich operates in 
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this kind of a power conflict . I think this kind of a power conflict 

11'/l ich existed between Russia and America aft e r the first world war 

res emb l e s v ery strongly the power conflict atl .. l!f!!!!IP 1,Jhich existed be t-v.reen 

Sparta and .Athens just prior to the Phil .pod. ' ll~ 
1 ~war . Now when we have 

a strateg i c stalemate towards wh ich we are nov-r moving , particulcrly 
' IA)C- ~ 

thPQu~h ?~ro~c..h~cond stag e, none of these controversie1 issues 

can any lon~c er have bearing u p on the issue of who is goin g to win 

ths ftar . vfuen Russia and America can destroy e ach other to any desi{d 

degre e, t he over riding issue becomes the stability of the stalemate , 

and on this issue Russia ' s and America ' s interests coincide . This is 
in 

t h e reason why7~e strategic Etelemate it bec cme s less important wb eth er 

any one of these o l d controversial issue s is settled one way or whether 

it is settled t h e other way . 1'ihat is important is only that it be 

settled one way or 2 no ther ::f/NovJ whE>. t kind of political settlement be 

tween Puma and America would be needed • po litically to stabiLize the 

strateg ic stalemate 4 America and Rus sia may reco6nize a feH areas as 

l ying in each other ' s field of influenc e in the sense that either 

America or :R ussia may be vlilling alone to assume the responsibi lity 

for preserving the p e ace within those areas . These are as are" hm-.rever~ 

few , and they ar e not 1\.Z- important . But t "lere are s ome other areas 

in wi1. ich 

regional 

it might be p ossible to frec~the s tatus quo b y setting up a 
!"'-. ~ e. 

inter overnmente.armed force v-rith the consent and approva l of 
""-

Russia and America as well as the other major nations which are in

volved. Whether or not these inte~overnmental armed forces should 
'-' 

operate under the auspices of the United Tations/ I ' m g oing to discuss 

in a few minutes. In any case , the sole function of such regional 

Frmed forces would be to prevent any nation of the area from violating 

the territorial integ'ri ty of another nation, and it shoflfu ld not be 

the function of these forces to prevent go vernmental change s in a country 

b 7 internal revolution as long as no military forces cross the country ' s 
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"' frontier . The regional inter~overmment armed forces should not be 

equi pped with atomic 1veapons J~~ey could be highly mobile and could 

be equipped with high - fire power so that the might be militarily 

strong er than an of the nations within the area , particular l y if the 

a rms leve l of the nations within t he a rea is kept low. In those 

areas where the status quo can be f rozen in t h i s manner , the nations 

of the area may thus be g iven the security wh ich they need so that 

it will not be necessary for them to divert a substantial fraction 

of t h eir xt 1 H e conmmic resources into milit ry expendi tur es 

I c ome to the question whe t her it wouJd be desired to set up these 

reg ional rmed for c es und er the s p onsorsh ip of t he Un i ted Nations. 
now , 

Pt the end of the last war (I a!TI reading a paraGraph tsnrn and I woa uld 

like to mention to you Russia 's reaction to this paragraph in a moment . 

You see ~ I tri ed out some of the se things on t h e q ussians in Q,uebec.) 

0 t tfi-8 •8M-e-f -+!he lae b ::en it was g enerally believ ed that as l ong as 

the great powe rs a ct in cons ent with each other, the United Nations 

org ani zation may be able to g uarantee the security of the smaller 

nations and may make it unnecessary as wel l as impossible for them 

t o g o to v.rar with e ach other . Attempts made in the past ten yea r s to 

u s e the Unit ed Natlons for purposES other than t h ose for wh ich it was 

d e signed have weakened this org anization, and it remains to be seen 

wheth er the:r have d amag ed it b eyond repair . Onl y if it 1-vere possible 

to restor e the United Nations to its orig inal function ) would it be 
to 

ble to serve as a n lfJVW a g ency Hhich the org anization of 

""" the re g ional inter•~overnment armed forces might b e entrus t ed . -In 1- I I hed a some"t.·Jhat similar perag raph i n one of the n~erous 

documents wn ich I distributed, and one of these do c uments Has r e ad 

in silence during a meeting . It -vms faster to read it . And when the 

meeting was over, 3 () came to me and sque ezed my arm, and h e 

pointed to this parag r aph and s a id to me, "You are a g re a tJ fighter for 



peace and freedom ." Th is touches u p on a p oint about which the Russians 

ere KX~X~ exceeding ly sensitive.f{Now there are other important 

areas of the world where it may not be possible to protect the status 

quo bJ mainta ining an interrgovernmental armed force, and perhaps 
'-" 

one of the most important rr e es of this kind may be the continent 

of Furope . It is almost self - evi dent that it would me impractica~le 
in 

to freeze b y such me ns the status quo ~ ~urope in t h e absenee of a 

political settlement\ which is as satisfactory to America and Russia 

as it is to the nations of Europe . But even if such a political settle--ment may be c ch ieved, the maint aining of an inter~overnmental armed 

1
\ ;tPPropr\ e. .~ .. '"' ~ force Hould r emain an txt ... • .............. (,j of dealing 

with the problem of :Suropean security. I have a s eparate chapter whi ch 
deals and wh ich I am not v oing to read on t h is occasion with the problem 
of thesecurity of Europe , and it is connected with the so - called -n 

power prob lem, that is , with the problem of having a fourth , a fifth, 
a sixth nation be ble to have available to it atomic bombs . ,It It is 

a ve r y important issue, but we will have no time t o g o into it . 

Now I will come now to discuss t he possibility of stabilizing this 

stalemate in the s e c ond stag e. Now in the setting of the stalemate 

I b eliev e thPt the p oHer conflict in wh ich Russia and .P:nerica fo t nd 
,c't:)s.,f. w c,. themselves caught in theJa®?t sr y ears will r a ther f8 st compl etely 

disa}lpear . 1-Jhile America and Ru ss ia may each still de sire to pring 

about certain changes in the stabs quo , neithe r of them may be willing 
to make substan tia l economic sacrific e s in order to b ring about forcibly 
any of the se ch ang es . Therefore, they may both b e content with modiffying 

1rli th 
the status quo while t n is is desirab l e only- the a pproval and consent 
of both America and Russia as well as with the consent of the other major 
powers involved. Hy main po i nt is t h is : tha t in the setting of the 

second stag e o f the stalemane , Ame r ica 's and Russia 's real interests 
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Hill closely coincide. These will consist in preserving status quo , 

e liminating all risk of an atomic war , and maintaining economic pros -

peri ty or achieving economic prosperity. Hov-Tever, even though it may 
in 

be true that/this stPg e of the stalemate UE's ia and Pmerica will have 

nothing to fear from e ach other , there will still remain fear to be 

feared. And such fear must necessarily be engendered by the existence 

of 'Wlarf e stockpiles o f' clean hydrog en bombs of hig h power least 
the ab§ence such 

in~ of a satisfactor -- philosophy as t o how7.J:I!IS. bombs mi .::;ht 

be employed in any hypothetical 2nd be i t ever so u nlikely eventuality . 

So I am not turning to the question of whether this f ear c ou ld be re-

moved--no t the bombs but the fear co u ld b e removed by the Pdoption of 

some code of behavior wrSch either C) ussia o r .A me rica 0 ouJd un: la+erl:l-11'-f 
as a 

adop t. And II • you will see throughout t h is paper, I will not ever 

assume that Russi~ is doing anything i lleg al, and I willassume that 

all the proposals will come fro m her . I h ave in this r espect / 

a. r a the r interesting experi ence. Per as I should say this. Since I 

was anxiou~to make myself clear, I operated in Quebec by using examples • 

.1\nd I started out one examp le by saying ," Let 1 s as sume ~here is a Com-
~3/...J / 

munist revolution in Mexico." And immedi a tely -fc;p.;!. 1"7.· said, " Russia 

would no t institute a a Communist r e volution in Mexicol" and I s id 
/ 

th2 t I would suggest t hpt "lr. c. ag ree / for the sake of the argu--
menyof the thesis that a Comn1unist revolution could occur in a country 

then 
even if Russia does not instigate such a revolution. And/he accepted 

this, and then I went to preceed to say that there is ;d szt much unrest 

ab out t h is, much • strong popular demand in the United States for 

American military intervention a gainst the legally elected Cornmunist 
Amer ic an overnment 

g overnment in Mexico and that t h e y ields totl~is pr e ssure, 

and in violation of the United Nations charter, moves into Mexico . And 

then I f 8.id, " Now let us assume that Russia has a c ommitment to protect 

the legally elected government in I'Jlexico ~~ and then I wnnt on discus sing 
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on the basis of t h is assump tion what Russia might do Anything 

which Russia miaht do will cost h er some t l i~, and when the meeting 

was over , one of the Ru s si an~s ~with whom by 

came to me and said to me e ssentially I made a 

no t to make a , so ~I ;;s a id , " What Has t h is?" 

then I wa s v ery friendly 

~~ ~el~ , I t r ied 

4f " You made an 

a ssumption wl1i ch wa s offensive to us , " he said . I s aid , " VJ11a t was 
.),.).. the assumption?" .J " Well , " h e said, "~ assumption i s tha t Russia 

wou ld g o to c onsi derab l e economic s a cri f ic e t o protect Mexico when 

ob viously nothing wKUil that ha ppens i n Mexico c ould possibly affect 

Russia ' s security . Pnd I said, " Hell, I a ccept that , and next time 

I shall use a different example ." And y ou s aw that in my example I 

us ed L! £ an invas i on of Syria by Turkey , wh i ch bei ng closer to 

Russia, could affect Russia ' s security .~ So I ' m now discussing the 

stalema te , the second stag e of the st a lemate ) and I say , "Is there any 
a. • co de of behavior WI wh ich Russia c oul d proclflim by universal e.doY"Cl\- un 

or v.rhich Jl.merica c ould p ro c laim, and which onc e it i s p roc lai med , 

it woul d b e in the interest of the othe r party to ::>cc ept?'' We wi ll 

not flS Sume any g ove rnment will do enyt ing for 2ny othe r re as on except 

thet it is in h er interest * to do so . ~o I g ive you now an examp le 
c onceivabl! 

for a Russian proc lamation ., h ich cou l d/occur dur i ng this stalemat e 

and wh ich wou ld r erd as follm rs : -.rhe r e are cer tain 2 r '3 as in the 

VD r ld w1lich Russ i a is committed to prd t ect f rom arme d act ion di rected 

the area . I n the atomic sta l emat e a n y such commi ttmen t must " Sity iliiiaM'.i; be c limited commitment . Ru"sia and .America are in a 

posit ion to d e si:7'U'y eac h other to any desired degree, and Ru sia cannot 
a 

be expected t o entire into,7Commi tment "rh ich wou l d invo lve her to t al 

destru ction . Russia is in a p osit i on, hov1ever , to live up to a limited 

c ommi tment rnd yet t o extend effective protection because she is willing 

to p y a r easonFb le pr ice j n e c onomic s crifi cel and is Rble therefore 

to exFct a s _milRr price in PConomi c SPC~ific e f r om .America . /loreover , 
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RusQia cen d o t h is wi thout resorting to etomic war , and she is re -

nouncinc such a war a s a means of fulfillin6 her c ommitments . Russia 

wi ll not use atomic or hydro~ en bombs a0 ainst sol diers in combat or 

as a me ans t c crush the civilian popul Ation b y dropp ing bombs on non-

evacuated cities . But she may use cle an hydrog en bomb s i f need be 

for t h e purpose of demolishing American c ities . Any such city singled 
I 

out for d e struction wou l d be g iven four we f ks warnin~ in order to 
allow 

permit an orderly evacua tion of the populPtion a nd in order to 1 ' t 

the Pmerican government to make provis ions for housing an c f eeding of 

the refug ees. Accordingly , Russia is issuing a pric e list, and for 

ea ch are a under her protection she wi ll specify R. minimum as well as 

a m .ximum price in terms of the number and s i ze of the Pmeric an cities 

to be demolished . Pttached to t he price list is P list of the Ameri can 

cities divided into ten diff e r ent ca.teg or i es cct\g ding to size 2 s repre 

s ented by t h e number of inhab i t211t s. They shall in no circumstanc es 

ex ct a p ric e in exc ess of the maximum price spe c ified . She h as care -

fully appr aised what pric es fmerica may be willin,s or mwi lline; to pay , 
fo 

and she b e l ieves that she has set the pr i c e s h igh enough/. ade -

quate protectjon of al l the a r e as l ist ed . Shoul d subsequent events, 

h owever , prove that her app r aisal~ of Ameri c a 's unwillingn es s to 
t he n 

pay the specifie d p rice was wrong , Bussia may/issue a new pr ic e list• 

in wh ic h she may revise upward the pric e s of the old list . Russia 
it 

rea li zes that1i"S nece ~ sary t o ren der t h e stalemate stable , and she 

knows that this r e qu i re s her to enforce certain res traints on her 
/ self . Therefore, .ussia adopts the p rincip l e o f on e fo r one, an d 

accordl.rrngly , i she is forced to demolish a n umber of Ameri can cities 

of certain size cat eg ories, she wi ll 

numh e r of ;:? ussie.n ci ties of the s arne size categor·~ For any additional 

city whi ch America.:ft. mi ght demo lish in Puss ia , Russia would demolish 

according tr(::.i nciple of' one for one, one P.meri c n cit~' of' the same 
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c ate~ ory. Rus sia has no i n tention to take armed a ction orw support 
anyone else's arme d a ction directed a g ainst a terri tory tow h ich ~mer ica 
i s commit t ed to protect, bu t there mi ght be unfors eeabl e contingencies 
where Buss ia might have t o take such a ction. For t h is r eason Russ ia 
Hould Helcome if Jlmerica were to issue a price list similar to the 
one issued b y hers e lf covering a ll ar ~as Hh ich Amer ica is committed 
to protect~pa«l ?Jga[ and specify i ng the pr i ce for each area in 
terms of a minimL~ and maximum number of number and size c at egori e s 
of Pus sian cities th8t Ame r ica Hould want de:r1o lished . Russia 1-JOuld 
exp ect Ame r ica to g ive fo u r we eks'no t ice to the Rus sian cities which 
sh e mi ght sing l e out for d es truc t ion, an d naturally Russia would 
demolish eccording to the princip l e of one for one, one Ame r ican 
city of the same size c atego r y for each Ru s sian city des~yed by/ 
Amer ica after having g iven four weeks' n otice . Rus sia believes t h at 
t h is matter mi ght be perfectly well handled by me a ns of wn 1 later 

de.c.\o r t I n and sees no r e ason for proposing th t America and Ru8sia 
ente r into an ag reement in re~ ard to it . dholly for the sake of the 
stabili ty of the stale~ate ) which t o maintain is as much to the ,t '$ \'n 
interest of America as ~ e interes t of "Ru ssia , Russia propos e s to 

the r ea ch an Amic ab l e understandl.ill£; with AmericaS on the division oflRussian 
and Pmer ican cities ~ into I in size ~ 
categ ori e s . This shou l d be done t o c vo id the danger that a dispute 
may arise over t he size c ategor~ to Hh ich a city that is to be 
demo lish ed belongs . ClP8rly s u ch dispute mi ght endanger the stability 
of the atomic K1fJUI•1rzrwa*n stalemate . I (Russia knows t h8 t the American 
people would not particular~ cherish losing any of their cities , and 
sh e proposes therefore til&!llt.shouJd a conflict arise•' 1& that thr e atens 
to engulf an area that is protected by Russia , to name several tmerican 
c it i e s from amont wh ich the ci t y sing led out for destruction will be 

selected . I n t h is manner the iruLabitants of a ll these several cities 
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named b ;, Russia will have an opportuni ty to make knov.m to their 

g overnment what they think of the merits of Americ a g etting involved 

in the conflict thB t has arisen . Russia is not prepared to divert an 

a ppreciable fraction of her n a tural income into arms expenditure, 

and she is g r e atly reducing her army , navy, and air force wi t h the 

exc ept i on of submarine s wh ich she needs for l aunching sites for solid-

f u e l long - r an e e rockets . Russi a may thenfore not b e in a p ihs i t ion 

to pr o tect an rea she is committed to protect b y fightjng a war in 

t h e ordinary sense of the term. Accor d i ng ly, all thB t Russia may eommit 
,..!'RiFt herself t o do is to exact f r om Jlmerica a r e asonab l e price .fti\.Q. 

wh ich Russia in turn is willih§ to pay an equa l price. In these 

circumstance s Amer i ca cou l d , if indeed she were wi lling t o p8_y the 

specified p rice, conque r or have an al l y of hers c on quer some specific 

area wh ich is ~ under Russ ian pro te ction. Amer i ca and Ru s sia wo u ld then 
Jiboth lo se an equal numb er of citie s, but Ame r ica wo uld der ive no 

benefit from having demolished ci ties in Russia, and t h erefor e America 

would have t o balance the g a in of the c on quest of the g iven a r ea 

ag ainst the loss s he would incur by having a c ertain number of her 

cities demolished. Rus sia does not believe that Amer ica has an interest 

in any of t hese areas listed by Russia which i s sufficiently g reat to 

justify her taking 31 x the lo ss of even one city of half a million 

inhab i tants fo r the sake o r ~aining p o s session or of having 

an elly of her s g ain p o s s ess ion of an a rea wh ich is under Rus sian 

protection. For this r e ason ~ussia beli e v e s tha t t h e price list 

proclaimed by her affo rds ade qu a te p rot e ction to a ll the area s listed . 

Now i f Russia were to issue a proclamat ion of this sort, i t woul d be 

t o P~e rica 1 s int erest to adopt the same philosophy concerning the 

potentiNNal use of her clean h~ drogen bombs of high power. Evidt ently if 

both Amer ica and Russ ia adop t t h is philosophy, t he stal emate will be 

stable at l east in t he sense tha t no i n itial disturbance Hill l e ad to 



20 

a chain of ever - increasing destruction . Moreover , it would be very 

unlikely thEJt any city would ever be demolished if this philosophy 
Quite 

were adopted . imilarly, if America were t o issue proclamation of 

t his sort , it would be t o the interest of Russia to embrace the same 
stage 

philospphy . I t is my contention that in the s econdjprtrss of the 

stalemete , even in the absene e of any limi tation of the number of 

bombs~ available to Pmerica ~nd Russia that could be verified, the 
At 

stalemate could bemain stable . his p oint# you mi ght want to know~ 

what assurance we would have that Russia would not resort to the 

dropping o f hydrog en bombs on cities tha t have not been evacue.ted in 

deviation from her proclaimed intentions . But let ' s ask ourselves 

w:r..a t interest .. -. would Ru ss ia have t o do such a thing . Leaving 

aside the condemnation of the whole world which it would incur and 

leaving out of considerattion the possibility that America might 

retaliate in kind , Russia could be assumed to be aware of the follow-

ing fact . If 11.ussia were to drop hydroe; en bombs on a few Pmerican 

cities without warning , no t only demolishing the city but also killing 

the inhab itents , she would thereby not create as much trouble for 

the Pmerican g overnment as she - were t o demolish the same cities 

without killing the inhabitants . Just ima ' ine the position facing 

the Pmerican g overnment if 8 few larg e cities welt"e demolished and the 

g overnment would have to house and feed milli ons ~ of refugees . Why 

should the RuEsian government oblig e the Arne ~can go vernment by sparing 

at Quebec told me that they believe tha t if the Russian g overnment 

were to issue the kind of procl8mation I describ ed , the American govern-

ment would revise i ts p osition on disarmament and would prefer to reach 

an agr e ement with Russia ri dding th"' world of the bombs . Whether this 

would happen or no t, I cannot say . All I c a n say with r eas one.ble assur -

ance is that the choic e lies with ridding the 1,vorld of the bombs and 
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rendering the a tomi c stelem te unstable . 1 Jow the rule of conduct 
Wl•ich I have presented here would, I believe , ssuming oths r po litical 
c cndi t ions which have to be met, render the stal emAte stable and at 
the same time elimina te atomic war as a means of resolving conflicts . 
This rule of conduct also suffers from a serious defect . It is un-
precedented . But of course , s o is the atomic stalemate, and if yot~ 

1Riiiwere to ask me to propose a rule of conduct which would not suffer being. 
from t his defect o -:~ unprecedented and would ye t solve the problem 
that the bomb n os e s to the world, I won ld have to reply , "I regret 
I am not Bble to oblige . " Nov-r a proposal that is unprecedented is 
o~ course not easy to cce.pt . Pnd the ru l e of conduct must be politi -
cally acceptable if it is to b e Edopted by the g overnment . But fortu -
nately measures thet m~?y be not P ccept~rble to the people toda:r rnay 
become ac <eptab l e to them tomorrow when they h~?ve had enoug h time to 
" e e the necessity of these mePsures . The thought that cities mit:;ht 
be demolished is of course hard to take . Pnd it will mt be easy to 
ex) lain to the public , and it rni 3ht be perhaps even harder to explain 

to to th e statesmen, that actually no city needr>e d emolished if the 
5' h ule of conduct ;d propose were' adopted . 'rhe stability of the me chanical 

system lvhich is subject t o ce tain constraints is determined by the . /' c onceivable otions which are permitted b '· these constraints . But if 
the system is fairly stable, or if it is stable , it remains at rest , 'l 
and the conceivab le motions do not actually take plP c e . This of 
cour se sometiing that t h e physicist learns in a freshman course . But 
will the phys icist be ab l e to exp l ain to the statesman that in a stable 

stalemate cities mig ht conceivably be demolished but th t no city need 
be actually demolished? Well let me not argue whether it is possible 
to explain this or whether to understand it . But ~ t me now for the 
sake of argu~e - c s imp l y assume that b y t hi s or some other rule of 
conduct we have succeeded in rendering the stalemate stab le, then try 
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t o discuss what kind of a V~rorld this would be where we have a stab le 

stalemate. Clearly it wo u ldn't be l ong until Russia and Americ a would 
would 

dis c o v er thPt ~ven though they / rema in free to maintain an ai r force , 

an army , and a navy , t h ese wou l d not add appreciably t o their security; 

rather t t1 ey wou l d add appreci~?h ly t o t h eir mi li te r y expenditure. Before 

l one Jlmer ic and Russia c ou ld then be expected t o reduce these forces , 

and if the second staGe qf the stalemate continu e s in exis tence f or an 

appreciable period of time and it is a bi s if as you will see, the arms 

expenditure of these two n a tions s hou ld fall to a small frac tion of its 

present status . Cl ear l y it is much cheaper to maintain say five hundred 

solid-fu el l ong - range rockets th~ to maintain the present military 

establishment .~ ow let us compere for a moment t h is st ab l e for~ of 

atomic s ta lema te with the situation that would prevail in the world if 

America and Russia were to a g ree to rid t h e world of b omb s at an early 
t h a t 1lnless 

date. It is my contention mzmxARatzvs~ in addition to do ing away with 

the b omb, the world wou l d somehow also succeed in forg etting how bombs 

were made s h ou ld there be ano ther war for any reason , i t would be fought 

after a comparative l y short p e riod of conven tiona l Har fare with F. tomi c 

lJ ombs. In t he 8bsence o f g eneral principles universally acceptab l e to 

all nations, i t is not possible to adjud icate conflic ts betwe en nat ions, 

and i t is not e ven poss ible to put forth reasonab le argumen t s that may 

appeal uniformly to t he sense of justice of people of al l nations. Suppose 

we g ot r id of the b omb, wha t would then prevent n a tions f rom attempting 

once more to settle their conflic t s b y resorting to arms excep t perhalps 

t h e memory of the bomb~ And would the memory of t he b omb be strong enough, 

and just how long could this memory be kept alive? It is true that 

the g reat power s , if they ac t in consent with one another, mi ght use 

something like the machinery of the Uni t ed Fat ions or g anization fo r 

preventing the smaller powers f rom destroyi n 0 the peac e . But the 

United Nat ions org anization c annat keep th e peace among the g reat 
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powers. For the time b eing t le a st, Russia and Ame~ ica cou ld perhaps 
protect the ir p oss e ssions even with out etomic bombs without having to 
resort to arms. Hut England a nd Fr anee just recently r e sorted to the 

J use of force a~ ainst Egypt in o rd er to protect what they regardeas 
• 

~~rvital interest. Is it not likely that i f the bomb is abolished, 
armed conflicts may continue to occur ag ainst nations where such a rmed 
conflicts may threaten to chang e the p ower balance adversely as from 
the point of vi ew of Russia or f rom the point of view of Pmerica and 
that t !·1ese two nations mig ht then be dr awn into the conflict? If this 
should happen before long, atomic bombs would reappear on the scene, 
and at tha t point all h ell might break loose. J n t h is century America 

1r entered the war twice ag ainst Germany, n ot or der t o make the world 
safe for democracy nor in order to establish the four freedoms in the 
world 8S some mi ght choose to b elieve, but mainly for the purpose of 
preventing a German victory . The United States was forced to enter the 
war for this reason: that a German victory would have produced a major 
sh ift in the p ower balance, and t his sh ift cou ld h ve t h reatened America's 
security. Indeed, had Germany won eithe r the first or the second world 
war, she mi ght have become militqrily so strong as to be able to van-
quish the United States if no atomic bombs existed in the event of world 
anothef7waF. Similarly , Russia was impelled to g o to war ag ainst Finland 
just prior to the onset of the second world war in order to improve 
her strategic position in the next war, the war with Germany . t If Ru s sia 
and America are able to maintain the a tomic stalemate in stable form, 

ir '1 then neither of them need to be concerned about the/securi y .. or fight 
._ prevent\~ war ag ain for the sake of their security . China mi ght be -
a g reat indus trial power; Germany might become economic~lly far s tron,r er 
than Eng land or any other n8tion on the continent o f Furope; Japan 

../~o+\()n c.. become a g reat industrial nation with an 0 te~ oTher trade 
China. But none of t h ese need t o concern eithe r ~ussia or America from 
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the point of view of her security . In the setting of a stable atomi c 
stalemate , an increase in the so-called war potential of any nation 
or combination of nations resulti n g from the industrialization and ~ 
accompanied perhaps by a conspicuous rise in the production of steel , 
coal, and oil becomes irrelevant from the p oint of vievT of the security 
of Russia and ftmer ica;and such other nations which in time might acquire 
a position similar to that o f Russia and ftmerica in the setting of the 
second stae; e of the stalemate . /(Now I am almost through, and I just 
would mention chapters wh ich I will not read here and not even dis cuss 

how 
here . vlell the next chapter deals with NNK:t would the prob lem of 
European security look in the second stag e of the stalemate, and you 
lirill see thet while t he trouble at the moment is that Russia and 
America have vital in t erests in Europe , and therefore no c h ange in 
Europe is possib Je • The trouble i n the s econd stag e of the stalemate 
after a while will be that neither of them aresufficiently interested 
in Europe to be willinc to lift even a fing er to prevent chang es on 
the continent of Europe . I will discuss this and say what mi ght be the 
solution to the problem of European security, certainly not 
maintaining an inter~o vernmental armed rarce in Europe~ow we also 
saw thet i f we want to preserve the second stage of the sta lemate , i t 
is necessary to prevent the arms race from entering into the third 
phase in which Russia and America would improve methods for de stroying 
rockets in fli ght and to overcome these methods vt; e.... / 
vJOuld hav e to b u ild more and more rockets because a number of them will 
be sh ot down . This Prms race I t h ink is a limitless arms race . It would 
be very dangerous to 'g e~ into it; it m1ght render the s talema t e ag ain 
instable , be cause if there is a technologica breakthrough in either 
Russia or America, a nd if ei th? r c f them g ets close to a tight defense 

a g ainst long rang e rockets, the stalemate mi ght become inherently in
stab le . T\Tow the question is, can one prevent 0:1e armistice from r eading 
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that stag e' Now clearly it can be prevented onl y if Ameri c a and 

RuEsia agree not to enter tha c phase , a n d tl1en t he prob lem aris es , 
we.- f\ 

have~inspe r tion whi c h would give us and g ive Rus s ia assurance 

that there ar e no secret violations? You see at that p oint you want 

can 

to s t op re s earch a nd development aimBd at destroyinG rockets in f light • 
...rh etY 

You al so want to stop at time the m nufactur e o f f urther h ombs . 

I will n ot dis cus s how this c an be done , but I would like to g ive 

he~e a p oint of view from wnich this prob l em a~ ought 

to e a 1proach ed in my opinion , so I will iust re ,d you 2 few line s 

wnich wi ll exp lein t his Doint o f view . 

If Ji_m.eri can and ~i ussia vJere to conclude an agreement to this end , 

namely , to a void the t h ird st"Ge of the arms race, what kind of an 
as-

inspection system wou l d Live them ade quat e su~?nce that ~here are no 

ma jor secret vio~tions of the limitat l ons provided fe r 

I be li eve th t t h e right approach to thes ....... e P I 'O )l ems may be fo und - '-' 

if He remanber t h2t ::tn agreement of t is sort is not Zimll:lltiiBlillillliiP enforce -

ab le, and t nere fore , it will remai n onl y in for ce as l ong as America 

2nd Russ ia wish to keep i t in force . It mi ght therefore be best if 

such an acreement were to provide that b oth Amer ica and Russia hav e 

the l egal ri;ht tiiJ" the asreement at any 

time . suspect that ma jor s ecret 
I I 

viol"tions have r emeined undetected . If one approaches the problem 

in this manner, then it may be s een thet the pertinent auestion i s not 

what kind of an inspection system the tgre eme nt may sp e cify/ but ratner 

the impo:!:'tant question become s t 1li s : by what means c ou l d America and 

Russia c onvinc e each other th~t there are no ma jor secre t violations 

of a breement occurring? For clearly 1.mles s He are c>b l e to accomp lish 

this , one or the other of th em \-Jill be forced to ~d t"? 

agree~'len t, Fnd neither Russi a nor Amer ica vi ant s this to happen . 

the 

row t h is is I think the po int of vie11r from Hhich you should approHch 

it, And if ,-oll ssume that Jimerica and Russia have bo t h the ri ght openly to 
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~ ~Jt ~ the agreement, then it be c omes far more difficult for 

c ~ ther the Russian c overnment or t h e American g overnment to g o to its 

own sci entists and 8 slc them to beg in to do thinc s secretly Hhich the 

Ag reement prohir its . f{r Aga in v-rould like t o te ll YO\ P little incident 

here Hhich occurred at Q:uebec. I said nd I wi ll save my reasons' later . V' 

I t ook in ~uebe c the p osition, thP same position th2t I took in (p 

thPt I am not in favo r of stopp i ng :kkR bomb tes t s . But I also s?id 

that my reasons have nothing t o do with the difficulty of inspec ting ; 

as a matter o f fac t, I said/~let's assume thFt there is no inspec tion 

system, t hat Rus si a and _t,.mer ica both openly a g ree to stop t ests . I 
/l. ' ( 

t h ink it woul d be terrib l y difficult and embarrassing for Etrau~ to eo 

•even to Teller and s ay t ha t we have e.creed t o t h is but now we have 

ab.Eng ed our mind , we do not vJant t o O}B nly ~~~ t h is a greement 

even t h o ugh we c culd . 1rJi l l you p l e se do me BJIII!P favor and start testing 

secretly .' I t hi n k 7eller wou l d not do it. The re mi ght be others 

-mo might be wl l l ine.; to do i "'c , but I think they -wet..ll d do i t without 

eny zest for it, and I think that r eally Mr . Straus wou ld have to 

carry on the de velopment himse lf. An d at this point I 

Rl•s sians , and I a sked them, " Tell us frankly, h ow woul d 

t u rned to the 

~
, 

+t_ Jn thi s~ e ~n 
Dussia? Supp os e Russia, hAving made al l t h is noise a.rout stopn ing 

, 

t es t s ( and assume Ameri c a now agree~ could the
1 
~ian government 

now go to the Russian scientist and say , ' look , w-tA';r~~~ to continue 

testing in secret.'" Now 1u/ 1rr./' said t tlis . He didn 't say this / 

would be p os ible ,~e s aid t his wo u ld be terribly embarra s sing for 

Russ ia . HJ{\didn 1 t s ee how t h ey could do it . He did not want to say 

that it was impossible . You see he said, "Hell , t h is wou l d be terribly 

diff icu lt." You see , s o mething of t h i s sort -- I forg o t the words . 
-ed ·' 

And I t h ink t hat the so - call/r e a lists--you -.;c.. ~e mhs t be realists --

t h eir reality I t hink has very l ittle to d o with reality . Th ey over-

simplify thing s t o the extent that they r u in all r e semblance to reality . 
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Now this is 8 very important question , c oul d Russia and Pmerica 

convince eP ch other that there are no secret viol etions, there is 

no secret manufacturing , and the r e is no s e cret research and develop-

ment; and I will not g o into it bec2use it cle arly is a big subject. 

However, I would like to inject one point of view nere. You s e e ,the 

Russ ians always emphasizedthe need for trust, and finally I s aid to 

them, 11 1tlell, what do y ou me an by trust? If you mean that you want the 

American people to trust the Ru ssian g overnmen t , then I am forced at 

t h is point to disclose a secret. The American people do not trust 

t h eir own g ove rnment, and how can y ou expect them to trust s omeone 

else's g overnment. Trust is a relationship between human beings. 

Governments a re not h uman beings, and y ou cannot expe ct governments 

to trust e ach othe r, and in fact, they very r are l y do. Howe ver, I 

l; eli eve it is possible to build up a relationsh i p of trust between 

individual Fu ssian and Ame -_1 ican scientists, an d that this is possible 

I s w a t "'uebec. Now this could become, in t he long run, if we are 
~ ab le t o build on t hi s and g o K1lUI a ~ long way.Cf course,with the long 

be ed an as s et both for 
way it c oul d /develop/into an as set, zzt · - l~k& ~ the Rus sian 

g overnment and for the Pme r ic an g overnment because if these relationships 
really 

of trust were ~) developed between individua ls, it would be very 

difficult ~secretly to do somethin g and expect the scientists to 

betray each other. I will not g o deeply into t h is b ec ause t h is re quire s 

r eally very c areful discussion. 

But now let me g o back to the quest i on of tests. Well, if one 

t h inks. o a you see, those wh o are opp osed, or most of t h ose who want 
we 

tests stopped .._. want them stopped b ecause they believe can 

g et rid of the bomb, an d let 1 s mak e the first step in t h at dir~ction. 

Those wh o, like Te ller, want to keep on testing , want to keep on testing 

because they want to keep ahead in t he arms r a ce. I think the arms 

r a ce will g o indefini t ely. ~think the arms r a ce will go on indefinitely--
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we must keep ahead; therefore, let's keep tes ting . Now there is a third 

position wh ich I am try ing to occupy here wh ich s ays the following: We 

have to stabilize the stalema te at some p oint. We can stabilize it only 

really well in the second stage, and we can do it only if we have clean 

h y drog en bombs of g reat power which a re compact enough and small 

enough to be carried by solid-fuel rockets. I'm not sa tisfied that 

our developement has reached this stag e . The government has said that 

we can make hydrog en bomb s wh ich are 96 per cent pure --clean--and 

t h is is clean enough. I don't see that there is much point in making 

cleaner.,.. these are 1a r ge bombs of course, powerful bombs . rlhether 

as our dirty h ydrog en bombs o f g reat power are. No~J I t hink it would 

be very important for Fussia and Pmeri ca to b e ab le to repla ce in the 

stockp ile the dirty hydrog en bomb s b y c l e an hydrog en bomb s. Even if 
b ombs 

they keep the dirt~, if will be very important for them to b e in a 

posit j on where He 1 ll never have to use the dirty bombs nor threaten 

to use them. Jmd if our bomb tests have not r eached that stage, I am 

very much a g ainst stopping them . Of course, the only consistent 

posit j on then t o take is t h is: x by all means ~t's k e ep testin~ for 

t h is purpose, but whatever we Jearn He should tell the Russians because 
~-~ as much as in g overnment 
~ in our interest/XNMxiR Russia's inteREt that neither/shall be 

forced to l e an on the dirty hydrog en bombs of g reat p ower. I think 

we ought to demand that this knowledge be shared by the Russians if 

-v.re d emand that the t e sts be continued, and if the government does 

not listen to us , we should g et behind the churches and ask them to 

org anize prayer meeting s in which we all 1..J"ill pre.y, "Let t here be a 

1~ ' traitor who will t ell the Ru ssians how to make cl ean ' . 
hydrog en bombs." NoH this ends my little speech. 
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I ' m a little c oncerned on the techno l og ical side. You 

mention that the second phase of the stalemBte might be reached 

in five years , and you are very much concerned that we shoul d 

not enter the third stag e . Te chnological prog ress g oes on in 

the current period , and the question is whether in the next 

five years one side or the other won't be sufficiently advanced 

in the direction of the third phase so that the kind of ag ree 

ment tha t y ou p ropose would be a very remote p ossib ility . This 

fact tha t one side or the other feels it ha s an advant ag e is 

a very important element of the d yn2mics of t he situa tion g ener 

ally , and the whole question of the Rrms race is tied up with 

t h is feelinc t ha t one side or the other has an advantag e ; and 

y ou s uggest a sort of asymptotic approac h to the second phase 

of the stalemate, and I ' m wondering whether the ing redients of 

the third phase may not alr e ady b e present in the situation and 

whether in the next sever al y ears there may not be the same 

sort of d ifficulties on this ac c ount that we have faced earlier 

in reg ard to the other aspects of military relations . 

\rJell I think this is also a meeting of the mind . You see , 

as soon as we can sell the whole ide a o f s t ab ilizing the second 

stage, 2n d t h i.s rn1gnt t ake years , then t h ere could be a meeting 

of the mind 1rJi t h the '\us s ians that we do t-rant to s top the t h ird 

phase . Now I don ' t know this, but I doubt that within five 



years we will b e able to shoot to destroy half of the incoming 

rockets , but if y ou just destroy half, t h is is not a very effec 

tive de fense . It is very easy to have twice as many rockets . 

qr . Szilard, I've been try ing to place myself squarely 

inside your f rame of reference and to accept your premises . 

From that point of view, if I unders t and you correctly, if I 

can fit with in tha t frame of ref e rence and with those premises , 

it seems to me that y our entire thesis ultimately rests on two 

or three assump ti ons, and I would l ike to b ring those assump

tions to surfa ce and see whether I correctly underst and them 

and what you think of t hem. It s eems to me your first assump 

tion is that it ' s possib le for the United S t a tes and the Soviet 

Union to ag ree not only t o accept the status quo throughout 

the wor l d but to insist t ha t t h e status quo shall be maintained 

throughout the world except insofar as any ch ang e might oc cur 

Hh ich they are both p repare d t o ag ree shall b e p ermitted. The 

second as sumption, which is p erhaps related to the first--in 

certain r e sp ects it ob viou sly is in the world of action--is t h at 

if and v.rhen other nations should arrive at a significant thermo 

nuclear capability, that it will be possible to accommodate them 

both within t h is assumption of an enforced maintenance of the 

status quo and within your resumption of an exchang e of stable 

rnutual threat without g etting y our g eometry so compli cated that 

t he thing bec omes quite unworkable. Now the two as s ump tions 

are obv iously interrelated, since one way of solving the second 



problem would be possibly for the United St.tes and the Soviet 

Union to ag ree th2t nobody e lse s h ould be permi tted to deve l op 

an atomic capability . Wow do I correctly underst2nd your 

thesis? If so, do you feel that these assump tions are assump -

tions wh ich h 2ve any real V8lidity in the world of life and 

people? 

SZILARD : 

I ' m not in favor of Russia and America making an ag reement 

that no one else shoul d have any atomic capability . 

But the other two assumptions? 

SZILARD : 

But the other two assumptions , yes . You see I r eal l y be -

lieve that we have in the atomic stalemate an unprecedented 

world situation in wh ich the old plans of foreign policy will 

no long er h old , that Russia and America cannot be vanquished-
maintain the 

if they can/second s~ag e of the stal emate - -there is nothing to 

fear . And they have very strong common interests and almost 

no conflict in interest . They are not rivals in trade . There 

are no long er theories for which they must compete, and I really 

cou ldn ' t think of anything where their interests did not coin-

cide , assuming t h at the power c onflict wh ichwe had after the 

war is resolved by the atomic stalemate . 

~aq 
May I test your own answer in your own ) ' 7 <by putting 



to you one o f your concrete examp les? Let's assume that Russia 

and the United St a tes have ac c epted the Szilard thesis -- they've 

agreed to it, they 've put it into effect. Fol lowing that, China 

or Japan, a s the case may be , undertakes to a ttack the other 

and subdue it. Are y ou prepared to a ssume that Russia and the 

United States then would both ag ree either that they don't g ive 

a damn, or alternate l y that they will ag ree to intervene on one 

side or the other so as to restore the status quo? 

SZILARD: 

I have an answer to t his . A whole chapter is about this 
Could I~~ that? 

problem ./ ( May~read you this ch ap terlJ You see this is a chap-

ter wh ich I did not mention which says Britain is the -nth 

polver power problem in t h e security of the Europ e an continent. 

I use these example s to g i v e the answer to t hese questions. I 

If China and Japan are both a tomic pm-1ers with hydrogen boms , 

Russ ia and ~merica 

mitment; neither of us will enter into any 

Japan or China. It is too complicated. I r e ally don't c are 

what happens to them." America and Russia will b J able to pro-
81 e Me F-'iv""t 

teet only t=-x ; areas and 8.5ainst such powers a s have no atomic 

bombs; otherwise, they will not maintain a sta tus quo. They 

will follow this policy because it doe s not touch upon their 

interest wh ethe r China conquers Japan or Japan conquers China. 

From the point of view of the security or Russia and Pmeri ca 

in the atomic stalemate is settled . And perhpas I should say 
ble from 

t h is: there is one t h ing wh ich is not t ol er a&T .._the American 

and ~ ussian point of vi ew is a n~t ion which hes hy drog en bombs 

and which wants to use t his for a t h reflt of murder and suicide . 

This is dang erous for both of them, and on this I think they 
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will use all pressures th ey can to prevent su ch n ations to a c-

quire a tomic bomb s. These a re more likely to b e the smaller 

n a tions un der some mad dic t ator t han any of the great powers . 

By and larg e the g overnments of the g re 2 t powers are g uided 

by rational considerat i ons. They do not want to commit suicide. 

I -vrou ld like to 2 s k a t t h is point , is it r e ally true , I 

don 't know the answer ... -it is not as obvious as you said .... -is 

it eally t rue t ha t major wars are started in t r.d.s r ? tional and 

b a lanced fa sh ion; or is it true t ha t when a major war starts, 

the mechanism is that wh ich op er a tes when nea rly uncont rollable 

agression operates in t h e i ndivi dual--it conta i ns a self 

destructive element~ Ther e is no deterrent . The only deterrent 

to uncontrollable a gression is an ob ject against wJ:dch y ou 

cannot have agression . Thank God Almighty or the police or ••• 

or whatever it is--not four rib s for three if you~~~~· 

S ZILARD: 

Now let's look at these major wars, the first and the 

second world Vlfl.rs. The First World War I live d through it and 

I knew how it came about . The First Horld War was a preventive 

war fought b y Germany on t h e following assumption : that there 

is a power conflict ~-vhich will sooner or later lead tow ar . 

Germany was dependent on food supply . If Germany determine d 

t h e timing of the war by fi ghting it in years when the harvest 

was g ood bec ause Germany assumed tha t the war wo u Jd be over 

within a y ear,4she could live through it without starvation. 

~ineteen-fourteen was a bumper harvest in Hung ary and Germany, 
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war was inevitable they wanted it in 1914. 
an d the Germans decided that because The Germans knew what 

7hi.s CUO.J J?~ r • • • 
they were doing, an d t h is was known. In Hung ary it was not , 

b ut this was the re a son why Germany was favor bly incline d to 
The wante d t · e war in a time o f g ood harve st and 

let Austria g o ahead • ., l hey t:biought that t h ew r would be over 
¥ tu/-1-h ..;-:h'<!!.. ••• 

probably within a ye ar. They hoped it would be over within 

four or f ive months. As P matt er o f fa ct, there was a famous 

sa. 1 ins of th e Kaiser t h t t he troops, German troops, would be 

back ~r'istmas. 'he y aJso) be c aus e the Eng lish p l a y ed a guessing 
.5/Uc.in/ ~ theAFrench and +k~ 

g ame wi thlthe Germans} French assu.rtP d that Eng land would 
the 

enter the war,; the Germans a ssumed thcot she would not . V..Tb.en7G~-
s tarted ~n-ert!.. ~r~ 

many ..!!!Jigallli. the war s he saw that Eng land wou ldn 1 t stay owt 'Iii .-,;--1'e.slf!. Jri.,td 
~~ ;:;o.ss( .. , 

b ut it was a r-at i onal ooEider a tion of having the war a t a time b i ;, .. i; ') 

when they h2d a g ood chance to win it be c ause t h ey t hought in 
w~~ 

the end it ._ not avoidab le. It was somewhat a powPr conflict 

aga in like the conflict which has started where world war seems 

unavoidable. Now i f you look a t the sec ond v.rorld wal) y ou s ee 

if even clearer. Hit ler wanted to d estroy the military p ower 

o f France 8nd he wanted to meke Germany the dominant power on 

the continent. He said a t that t ime tha t he wro t e the bo ok 

the Germany doesn't wantm be in a position eve r to f i ght a • • • 

war a g ain . I know of no major nat ion \vho \vent into the war 

just by tempe rament or wha t e v e r y ou want to call it. The 

• • • • • 

You r eally fee l tha t German fa cism would not have g one to 

1rmr within a decade if tha t calculus h a d come out some ~her 

way? 
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Szilard : 

Yes . I mean Hitler was mad , b ut he was not that mad . 

Wel l it ' s a ques t ion of whether his mentality and state 

of mind didn't distort the calculus . In other words, would a 

rational man have come to the same conclu sion from the same 

facts? 

SZILARD : 

I t hink Hitler had wrong premises , but I think that his 

premises were no wrong er than Roosevelt's and Churchill ' s . You 

see Hitl er thought t h at Russia can be kno cked out of the war 

in three or four months . So did Roosevelt , and so did Ch urch ill . 

He made Hrong assumptions , b ut he was log ical . J\ nd in the wr ong 

assump tions , he wes not su r e himself . 

Having h ad t he privilege o f d aba ting some of these a r gu:nents 

earlier, I shall not raise Pny po int that I d id before, but I 

should like to po int out that in their kind of amateur way , the 

politicians of t ha- v-ror l d , have created i n fact the framework 

for a stalemate in p ostwar y e Brs wh ich in one sense g ives a 

rationale to the Tel l er posit i on as y ou defined it tonight . 

·!hat 1 s he.:ppened in p ostwar ye ars is that v-re h av e in f act l aid 

out a line around whi c h a c ertain deg ree of stab i l ity e xists 

an d a c ommon l a w to prot ec t t ha t line . Th e line c onsists of 

4fi positions won or crystalliz e d After the second vJOrld war . Now 

t here a.r e certain f uzzy p l 8 ce s in that line v-rhich h av e b een 
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Indo 
cle red up in .RtihH:R ehina and Gree c e , and so on , but the nature 

of the common l aw th t; exis t s in the wor ld should be made ex-

p lici t because I suspect it g ives us e better basis for such 

stability s we have in the wor~d than an t tempt to create a 

new one . The nature of the common law j_s that it ' s fair to 

p l ay on the other fellow's side in Sou th As ia , in Greece, or in 

the ._ erlin blockade . But if the other fe llow r eacts fully to 

protect the status quo on h is side of the line , it is illig itime. te 

to re erd his efforts s a compass for enlart, ing your e f fort . 

Now that is the rou._,h .X rule of . . . by "tvhich we have lived 

t hroug h the Be r lin blockad~fi//JI t he Greek civil v-1a :; and the 

thref!ts to Turkey , 1\.orea , and where there is no such position 

in the end through 1111hat sor t of f f air we made 8. line in 

China . The one violFtion of this th2t has trken p l ace on 

the rather ambigtwus pos it i ons fi lled up in recent years in 

Syria and Egypt b y the ~ussi ns, I think somewhat to t n eir ~ur -

prise in the f ace of the fact that the first e f fort to define the 
of 

reality - that l i ne took pla ce in the Tv'Iiddle East b < Trumar!s . ~, 
... ·A Now this k ind of very crude common law arrang em en t in the 

world and the axsymetry W- 1ich is 2s ;:- umed to opera te on bo th 
0 • • 

sides of t he line wh ich we hRd to swallow in nd the 

~ a st German~ revolt end the Budapest affair . It seems to me 

a much more r e 1 thins to h olfi on to than this r ather more 

technocrr>tic arr:::mg ment with solid- fue l mis siles v.rh ich you de -

scribe, rnd the r eP son that I believe it's a more solid as is 

5s this : thPt I woul d no t accept , 2s we h~d occesion to di s -

cuss, t he 8sc-umption that t his j_s a SJlmne tricel strug_le between 
e uivalent 

~ nc?tions which [lave problems of military threat Pnd protec -

tion . If it were thrt kind o f r prob lem, if in othe r words , 



your basic a ssumption were correct, between 1945 ard the present 
a t here wo uld have been many occasions to f inct.lformul a in Ge rmany 

Er s tern Ti'urope , the arms r ce which -woV. l d se ·, tl e ll t h is . The 
real prob lem, l et me remin d you , li~ i n thr -qns sian s a cep ting 
t he very assumption with which you start, namely tha t their 
p roblem in the world is a mi lit a r y p rob l em . If t rey 1.vere to 
a cciept the fret th t thev v.rere s imp l y 8 n ation stat e with 
norma l n8tion stat e 's probl ems , easy formu l ae could be found 
e; iven American intere sts j Rnd in many p l Hces I t h ink ~rou wou ld 

rind you were correct i + yo·ur 8 ssumption were right , th t there and use the word Bus~ian is a s reat conver.~ enc e b etween P.u ssian/ national i n terests a nd 
Pmeri c an national inter e s t s . The deeper probl em is simp l y ~hat 

I the a c cp e tanc e o th2t a ssum ciopn vo~ ates tlje fun damental 
structure of Communist ru l e over Russia and Con~unist reh-
tionships with the satellites in Ea s t ern Europe and the 
communi st re l ations hip a n d posture tow:: rds China and the rest 
of the world. Be caus e X if they a ccept that assumption , they 
therefore must drop the case for the s e cret p olice inside Russia, 
·ch e case for the oppres s ed st an dar d of living within Russia . 
The c a se for the secre t p o lice in Russia ••• has always been (!.h f() II/(!, based from t h e ver y beg i nning on the QY\ihas threat from abroad . 
This wa s the foundat ion imme di e.te l y af ter the r e volution for 
the recreation of the ••• and it remains that rationa~ at the 
present. In othe r words I would say simp ly tha t if your assump -
ti on Here ro rrect, t here wol ld be no reason ~ihy the Russians 
could not g o on, not simply to a g ame with solid-fuel missile 
stalemate but go on with the inspec tionand d estruction of bombs 
system. As 

equilibriUm 

between the recreation of a new line }I_ "v a P..t::" /r ..-n 
which~ and the maintenance of t he 

for a duopolistic 

one we have 
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which we rarely articulate . I t h ink trere is strong case 
e 

for s taying with t he one we have which is now defir-fb le in terms 

of physical boundaries where there is an ac cepted common law 

ruling that if it is viol ted on e ither side , it is fair f or 
ed 

the pRrty violatillllli to u se whatever force he chooses to bear 

and whatever cost this may involve, PS for example the Budapest 

aff air i nvolved cost t o the Russians, but it is unfair for 

the other party to use that as an occasion to enlarg e the area 

of conflict. 

( 

Isn't there an implicit assumption in what C§o;:z:al. saying , 

too, which is ag a inst the basis of the quote concerned here • 
...) 

n Afamel~ you mus t be making an implicit a ssumption th t the arms 

race that is now going on is stab le i n the sense that the 

world ~~Xrla~ will survive it without th e kin d of thing 

we Ei re fearing happening . I t h ink i f we had any certainty of 

that we might be prepared to swallow the ec onomic cost wh ich 

I t h ink will g et incre8.sing ly g reater too . It seems to me that 

the whole issue is can we on both sid e s s u rvive in this k ind 

of a situation . fl nd you seem to he making the assumption that 

we can. 

tJ() 
Jcl)~ .. 

My assumption _,.I!MI=" th at I think that in t he face of the 

combination of the persistence in the arms race and a number of 

other issues and the chang e s in Soviet society that you may 

really g et an acceptance in the end is t h e assumption with which 

Szi lxard starts. If you 've got that assumption m de a reality, 

then I think you can make any number of settleme nts, but I think 
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one should not start with t h e assumption, bec aus e if this were 
h _d a 

in fact the re a lity we would have/sett~~n long ag o. 

SZILARD : 

I don't ~ite unders tand '.' If you a g ree with me that 

the big bombs will be a round, all right, what k ind of a philosophy 

sh ould we adopt ••• ~ 

I wi ll not accept that they will~ be a round if your 

initial assumption were valid . 

SZILARD : 

No, but suppose my initial assumption is not valid. I must 

still esk y ou i f these b omb s are :: ronnd , whe_t kind of philosophy 

sh ou ld we adopt or should Russia adopt concerning the hypotheti

c al u se. The bombs, without a philosophy of what to do with 

them, will b e a danger because they will be used on the s pur 

of the moment by somebod'' mak i nG a de cis i on. I 1m a s k ing what 

s n ould b e the philosophy o f using th e s e bombs, t"hei~ypothetical 
use if the .,- a re around , as I believe they ·vrill be a round.Whetehr 

my is right or 1r1rong , t h ey will be aroung is the 

way it looks now . Now I jus t d o not beli e ve t he se bombs will 

be a round and y et the wars will be fought b y the old me ans of 

a local war just fought a lit t le bit to the south of Moscow. 

You s ee ) it almost r emin ds me o f the story about ewton 

wh o had two cats, a small cat and a l arg e c a t. Both slept in 

his bedroom, a n d in the morning they scratched on the door to 

g o out and woke up poor Newton. So one da y he thoug ht of a 

soluti on 2nd he made two hole s in th e door , a s mall hole f or 
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the small cat and a big hol e for the big cat . I think fo r sure 

the big bombs wil l be around •••• whatsoever . This is I b e lieve 

a false assumption, and it is this point whic h I ••• 

Let ' s follow this one s t 8g e long er, and then I 1 l l subs mdeJ 

I a g ree with your insight tha ~ t t e retional rea f or limited 

war is a some-rhat narrower area that many of the abstra c t 

discuss i ons of limited wa~~? ld make out . 2ut it is a much 

more complex problems/~ problems of limitations in weapons , 

ob J e c tives and ter r a in l imit the possibilit i es t o a v ery few 

cases whe re both the Russians and Pmer i cens ke ep quite di s tant . 

In other words , look at it another way . I think the poss i bi l i -

tie s of war lie at the lower spectrum of force rather than the 

higher spectrum of force whe r e as you move up it g ets dang erou s . 

I thin k thE' t the very f c ct tha t so g r "' a t an emphasis is be i ng 

placedby the Soviet Union a t the present time on t h e nonmi l itary 
mounted 

k i nd of off ens i ve being jW in Jlsia , the Nidd l e East , and Africa , 

is eviden ce of their apprecia t e on of the narrow limits of the 

use of force , so thBt my pr e scription wou l d be in tbe face of 

t h is that we should indeed seek if we can rational me ans for 

testing their intentions for ne.iling down , if t h ere 8re formul a 

for nailing t h em down , limita.tions which .ve can trust on the 

use of nuc l ear weapons. But in the end the prob l em is not the 

problem of finding a s u i t able stalema t e which will give equiva-

lent deg rees of stability with arms and a status quo to bo t h 

Russia and America , but the real variable here is the one you 

assumed f u lly at the beginning--it is the n a ture oft h e problem 

of accep t ance of the status quo b y the Sov i et Union , and that 
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lies in the r e l ation between the posture of the Soviet dictator -

ship toward s the Russian peop l e and its sate llites . 

Ma y I esk y ou to come back to the many country problem. 

I d i~n ' t understand, and co u l d we t~~e anot~er exEmple . Suppose 
(1l 

Syria and Turkey ge t want to use atomi c 

weapons on each other . How did this fit into your ••• 

SZILARD : 

If we want to g o int o t his, I would like to g o i nto it 

fully because it is a difficult pro1 l em, isn ' t it? He could 

postpone it and I will c ome back to it E ter . 

I would like to say one t i· i nc; :::bout the stable stalemate 

before we ge t ~ way from i t ~t!IPlit" • I myse lf don't understand 

fu lly the concept of t he stable stelemete in a situetion where 

you don ' t have g reater agreements b ecause someti~es I t h ink 

that t h er e is mo 1 e secur ity in the uncertainties of some of 

the situations that we live in than in the cert inty of a very 

well - defined mi litary system when the enemy is still given a 

deg ree of freedom to try t o overcome this, you c ee~ 

Hhat are these other mean.s? 

I don 't know . But you heven 1 t stopped technoloGy , and you 

make the c ssnmption th t on a g iven day th2t there is snch a 
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invulnPr ab le mili tar"Jr system, mi ssle system . Hell maybe there 

is and maybe there isn 1 t . In other words, what 1 s invulnerable 
e_tta ck by 

today is often defined 8S invulnerable to/b allastic missiles 

o r the best k ind you can make . But you hE<Ven ' t assured me 

that there ren't several other ways to attac k this \vhich are 

not missiles a nd 1-vhich I could invent . Now I ' H not say ing yo u 

can do this , but I h 2ve a gn awing fe r ab out t."l-lis particular 

situation. In other wordsfthat, one has to g o in ag reement 

considerab l y f11r ther than~s particul ar frozen si t uatj on . 

ir, I t h ink your point is valid that a retaliatory dete r -

rent is not self - stabilizing , but I think thPt Dr . Zzilard implied 

this ; he d idn ' t elaborete on this :point, but I think he implied 

:knX in a number of statements th2t he wou l d g o further to intro -

duce some arms c ont~ols to help stabilize this technolog i cal 

p lateau that is coming up . But I would like to ask him v.rh ether 

my interpr etation is correct . Dr . Szilard, do yo u feel that 

we must introduce some arms controls to help with this? 

SZILPl1D : 

Ye s, a 1...rho l e chapter is devoted to this . It is called 

" Balting the Prms Race at \ lhat Poin t and How ." 

Haybe you shoul d just r e ad to us for awlhiJe , or would you 

rather h8 ve someone else read? :.:_: ;,.;_4a (/;t;. { 



Could I speak about the s talemate for jus t a moment more? 

I t seems to me tha t •••• liab le in di scussing the t ype of 
amount 

a ctivat ion, the of a ctive energy and the type of a ctivation 

that wi ll suffic e in g e tt i n g over a c ert ain fo rm int o a type 

of irreversible s t ate which may be t hought of as downhill,since 

it is Automati c from th t po int on, and it seems that M& m 

that t h ere i s a conflict in sp eakine of the common ~w of 

~ the stalemate tha t has existed in the s m .ller matters in 

recen t y ears . You are ess ential l y ac c epting the idea that they 

are controlled by a emotional and intuitive f a ctors th t it 

doesn ' t pay to g o bey ond a certai n dis Gance . • •••• so clo se to 

the brink o f war ••• Dr . Zzilard is a t tempting to make t h ese ..., 

con crete and log ic a l, and I a m willing to suppose t hat t h e .c e 

is m6 rit in his way of e stime ting ihhat t h ese intuitive fa ctors 

are mor e o r less appro x i ma te evaluat i ons of what is the a ctuaal 

and lo0 ical and e conomic and concrete ob jective situation a t a 

g iven po int . In other words one f eels intuitively t ha t it doesn ' t 

re on one side, b ut it 

which det e r mine 
h 

"'Ather we are Hilling to ~o f ar ther or not, but how we ll we ar e 

Ab le now • • • • can c ho os e and make no other choice now bec ause 

t ni s the onl y t i me Pt whi ch more ... , he basic as'sumpti on which 

we h a v e referred to a lr e a dy that our c oncrete separa ,ions between 

the second ph ase of the st2lemate pha se and the t h ird , these 

are e x cep t ionally Hell - defined in -ce r ms of t 1.e principb s involved , 

but I don ' t know i f the r e is any inherent log ic that t h ey are 

not running concurrently as ••• Really , just be e use we c an 
them i n our 

iso l ate 1i.!S£L; minds, VJe s h ou l d examine ver y very c areful l y 

v.ih ether t h e t hird phase isn ' t almos t c oncurrent VJithihe other, 

a nd maybe even necessar~so because it seems t o b e the us ual 

t h i nkin g VJhen VJe hav~a~ensive we ap on immedia~ely 



to design a defensiv e weapon and vice versa . These too b e come 

automa tic proc e sses t h a t can 1 t be stopp-.ed . 

I think, D. r Sz i lard, that t h e \vh o]e model thf t you suggest 

for us to t h ink about is a model t h a t has a c e r tain very 6esirable 

comb ination of rationality and informaticon, and it s e ems to me 

that if eithe r of those assump t i ons is no t quite fulfil l ed , it 
••• l a ck 

means art , o f the ~ of fulfillment may be very disastr ou-.s . 

An d it seems to me that basically the a[; reementis b a sed on the 

fact t hat you have both count ri e s and many countries agree to 

a multi-dimension a l evaluati on of bo th vJhat is a rational 

way ~£&§51 j=r to b eha ve a nd also wb nt is the ri ght amount of 

information that ma kes this t h ing rational . And I t hink it is 

the interaction b etween these two sets of variab l e s c ome s in 

th8t your p articul Pt mode l is qu ite vulner ab le . ~hi s I don 't 

think shonld be c on s idered a s simp l y say ing, "Well, t h is is 

not re e listic'l I don 't t hink thPt t h is is the argument that 

I woul d b ring up , but the fa ct that this particular kind of a 

mode l has a lsmos t t o b e put up like I" mode l in the phjs i cal 
adequately 

scienc e s in or der to b e able to test it 1!!iijp' J S. and a s long 

a s y ou don't have t he sametest s on both sides, it is very 

difficult to s e e how you r r e g oing t o l£l ep t hifn . And I think 

t hat the po int that 4 is just bein g made , namely, ~ the 

second and t h i rd stag e and where y ou t hink you E re with respe ct 

t o t Lis is jus t one of these prob l ems of the intera ction between 

rationality nd informa tion . 

I would just like to raise a questi on on wh ether the use 
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of limited r etalia t i on Pdd s a stabilizinc factor over the us e 

of massive retaliation be c ause BS I ~ather your proposal for 

l i mited retali a tion never invisag es t he us e of it b ecause it 

would be so potentially incomprehensib l e to u se t h is k ind of 

retaliation that neithe r n tion would engage i n it. 

But wouldn't it in t h is sen se be even mor e incomprehensible 
an 

to use mas s ive ret a liati on so that t hi s wou ld beJeVen more 

effective deterrent that t h e limited. 

SZIL.ARD: 

\.Je ll, ma ssive retali a tion would mean murder and suicide 

today, isn't it? Now such a t h re a t is n ot believable and 

therefore there is no d eterrnet in it whatsoever. 

I object to that. I t h ink what ha s held the world tog ether 

to d ate is the assump t ion t h t t he United S t ate s would ather 

die t h ansee Western Germany g o ~ Russia and t hat Russia would 

ra ther die t han see, l e t's say Poland and Hunga r y go to America. 

SZILARD : 

Certa inly in \:Jestern Germany no one ••• Nobody1 

I think many people here find it hard to be lieve that y ou 

could take seriously a Rus sian b elie :V' in a city for city or two 

citi es or our st a tement of the same p rincip le. 

d_, #/'Nn-f rr nb c._ -lt?Jke 11 
m _t) rt!: .. 6-e>f-;O.u .f 7 +-h O/f 

massive retaliati on _
1 



there is 
Well i t seems to me tha t a real p roblem here in 

in 
just the questie-n of stabilityJW'hich you make a strong point ; 

that is, if you could arrive at s u ch a sttua tion ~here both 

sides were fully appraised of the conse qu e nces and~ the ••• 

that thi s would be stable , but then , on the other hand , we s h ould 

mak e the point t hat this i s not r eally stable because in the 

end each netion would without further eg reement look for 

technologicel b r eakthr?ughs n wh i ch they could ••• with them-

se lves 2 r eal advantage . So in the end, a fter y ou have e stab -

lished this so - called stable situa tion, you've g ot to 

come to a r ~=> al a e; reement on what arms for protection . 

Szr: LARD : 

Ye s , yo n h ave to . 

Well , in the end you ' ve g ot to come to a r eal ag reement 

on ••• at a stage at wh ich bo t h should see it is quite obvious 

that any kind of a 1.-1ar means mu tual destruction , and e ven though 

t .1ey speak ~about this price list , nobody is r eall y t hinking 

t hat i t wil l ever be us e d , then I don 1 t see why the l ogic of 

this situa tion doesn ' t • • • of the f act that in t he end y ou ' ve 

g ot to come to an arms limi t ation where both nations agree 

effect i vely tha t war is an instrument of p ower in the a tomi c 
war 

armament system .-an instrument of y fi ghting is impossible 

in the world as it e x is t s ted y e n d cculln 1 t p o 8sibly be used . 

If ou 1 ve got to come to a fa r - reaching agreement to stop e ven 

try ing to make a technoloc i cal b reakthr ough , Hhich itself is 

a p osition of advantag e , a n d t o a ccept the ·status ,., uo is to 

ac cept the concept that war is not p s ssib le in any log ical sense , 
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then. I t h ink after we ' ve g one that far it doesn ' t s ~ em to 

me to b e many steps further or much of a step further to come 

to a much more far - reaching agreement . 

SZILARD : 

eaning g et rid of the b omb . 

No t only g et rid of the bomb but g et rid of w r as an 

instrumentality of ••o 

whe re 
If y ou are in a s t ate of mind _..... y ou a r e not quite 

prepared to b elieve tha t you trust the other fellow well enough 

to do that, a st a lema t e i f you coul d create one , a s "- umi n g t hat 
and 

Walt is wrong for a moment7tha t t 1e t h reat of war is a major 

tension and thP t t he efore on bo t h sides you de sire to g et rid 

of it , your f ir s t u roblem is to arr e st the a r ms r a ce without 

chan g ing the feelinc of secur ity on each s ide . C' nc e y ov. 1 ve ~ 
pass the buck 

Pccomplished th t fo r even a short p eri od, you can 
(1..;)1: G,.t·( ::? 

go ine; fu Y> ther . ~ut y ou ' v e g ot th :;- pr oblem of turning around . 

1·,7ell, if you want a b r erther , t here are ma n y way s of g etting 

a b re ather , one o f which is to turn the clock back . 

• • • 

see, 

I m~an t he questi on of c an you turn the clock back. You 
'r-t_) 

the virtURe if y o 1 can in f ct cre e te o f an invulnerab le 
) n 't 

de terrent system on each side i s 0hat you a re/askinG the questi on 
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two hundred 
" Has this guy smugg l ed nwey omb s the t I don 1 t know about 

o~ h As he g ot s ome h idden mis sile ~' Those guestions don ' t matter 

at the momen t . The fPc t is t h.s t -J;ou t h ink ~T ou 1 ve protec te d 

y o-,·y> se l f b e crt.: se :rou think you h ve t h is stab l e deterrent system. 

Now durin[ this p e riod y ou b ee:; in to tr l k Pbout other ••• and 

an d mAke your way slowl y out of other 

situ ations. I t hink turninc the clock bD c k is much t ough er 

tha.n ••• 

Es sent ially a stalemate in somE sens e s is a des irab le 

st a te b ecause ~ ou don't really have to move on the o~erating 

ch&racteristic v e r y far . You know wh ere yo u a re. 

Hi th 
You see/tne 

Leo 

about well you have to e stablish tru s t, a nd t h ose of us from 

t he west kept try ing to Jl in h im do1-m and dis c ov er just Hhat he 

me EJn by this, and Hel l wh a t he ;,rp s :b e ally trying t o say I 

t h i nk is 1.-res thPt - ou h s ve to crePte s itue t ion in the wor ld 

vJhe r e y o L; cen beg in workinG wey fro1"1 rmr pre sent situat i on . 

He would do it b" some such m2.gic wr~ich J never quite un derstood. 

I don 1 t t t. ink you can do j_ t that 1r-my, and I also don 1 t t ink 

you can ecn i e ve what you ' re talking 2 be nt wi thou t first starting 

a slowdown o f the pre sent situ F:b ion wi th bo th sides fearful, 

which I think we • • • 

I don ' t t 1d n k that this debate shoul d lose that point in 

your ergumen t and in Szilard ' s whi ch i svery important , whatever 

,re t 11ink ebout t he b roader issues , name l y , th8 t the mob ile 
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g ive you 
solid- fuel missi l e does deg rees of time and de~rees of 

security rhi ch you don ' t have with hsrd bases . and you don 't have 

Hith liquid - fue l missiles . If you r e stric t the minimum c ses 

with that, I think that t h e r e is something important being s ai d ; 

I don't tr~nk it d ds up to a philosophy of a dynamic ••• in 

itself . 

actually I am not clear about the virtue of the clean bomb s 
bi 

If the~bs are g oin g to b e used, well why is n ' t the side that 

uses t hem going to use the d irty one s wh ich will be much mer e 

devAstating and a lot more e ffe ct ive . 

Hell h is a r gurrJ.ent he r e is th~=tt you de liberatebr behave in 

such w y thAt you don 't kill anyone . 

SZILP~ RD : 

How can y o u embarrass Americ a more than by making ten 

million people without s helter? Ki l l ing them is much ~s s em-

barr as sing for t h e governm<Jnt . 

I should like to a sk a question . Do you want to say any-

thing about whether yo u hadein mih d a, i f not ultimate solution , 

but R long - ran g e d e velopment . You see, et one or two points ~ 

yo u s aid things wh ich I try to :bouch upon . FQr examp l e , y ou 

said that ther e wou l d b e 8 r e a ction from wor ld op inion, and you 

a lso imnlied that p eop le wi ll i n some s ense keep thei r word 

other than the detailed bB.l anc e of whether it i s Pt the moment 
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in the ir irunedi te direct inter ·, st to do so . Well it me Rns 

v.ri thout implying any principle s here than uJt ima tely these 
a thing s are stabilized teemendously by h a ving system ag ainst 

wh ich is _ wh ich you don ' t g et angry , so to speak~utside of just t n is 

pair of p mvere \vh ich are trying to r ePch a balance . You ' ve 
in 

quoted ~orld opinions , and I said that/some periods in history I 

relig ion was useful for t hRt . Now it h2s b e en proposed at 

various times to create a world police which \vould be some"?_ 
t t~ ing which explicitely physically so powerful. I ' m not so 

sure th2 t 2 vesta 1 vire; in wou ldn 1 t do just as vJel l, I mean 

I ' m no t so su r e wh ether the actua l physical power is the impor-

tant t h ing, but I vJOuld still like to 2sk whethPr y ou feel 

f irst of a ll that something like this is needed u ltima t ely 
if you V.' Fnt to s t biliz e a system beyond the passing technolog i -

f irst__Qf_ .aU that ca 1 second phas e and second , whe t her/if you t h ink ~this 

wou l d work, a nd secondly , if you think t h at anything e lse would 
work in the very long run. 

SZIIP RD: 

No , I think if we could have a stao le stalemate for a hundred 
years , then dur ing that time one c ould bu.ild up some award com-
muni ty in v.rhich for ce would no long er be ne e ded to prevent changes . 
This idea Hould be forg otten that you c an use force to c han g e a 

boundary . I think this is a • • • world police , anyway in the 

forse eable future a wor l d police whi ch could ~ enforce someth ing 
a e;ai n st Russia• and Pmerica is unthinkable . You see, t h is wo~uM 
be somet h ing in a vacuum . 

May I ask you a question? Really , this is rtot des i gned 2s 
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stacked question , but if in this kind of a si tuat _on Adillfor~ l 
•••• brought toe ether a numb e 1· of very bright and very ingenious 

sci entis t s , physicists , and weftpons peop l e and were able to 

say , 11 Can you desig n some kind of a weapon system, the d e sig n 

of which would g ive us enough of a time advan~age over the 

Russians so that by the t i me it became clear that we were 

trying to design ~ a s yst em which woul d break out of the 

••• which required this ws eov;;MUi exclusive reliance on . . . 
these l!M&Ilsolid - fuel • • • Is the only me chanism on whi c h 

you rely tor void this hP pp ening within eighteen months , two 

year s , two and N a half ye Prs the fa ct that scientis cs, physi -

cists , Mr . Te ller , would f ind t r is very embarassing? What is 

~he timing of bein g ab le to design some kind of a we a p on system 

which w• ould permit you to in effed t gain a major advantage o•• 

SZILARD : 

• •• by destroying rockets in flight . 

Letts say by ~ getting 95 per cent saturation or v.rhatever 

per cent •• o 

SZILtRD : 

Destroying 95 per cent o l the rockets a l one is not a 

comp l ete advantage . You also have to me_ij.ufacture a very larg e 

nymber of antiKrocket bombs, and an inspection system would 

detect if~ ma jor bomb manufacturing e; oes on at a time when 

Russ ia and we h ave ag reed to freeze our sto c k p iles . 
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I _ see, and 

t lyou su£g esting that as s o on as the country the c ountry 
re 

move s into the manlj.fa ctnring stag e event hough it has a subs t an-

tial time Bdvantag e the threat, you know , how does the other 

s ide react? The Russ ians have dis covered tha t we have done 

this . 

SZILP RD : 

I t h ink probably they would react by threatening immediately 

to five demolish cities if 1rm don 1 t stop . This would 

t he reac tion , because it is s o dangerous for them th2t 

be willing to lose five cities for the sake of stopp ing us . 

An d t h is , I think, will stop u s . 

I think one thing is farly clea r , tm t is , thDt the main 

points we ' re qu estioning Sz ila rd on are the chapters tha t h e 

hasn't r ead . 

just 
I would like to say/one thing ab ou t t h is queEtion of whether 

-r::t.b you cP n g e t people t o wo rk or n ot.J I mean 4;-l±Cf~ is the sirnp le 

e xpedient o f just showing some p eople s ome secret intelli~ enc e 

wn i ch demons t r ated thPt the oth er side was doing this v.JOuld 

b ring ••• number of people to wo rk, wouldn ' t it? 

SZII.J: RD: 

They w au l d s ay , 11 \llhy don't we abrog ate?" 

They mig ht and t hey mi ght not . 
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ques ti0n of what peopl e will do ·Hhen sked to do it for t he ir 

nation . 

SZILARD : 

Well , t hi s is my l as t chapter . 

Can we talk about i nspection b efor e we go on with this~ 
I mean the old system of trust has been outlined by Eisenhol.,Jer 

as one of inspection, as inspection of Russia , and r e cently of 
Does make 

t he Arctic areas. Now is t h is a lot of nons ense? ~~this sa1 
any sense a t all? You pointed out that the Ru s sians don't 1.vant 

t o do this. 

SZILARD : 

An inspection of the Arctic area? 

Yes. I mean, Hhy is it th?t the Russians are not int e rested 

in inspection? 

SZILPRD: 

NoH l ook . Let ' s talk for a moment about the Ame rican 

proposal to inspect the Arctic ~reas. All right . For tHo 
( .fl!'(·'l-) /' ,,., _,~f . ./ -" 

Heeks we have b een ••• is reall y safe , that there is no danger 

thP.t we Hill a ttack Ru s s i a by mis take, and clearly we don 't 

intend to attack. Having so l d successfully Russia t h a t there 
said , 

is no dan ger, then we 'Le t's have an Prctic inspection to 

diminis h the danger." ,Jhy on e rth Hcul d RussiB ag ree to this ? 
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I mean , v.re pr opos e someth ing which in no way i in Russia ' s 

interes t . 

Dr . Zzilard , this i s a p olitica l thing ••• 1.,/hy is it the 

qussians will not c ome ahead and go a long with us on the in-

spection p lan , e ither in a limited are e like the P rcti c or in 

a nationwide or int ernational zone, such as over in t hi s country 

and over i n Buss ia . lt1hy are t hey so dead set ag ainst this? 

SZILARD : 

Because what Russ ian inter es t dema nds i t? h1hy do we e x -

pe c t the Russians to eccept some t hine; TJh ich is not in their 

interests ? 

They 1 re smart enough not to b e lieve u s , that we ' re confi dent 
th t we 1-vo n 1 t 

ma ke a mista ke . 

SZILARD : (~ 
Hell , an Ar ctic inspection wi l l not phas;Jthis . 

vJhat evidenc e do you have that the Sovie ts will no t accept 

a workable inspection system of a b i gg er kin d ? The Russians 
AE.d concre te 

hR v e made " ery very specifi c / pr op o sals t h at we bac k away from 

too fo r our o1-.1:n reasons . 
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maneuvers 
The

7 
at the ~o ent a c in P very complic ted state . 

':'he r e o.re a lot of chessmen on the board , 2nd they are being 

r1oved a round b y bo t h sides so tha " s l owly they a e approa ching 

up to t r is question of wh e ther or no t there can or cannot be 

any:& serious negotiat ions in this a rea . l•nc t a time like t h is 

I ' m afraid you can ' t take any sing l e maneuver such as the Russ ian 

rejection of the Arctic plan or our proposal ~ it by itslef 

be cause it 1 s just like any other negotiation with a vJho l e lot of 

factors involved ; you can 1 t ye t tell -vrhere the cards lie Bnd 

vJhd s maneuvering for -vJhat t the moment . In all probability , 

the propose ! 2nd the rejection of the Arctic p l an Hare mere ly 

minor ep i sodes in the sloH meshingx of ~ forces thFt Bre 

l e ading 1J1'J to t h is neH series of neg o tiP tions thP t are c oming 

up now . 

SZI I1· RD : 
Hhich HJ r1ade 

Well is it ye t or w s this proposal/ simpl~r a 
like 

mati c b tt l e which it......m He .r.=J: to fight and like 

kind of diplo -

t o Hin even 

though it z ets us noHhere . \tJ e can keep on winning these ba.ttles 

and g o f rom victor y to vi ctory to u l timate defeat . 

No , bnt l et ' s asEume t hi s was no~ , that the Eisenhower 

propos2 l is no t a diplomr ti c maneuver. 

SZI LPRD : 
woul d 

Hell then it w.:kxi: not rxm: have been 

Let ' s assume it Has .Kiqj: sincere g 



is an t tempt to break through a deadlocl{ . 

SZILARD : 

How 1-vould you ? By provok int:; a Rus s ian veto , you certainly 

cannot break through a de dlock . If you w nt really to nee otiat e 

something , you do it by priv a te ne goti a tion, not by ••• 

No 
, but t h ey brought aga ins t u s a v ery s e r ious charg e . 

l e t ' s a l so assume t hat the Russi ns 

1:Je gav e them an opportunity to " put up or s hut up" i n 

comrr1on languag e . In otller vrords, if they r eally were vwrried 

about this, here was the ch ance t o come up nd i n spect it and 

to insure their s afe ty by inspection ••• 

SZILPRD : 
their safe_!y 

Well how ~ould/fii~ be-..... by an Prc ti c i ns pe ct i on? Can 
t!JIS'S"t./ h:!' 0/ 

you exp lPin t h i s to me? 

v.Tell t his is the thing t hat I am 2 sking you really . I mean 

I e sked t h is in my ~igin~l ques tion . Is an Prctic inspection 

nons ense , or is t n ere somet1ling re2 lly to it? 
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Frankly I think it ' s nonsense . 

You S P e this is a d ifferent t h ing thEm people have been 

talkil'l[ ~?bout v.rith inspection . \··Ihen He have been talking 

about inspection which vrould s fe r.; uard test 8 ~reemen ts , vle 1 re 

taThing ahou t an inspect ~ on ystem which vmuld detect viol tions 

of an ag reement no t to test either missile s or nuclear weapons . 

'rha t 1 s a ver y d if f erent thing tha.n the k ind of t h ing wh ich is 

prop o sed he r e and very different from the Russian proposa l s 

they made in the Lond on conferen c e 1-vnich i nvo lved si ghts ins i de 

of Rus sia and so on . This was a p, roup of airplanes wh i c h a t 

moE t wo u l d g ive each side 8 few additional hours of warning 

a g ain st a mass i ve attack, if I understood corre c t l y the proposal. 

It ' s a very different t h ing than an inspe c t ion Eystem that 

insures ._. t he.t we apon d8velopment ha s stopped . and actually 

to the ~ssians may mean very litt l e . The y may have 8 g ood 

enough radar warning system on the boundaries of the i r country 

so thPt don 't care . 

May I ask you , did y ou l i ~ ten to the Security Counci l 

pro c e edings on the Russ ian accusation, 0 Did you r e ad t hem 

in some detai l becaus e I happened to l isten to them on the 

radio , e.n d it seems to me ,.- I don 1 t know hm.-J others feel yet--

i t vl as that this was like r eeding somethi ng 

a nd tha t there 

j_nfluencing a nyb~y . Peop l e got up end rattled 
C. :?. off what is e ssential l y elementary book move~ and then t he;:-

of anybody 
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they v-rere put on the reco rd and then somebody e lse g ot up and 

made the appropriate speech that had nothing to do v-rt ih any~ ••• 

••• why they did it . 

I don ' t know why they did it . I suppo se t h ey h ad a r 8a son , 
of 

but it was ce r tain l y not the kind ~ real action we t h ink of . 

l· hile we ' re still on i nspect i on , someb ody ought to add a 

footnote and run up a flag and fire off a salute of s e veral 

guns, i t seems to me , at the new breakthrough thet has been 

prop:sed t n is evenin g in the area of i nsp e ction , something which 

I certainly never heard of wh ich mi ght b e defined as " mutual 

a ccess of scienti s ts to scientists . " 

SZIIP RD : 

In this we have to go a long way before thi s can be reg arded 

as an asset . 1rJe are in t he very beg inning , and we don ' t know 

v-Thether we can g o a long way . 

Well , shal l I read about the - nth power problem, because 

t hi s is o •• 

l.ffiy don 1 t y ou read all the possible chapters o o o 

SZILPRD : 

We heve so f r not discussed the effect on the stalemate 
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of nations other t han Pm~rica and Russ ia which may have avail -
or require 

able clean hydrogen bombs of h i gh power/~ may/xx~MiXH s u ch 
forseeable 

bombs in the/mi.X.X future . In polite diplomatic languag e , t h is 

p roblem is sometimes referred to a s the - nth power prob l em . 
the only power 

At the momen t /falling i nto this category is Great Britai n . ,, 
In the recent • • • the British government has indicated that 

incase of a major war in which f1u:ssia is involved , Eng land 

wou l d use hydroe;en bombs against Russ ia, presumably dropping 

them on Russian cities and killing millions of c ivilians, men 

women a.nd children, even if Russia were willing to fig ht the 

war l-rith con v entional methods . Since t here is no re a son why 

En g land should not expect Russ ia to retaliate in kind , the 

statement of the Brit~ish ••• does amount to a t h reat of 

murder and suicide . The t h r ea t of murder 8nd suici de might 

or might not be kOCK b elieved, and such a threat KXNNMX can 

therefore not serve the pur p ose o f stabili zing the stalemate . 

This does not mnan, h owever, that En g l a nd would have to 

deprive herself o f the protection which the p ossession of clean 

h'' drog en bomb s of hig h p ower and solid- fuel lons range rockets 
retain the bomb a s 

mi gh t afford her . Eng land mi ght 1-vell/.:trum: ~an instrument 

of poHer if she adopts the same rule of behavior concernin g 

the hypotheti c al of her b ombs as .ussia and .Ameri ca . -:"n g land 

might well prowim a pric e list and set a r e asonable p rice on 

ee. ch of her territories whi ch s he is commi t ted to defend . It 

is true that a loss of a city of half a mi llion inhabitants 

will be 2 far g reate r loss to Great Brit a in than say f or Russia , 

but on the other hand, it is also true tha t being dep rived of 
far 

the possession of some of he-r coloni e s would be a/ g reater loss 

to Britain than Hould be the t.: ain t.nat t h e acquirat i on of such 
1 m adoptin0 

a colony would present for 0 ussia, and I ~.:im.bdc fo r the 
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sake of aro- ment that manifestly upset premise that some of 

the Briti h coloni es may be seriously coveted by Ru~sia . Per

haps Britai n, by threaten in murder and suicide in the recent 

... has rendered a nervice ~o the world , for by doing so, she 

drew attention to the danger h t still lie in the future bnt 

neverthele s may r equire a tchf ulnes e nd early a c tion on the 

part of the great p o 1ers. Brit a i~ d i d not threaten murder and 

su ic ide for the purpose of a cqu i rinc:r ne ,r possec:;sions . She has 

used t his t hreat only for the sake of reservi ng ·~at qhe now 

posoesses . But hy shouldn ' in the future qome omaller nation 

under a government more irreqnonsible t han that of Britai n and 

perhans ruled by a di c tat~r abnut v.~hose mad co nsen us of the 

~o rld may hav e led it to many doubts use the t hreat of murder 

and suic ide fo r the purpose of a c quiring a coveted noooess i on 

of pome other nation? 

I have d isc ussed the probabilit y that in some nations of 

the world (I have oomething mi so ing here )--and I would like 

to say t hat this i s a threat a , a i nst wh ich I think the great 

no~ers must take action , and it is, i f ~h e y act in con sent 

~ith each other, they hav e the means of bringing preesure on 

any small nat ions t o dissuade a small nation of a c quiring bombs. 

The economi c interdependence i uch t hat it is p os ible to 

br ing economic pre sure v-rhi ch no nation can withstand , and if 

any small nation 1·Tant ed to have hydrogen bombs for nurpoRes 

of blackmail (and really a small nati on ould not need hydrogen 

bo mbo for any other purpos e ) , I thi nk there qould be means of 

bringi ng suc h pressure. But this does not hol~ , I bel ieve, just 
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for foreign nations . I think that qome nations could have 

hydrogen bombs and 1•rould not pre ent any greater danger than 

America or Russ ia . So I will ~o on . 

I have diqcussed the nrohlem that in some regionq of the 

-orld t e ctatus quo may be urePerved by ma i~t a inin~ an int r-

overnmental armed force •.• The nations located in ouch areas 

do not need atomic or hydrogen bombP for their sec .r i ty , and 

the great PO\ ers have the means to bring in Ruch ci r cumstances 

pressure on such nations • •• the posRession of atomi c bombs . 

But Gat about the nations of Europe such RS France or Germany? 

If any of the e need hydr ogen bombc for their security or if 

they have orne other strong incentive for having such bombs 

available to them , it will be very difficult and perhaPs in 

t he long r1 n impossible to prevent them from acquiring - uch 

bombs . 

~w nrior to the atomic stalemate both Russia and America 

had vital and opposite interests i n the distribution of military 

power on the c on~inent of Europe . This mB.de i t i mp ossible to 

br ing about i n t he postwA r period any changes in Europe ith 

the con pent and approval of both America. a nd RU<:!Ria . At the 

same time, the nations i n Europe did not lack security , for the 

map of Europe -as frozen just be cause Ru, sia and America had 

vital a nd opposite interests . In the atomic stalemate , and 

particulPrly as the qecond tage of the qt alemate approeche , 

America and Russia are goin~ to be increas i gly indifferent 

to any of the changes that might ta.ke place on the c ontine t 

of Europe . I n this qtage of the stalemate the re is no imuortant 

reason Thy the United States should wish to mai~tain any military 
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bases on foreign soil, and the military alliance with the nations 

of we . t ern Europe ill no lon?er add mu ch t o the sec urity of 

t he Unit ed St ates . The Uni ted St ates may continue to maintain 

ter all iances rith the natior:.s of 1.vestern Eurone, but ~he v.ril l 

increasingly r egard t hese nl liances as expe ndable . Similarly 

Russia may be c ome increaRingly indifferent to rhat hann ens in 

Europe . At t hi po int it ma y bec ome possible to bring about 

changes i n Eurone ·i th the con sent and annroval of both RusF1ia 

Rnd America as •ell as the nations dire ct ly involved . hat 

might these changes be ? One of the hopes 'rhich ~tand i n Euroue 

at the moment is a moving of '"e!=ltern Europe to ,rare s a c s tems 

IJ.r ion. The pre sent movement to -rard s an economically united 

wes te rn Europe ~auld probably be severely dis t urbed if a un ited 

••• Germany ~ere creat ed ~bile France remained armed and her 

ally JaB the ni ted States . The French mili~ary needs are 

c losely tied to her Afric an possession , to Al giers ; and it is 

consid red that if the Algier ian ·rar is brou ht t o an end, 

mos t of tte continent of Europe might be come an area in which 

arms may be ma intained at a lor level . If it were possible to 

a ccompliRh this, Europe could reach an unprecedented le ·el of 

pro uerity very f as t . If a nat ion can d ivert 1 0 per c ent of 

it s natio nal income for mil itary exuenditure to the increa~e 

of it s production capacity, this shift will only re9ult in a 

3 per ce nt increase i n t heir annua l nati onal nroducts ..• a 

situation vrh ich i s politicall_y s t able . Only in that cae e rill 

it be possible to free the status ouo 1ithout having t o lean 

on force or the t hreat of force . Per~aps it might be n os ible 

to nrovide Poland rith an adequate com e nRatio n to ind ce her 
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to agree to the return of former German territories , possibly 

ccording to s ome gradual and fixed s chedule. If thic could 

be done, then one of the very reasons for maintaining Germany 

d ivided ~rmuld d isappear , but there would still remain a major 

difficulty. Russia can agree t o the unification of Germany 
b. "()'t'j. 

only when she is ready to .~ her political friends in Eastern 

Germany vrho co uld not be expected to retain politica l office 

if Germany were united. The ~nner of the oo l itic 1 party at 

present in power i n weste rn Germany woul d nresumably not r emain 

in office either if Germany ere united, but v.rh ether Rus ie 

ivould or nhould regar d t he replacement of .•. party hy the 

German Social Democrat narty RP a ma~ o r change for t he better 

is by no means c iea.r .~hould a n olitical set t lement be obt i n-

c:: ble on the contine nt of Europe r:Jh ich is ~at isf e cto ry to all 

nations i n tha t are a , then the security of the nations wh i ch 

make up the contine nt of Europe may p erhans not present a ma,jor 
fully sat i sf act ory ?_ 

problem . But if no NNX±Xx~xx cettlemen t can be a chieved , t en 

i nterEurone a n security might 1'rell uresent a rerious problem . 

There are t rn d iffere nt approaches to the solution of this 

problem . Both of these apuroaches a r e ba sed on the premise 

that i n the second stage of the stalemate neither Rueeia nor 

America can be ex ected to t ake any action at an aPpreciable 

cost to the ms elves for the sake of preventing changes in 

Europe rhich may come about through one na tion i n Europe tak ing 

armed action a ga inst a nother nation in Europe . One of the 

two possible approaches to the problem of free ?ing the man of 

the continent of Europe wo uld consiet in uroviding the nations 

of Europe, or at least some of thece na tions , rith a limited 

numbe r of hydrogen bomb s of high pov1er. The map of Eurone 
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would then be 
through 

tabilized/:Km: exactly the same kind of me chanism 

through which Russia and America may nrotect in the second 

s t age of the stalemate t hose areas of the world in which they 

had vital interest. Because in the second stage of the 8tale

mate America and Russia may have only a very limited interest 
I 

i n the distribution of nower in Euroue, neither of them can 

be very ·rell expected to protect any nati on in Europe aga inst 

any other nation in Europe which has clean hydro~en bombs of 

high p or.-.rer available a nd solid -fuel long range rockets which 

can bit either America or Russia . It might very ·ell be , of 

course , that the nations of Europe would urefer another auproach 

to the problem of inter-European ecuri ty and that they ould 

iant no hydrogen bombs available to any of the nations of the 

continent of Europe. In this c ase America and Russia, acting 

in con ent rith each other , could enter into a commit ment to 

protect the nations on the continent of Europe a ga inst each 

other . Clearly no nat ion on the contine nt of Europe is going 

to accept the lo sP of an appreciable fraction of her cities 

for the qake of achieving a ny XRxxx:Km:xixi predatorial ambitions 

that he may have ir: Europe . Therefore , rt.ngsia and America 

would effectively threaten t o do jus t that provided that the 

offending nation is in no position to exact from America and 

Ru sia the arne price. If this anuroach to the problem of 

inter-European security ere preferred by the nations of Europe, 

then Europe would become uart of the seclusion system based 
~ ? 

on a pax Russo~Americana . This is hat I cons i der a three-

u o er problem . I thin~ that there are some tynes of nations 
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1\rho may threa ten murde r and ouicide, and the e reoreRent a 

c ommon danger to all othe r nations , and great orePsure must 
their posRePsion 

be bro ght uo on them to renou.nce/XNR l§J&lXXXXNN of bombs . But 

I don 1 t think the nations of Europe are in thi c ate gory . I 

think t hat escentially if t he nations of Europe had hydrogen 

bo mbs , I mean re ally any nation in Europe, that t here rould 

be n~ a danger either t o each other or to us . The cities in 

Euro e are so imnortant tha t no one would move i f i t prevented 

t he los of a city . It 1 s a cro ~·rd ed continent . 

The i ddle East too ? 

SZILARD : 

o . I n the Mi ddle Ea st I am in f avor of a political settle -

ment and of an intergovernme nt al oolice force armed ·rith con-

vent io nal .reapons . 

But the RuPsians can a rm the Syria ns and -vre can arm the 

Turks with ord inar y weaoons ••• 

SZ I LARD : 

o . 1- ,'-fh ~ 1/ r swc h d .s - ..;.;,;.;. 
Th is would have to be done w?JV ld de , , , 

Ji th ordinary 1,reanono ·.re .rould go our · ay, but T·Ti th 

atomic weaoons there 1..rould be a joint insnection or? ..• 
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Szilard: 

o. I think this intergovernmental nolice need only have 

conventional eanons and hould not have anything elAe . 

\>~Te 

I ee , but7Would give up arming Turks and they auld give 

up arming Syrians? In general . 

SZILARD : 

Oh surely . The agreement .ro ld be ve r y simnle. Ru~cda 

·wuld simply commit her elf in no circumstances to buy mideastern 

oil ivhi ch she doesn't need any ay. If Ru sia does not buy mid-

ea , tern oil, the only market for the mideastern oil is Eurone , 

and I think everything takes care of itself quite automatically 

from that point. 

The ~tubborn fools . They could have given so much pear.e 

to the Russians by ju t committing themselves not to buy mid-

ea s tern oil. 

8zilard3 

Well, ••• in the Middle East does not cost them anything , 

cos ts them no~ng . 

And China and Japan, however , ':ere big ena.gh to ard her 

to be independent in this matter. 
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SZILARD : 

I think that it auld probably be very 

in China or Japan, and I think they are big 

dent . Yes. 

But , , ay orth Korea and South Korea ? 

SZILARD : 

difficult to risk 
pe. 

enough toAindepen-

o . Tbose are typically dRngerous count r ies. 

Sinc e the end of the war the one continuing theme in all 

Amer ican policy in relati on to Rueqia and ever.. while the rar 
"" 

ms on as Vandenb urg stated it and others ras the ulea to Russ i a , 

and it as made aq a nlea by C~chill and in different terms 

by Vandenburg , m to ~eparate the se curity, the military nrob-

lem of Ru~s ia from the problem of politics . It's ingra ined 

i n the very nature of Com2unism that t ._ is senaration is a false 

one , and ~hat you just blandly assumed away in the anuroach 

to the Mi ddle East ; (and I assume it would annly to India, it 

vmuld anoly to Ch i na , it rou l d annly to ever};bing in 'tiThich the 

Soviets are now basing their hopesJ is that they ~<rould uddenx1y 

accept thir aqsumption. I do not rule out i n the historical 

proc ec that t hi ~ i ll come about, but the hole h istory from 

roughly the victory in Stalingrad for rard , that is , since earl y 
~ 

1 43 to the nresent , is that your'basi c aRsumptio n, namely , that 

there is in Soviet nolicy a willingness to senarate the military 

poli cy from political cont rol and political uower .. -the whole 
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story of our relations vith Rus . ia i the story of their ner-

s i s tent denial of this premise . 

SZILARD : 

I don ' t quite under t a nd you . I think America and Rus~ia 

pe r fectly sym~etrical . 1Nhat Ruqsia tries to get in the 

Middle East are government fuich are friendly to Ru. sia but 
communist 

no t ~ governments . RusPia is quite satisfied 1'rith governments 

vrhi c h are friendly or 8ubs ervient to Russia and doesn ' t care a 
communi s tic 

damn • .. ,rhether they are • . . or not • rot that it is certainly not 

profitable to CommuniRts . 

Neither 
~~ 

ras Soviet Renator C~'1g Kai Chek in the t't,rent i es . 

Just look back at ·hat hanuened in China . They nlayed with the 
~ 

ra t ionalist&-Undercut them--at thi moment the Communist party 

in Egypt i aying exactly vrhat the Communist party said about 

the ationalists at the time the RuRsians rere playing ~,rith 

the ra tionali s t • I me an~this is a most naive concention of 

Soviet policy . 

SZILARD: 

Look , I think,..-and I must insist on thi~-eomple t~ymmetry . 
democrati c t 

\ e don 1 t care a damn "rhether a country i mnh~mlOEXXE~ or not ; 

VJhat " e car e is to have a friendly government . \\e have sub-

vert ed I Tan very quccec:sfully , and r.re have a gover nment hich 

is friendl y to us ; but Ira.n is of c ourse f1 0t a canitalisti c 

country , no r iq it a democra tic c ountry . •e are not propagating 
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i s urecisely wha t the Ru sians rant . 

vmat makes a government friendly in the abeence of a noli-

tical conviction? 

SZILARD: 

A government is made friendly because e sunnly t he arms 

for t hi gover nment to remain in uo rer. 

But they could suuuly arms ·as well, so 1.rha t maintains a 

friendly government ? 

SZILARD : 

\!Jell the fact is tha t 11e cannot rna intsin a frie ndly govern-

ment for very long . This cBnnot be done for very long. Twenty-

five ye ars after a successful subversion , the government of 

t he count ry may not be friendly to us, or it may not be friendly 
Ros+ow 

to Russia . Mr . · . a , you see re have rea ched a uoint 'tlrhere 

-e fully disagree. I see no evidence in history for your con-

tention. The Chinese Communis t s have rar not rith Russian aid . 
Communists 

The arms t he Chinestused •.• were American arms ~~rhich through 
~ 

bribery they got through Chiang kai chek. Russia kept aloof . 

I think that Prof e asor Rosto w is d ist0rbed by the amme 

soruof thing that I've been disturbed by throughout the evening, 
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sir , and that iq the definition of ~reanons . The c?<=lsumption 

that you have been making <md re 1 ve been making in this dis-

cus ion here , it eemp to me , that is, that rea pons are 

largely military , and I think that hat ProfeR or Rost ow is 

saying is that the RUPR i ans don ' t conqide r and have never 

con idered inde ed 8ince MRrx and Engels nd throughout their 

thought 't'li th . . • that the e mil i tary 1 eanons were the reapon8 . 

To vJ it seemP to me that d is a.rmament, for example, or arms 

control on the part of the Russ ians could be conceived of as 

a weaoon , not as . omet _ing to bring neace but a_q something to 

bring more 1..rar . And I think if ve co nAid er it in thi s broader 

term, and I don 't like to t ake the di cus sion out of context , 

but it seems to me that this is a vital matter beca use I can 

ee at the present time any number of rea ons why the Ru sian 

should make a really large effort in terms of d isarmament, that 

is to say nerhans even something that 1--ras unilateral. And the 

reason for this iA the same as their disarmament propoAals 

in the 1930 ' s, tho se that ••• for example took seriously at the 

time. And that 1 s because they consider v.reanons in a much 
here 

broader context than \:Je 1 ve been considering them/tonight . 

Isn 't that basically the problem here? 

That's part of it ; they are related . 

Vfuat is assymetrica.l about it? Can 1 t 'e too? 



Yes . But there are a good many advanta ges they have in 

the utilization of other -vreanon syRtems , for example, in term 

of a pre-emptive or preclusive buying, i n terms of dumping, in 
? 

terms of the kind of lead time they've got ith resne ct to 
and that 

technical assist a nt87fn terms of the l{. ind of training/they 've 

been doing over the past t o or t hree years. I would Ray 

that i n a s ituation of arms control vlhere the ·re apon sy~tems 

"tvoul d shift t o other kinds of eanons that they have a really 

marked advantage as far a we ' r e conc erned at the nreqent time 

and probably , at lea t possibly , over a cons i de r able fut ure . 

I would like to say one thing here. I t hink that the s e 

t1·.ro remark illu t rate omething which i~ te rr i bly f undamental 

in all of t his; na~ely , ha t is inclined here is that we con-

sider a ny d isagreement as ar, -vhich is I think the exact 

opposite of your star ti ng po int, namely, that '"'e ill accept 

the f act that the RusP ians and -vre have d i sagreements, have aims, 

which is some areas are ono osed to each other, that ~ may lo e 

in some of these cont ests, and that it i s jw=lt too bad that 

~-e are not nrepared to kill and be illed on a very large 

c nl e to prevent from losing uch contests. If t hi s is not 

t rue--a nd t his is here my bas ic do ubt is; t hat is, I tend to 

agree, and I think it is quite i mmaterial 1.-.rhether the Rue: ?ians 

f ee l that way or not--I think 1tre do--they probably do too-y- but 

even if they d i dn 't, I think t his is here the danger lies ; 

that is, I'm not as convinced as you are that e or the Ru?c::ians 

aren't willing to die for t hings h ich in this comfort able room 
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we ·'ould cert a inly not consider de irable or even consider to 

die for. And I t h ink it doe~n 1 t matter ,,rhether the Russians 

tvant to conquer the v1orld by ubversion. The i moort ant noint 

is that -vre feel that way a. bout it. 

SZILARD: 

Look, I had a chapter on subv rsi on, ~.-·h ich i not on 

your list now . If Rus ia continues to subvert , e a re go ing 

to cont inue t~:c)(":\ve rt ~ t ro csn nlay t the game, and subver

sion can be ~y subversion. I would not be i n favor of 

the agreement . 

the se other 
But the point ~·!e make here is that all/games be.sides the 

military one re can 1 t nlay a ·1811, if I understand ••• 

SZILARD: 
1 

That's not on the reco rd . We have subverted Iran; we 

have subverted Guatemala . \<That have the RuQoi a n subverted 

1 tely? They can hardly hold on to Poland . Surely Poland is 

••• They have d ifficulty holding on to Poland. 

They have do ne a good job in Viet-Nam; they have done a 

pretty good job in Czecho slovakia. 

SZILARD : 

In Czechoslavakia Rus i an troops have moved in/ nut in 

Russ ian-controlled police , the Russian troops moved out, and 



45 ° 

the Russian-controlled police made a coup d'etat . I don ' t call 

thiR subversion ; I ca l l t his conquest. 

May I a sk thi queqtion? If the Rusqians shoul d indeed 

be so superio r at subversion~-let ' s admit that they ca n subvert 

almo t any country except u becauqe we are unsubvertible~-will 

~ e nol say that i t i s t he r efore i~portant t hat we b e nrenared 
- '2 

to kill mill i ons of RUQRians t o prevent it beCAU8e if 1,re enter 

i n the procecq to lo s e many Ameri c Ans and commit murd er and 

suicide, if re feel that -vray , t hen vJe 2re not i l l ing to have 

an acceptable agreement . I t h ink t hat i the cr ux of the matter . 

Of cour s e, there ' s an implicit ;:;qqumption her e t hat in 
they are being 

the milit ary field they can ' t be as efficient as/xNxx~ other 

fields compared to us . 

SZILARD : 

~ ell it seems to me i::1 the Hhole nost ar neriod ·re c on-

st 2.ntly underestimate Russia 1 milit ary st r ength and 'tve con-

stantly overestimated Ru qQi a ' s nol itica l s t rength , I mean as 

far as ability to subvert . I think t hA t we have 8ome sort of 

i n Rec uri t y about the ~hole syst em, and ~e thi nk the Russians 

have ome t hing better . This is •Jhat \•Je s ubcons cio us ly se em 

to t hink . But Ru sia was in effect not able t o do anything 

by exuorting Russia •.• .T o one bought them. 
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!o~ I 1 m inclined to believe, to be honest about it , that 

pe rhaps in 'rh ich 'tve feel ll/eake t today ig t he area in hich 

tve have al~·1ays felt ,reake t in te rms of our abil ity to fight 

vars , and thi s is only economic front ; cert8inly for 150 years 

we 1 ve alFays aaid that our economy vias the finest thing going , 

but ~he n it came to utilizing thia e conomy in rar , Fe 1 ve al ays 

felt that it ;.ras totally unusable , indeed even in ••• Pardon? 

That 1 s not true. 

Depends who he is . 

J o , I don ' t think that this •• • 

It ' in the premise, I mean the huge indust r ial bac_log 

tha t can be attacked e.nd wa s sunposedly recently popularized 

in the .• • ,, -or 

Yes . But the point is t hat we 1 ve never felt, neither 

· e nor t he British, that we could prenare fo r examule for ar 

or use t his industrial capacity fo r economic canacity until 

the very la t mome nt . 
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Ye • But Jhat s t arted it was unnosed t o be invincible. 

Ah, but t h is is quit e a d iffe rPnt propof=!i tion. 
You get 
~gaxJI, for 

example , Sir John Simons say ing i n 1938 that you ca n't build 

up t he British R~md: a ir force because t h i s r.-ould rreck the 

economist, and that one of t he t hings Lhat one ha . to have 

in order to go into a war situation is good strong , olid 

economy, and to hell l•r i t h the a ir :fN~RR nlanes , you se e. And 

t h i s , of cour e, has be en our oT~rn vie "L- of r-rB r in term no t 

only of the 15 billion dollar budget or the 37 billion dollar 

budget; t h i s has al o been our vi ew indeed from the deb~ tes 

as f ar bac t as the const itut i onal convent ion on the adontion 

of the consti tu ti on . There too yo u find therP 1 S the attitude 

that eve n the avy rhich, a.f t er all, can 1 t Nalk un the street a 

and take over the country, is go i ng to eventually subvert 

our fre edoms be caus e it i s go in t o coet so muc h . ~e 1 ve never 

had any confidence in our economy a . t h i economy of ours 

rel ates to \•Tar , and it seem to me also t:tat r,.re hav e little 

conf i dence i n t his economy of ours ir- terms of it tilization 

for bouncing tin nri ce s or a luminum nri ces or conner nric es , 
to use 
~NNXXRE.+XXwxt hre e examples that are present today . 

Yes , they ha ve the c onf i denc e in the abil ity to nroduce 

,,rar until the time comes t o nroduce it •.• 

But then i t 1 s too l ate. 



SZILARD : 

Thi i complete ly changed . In the next war it ~ill be 

fought with ,,hat we have on hand . 

~11 now, a it a se cond, sir . This is a ga in a su - estion 

that the tar that i s go ing to be fo ught is go ing t o be fo ught 

in s t rictly military terms . Wha t I ' m suggesting ere is that 

the Jar may no t be fought in military term~ , and therefor e , our 

attit ude toward our economy and a ·rhole l ot of othe r t hings 

may be put ting u in a very serious nosition ••• 

6zilard : 

\var uses , I mean , in the narrow sens e of the 1·'ord, is fou ght 

by the military . wnat _{ ina of 1 ar are you talking a bout? 

Well, yes , but you ee the noint is that i n Communist 

do c trine v.rar has never be en tho ught of in narrow militar y te rms , 

and I don 1 t t hink it is no\ • As a matter of f a ct, I don 1 t 

e ·p ect it to be fought that ~-ray i n the f ut ure . 

\• ell I t h ink in the last • . . . ;e hav e had a lo t of thi s 

expans ion or cont i nuing of Har d t h other means , and .,re have 
whole 

seen the/ spectrum sort of de velop them . 

That' s where I shut up . 



•.. that the real problem that Szilard really anresses 

himself to is the follo ring: (1) ~e are in a . ituation today 

\'h ere this i s not any more a. feasible sug8'ePtion because ,rar 

can be played no in such a way t hat there is a qualitative 

d ifference between the kind of ·ar th t you had in the nast 

a nd the ~ ind of war that you have now, and ther efore, there 

ar i ses a comnletely new situation , and maybe one should try 

to s eparate therefore the other things and not conqider it 

as continuing rar with other means but continuing something 

else with other means and creating a comnletely ne situation , 

a nd (2) ve are at the first time in the history of our •orld 

in a situation where the develop ment of productive capabili-

ties are uch that many of the old kind of competit i ons that 
that 

~-Tent on become in orne enpe meaningless~ and/ He have now a 

ituation where on the one hand we have a saturation in terms 

of military k ind of va~ and on the other hand , we have for 

the firPt time a nos ibility of a corporation on a scale 

between t111 0 ve ry large na tions tha.t one a t least should explore 

the nosRibilities of in working in a quite different dire ct ion 
ing 

and not tal~±Ng about the continua~ ion of ~~r by other means 

but talking about the continuation of peace in a very different 

'ind of comnetitive fre.me\·ork . I 1•rould like to ee this sub-

stituted for the kind of qaying , 11 itle are novr fi ghting a "t•iar 

in different vays, and they are better at fighting this kind 

of a ·.rar than .re are . 11 I don 1 t think that they have to be 

bet ter, but I think that 1-re have a very p-re t chance of develop

ing the kind of s chemes and putting , as fa~ a the people of 

the wor l d are concerned, fonvard some things that are at least 
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as a t tractive as the k ind of subver ion •.• policie tha t the 

So vi e t s have carried out ov er the last few years . 

~ ell, all I can say i e thEt I couldn 't agree more t hat 

the arms , and particularly the dangers of a c c i dent at the 

present time are gre a+-e r t han t h ey ever have been in the 

past, but I am c ertainly no t t he one i'iho is d i s c us Ring war 

b y other means . It 1 s Kr~ev over t he uast, l·rell ei nee 19 53 

anyhow, ho' s b een di s c ussing t h is . It ' s not my idea; it's 

h i s i dea . He ' s the one ~ilia ' s talking about winning the war 

by e co nomic means . He ' ~ the one who ' s talking about declaring 

economic ~arfare . 

One i mpor t ant po int. Are yo u maint a ining that one c a n't 

restrict the t hreat of a mil itary 1~rar but s till fi ght an econ-

omi c war. 

Oh no . \vha t I' m su:s gf' s ting is t ha t, a lthough I fee l 

quite as strongly cert a inly as Dr . Szilard or anyone else 

d oes about t he neceP s it y of restricting in some 1·;ay or another 

the milit ary c anac i tie s of both s i des , iftrhat I 1 m t ryinO' to say 

i s t hat it struck me tha.t the i mplica tio n of rhat he's saying 

is t hat t h i s ~>rould 1 ead t o some k ind of rre ace. It se ems to 

me tha t t h i s 1-.roul d simply l ead to an intenPificat i on of 

s truggle in an area in h ich to d ate Fe haven ' t shown our s elves 
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partic ul arly c omnetent . 

But this ki nd of strugryle i s a tolerable way of life , 
in the vmrld 
x:sxi :txmfxR ; I don ' t see vlh y re can be afraid of ha ving the 

s tr uggle . 

If we f elt confideljt that "~>re co ul d believe that that 1 s 
\f:k 

the only k ind of 1·.rar Kruschev is really interested in , v e 
-z. 

vmuldn 1 t be meeting he re tonight and i•Te wo uldn 1 t ee all the 
1-

sid.es arguing ir.. the v.ror ld around us and the competit ion 

between nations or between or between political and economic 

syst ems 

EXX:IOOrnX 

I think that no matter viliat Kruschev says , there is a 

great deal of d iffer ence bet Jeen not being 8ble to buy t . is 
·,r-'<-1}' 

'( 

or that • • • a nd being blown t o bit s by a hydro gen bomb . I 

th ink bP.sically the i sue vre are cl i sc 1s sing is to stay e.l i ve, 

isn't it ? 

Well you see, that ' s not the issue the t I would like 

to see discuss ed. I guess that 1 8 the difference because I ' m 

not really intere sted in staying alive. I ' m much more inter-

ested in saving ~hat I consider to be a system of values , and 

it se ems to me tha t the t hre2t to our system of values in this 
"Z. 

other kind of strug7le •.• 



Pro-r:: ~c..- ~s-e ~ 

You ' re nrepared to die for this? Thi murder and Ruicide 

problem Hi th ~rhich v.re are faced ? 

That ' s right . 

ow I ' d like to ask a queation • •. disc usRion . Let ' s 

even suppose--assume for the moment tha t once one gets to 

this so - called ~econd Rtage that one may conceive of a means 

of stabilizing it. ~ e ~till have the problem , as you say , 

of turning the clock forv.ard , of n ush ing the clock forward , 

a nd this by your eRtim~e means something on the order of five 

year s or so of living in a at a te of t he world in ~ich there 

a :·P now going to be very strong t ension8 and very Rtrong tempta-

tions for somebody to do something just becauae t hese tensions 

exist. So ~hat in add ition to this notion of being able to 

c onceive of a atable stalema te ~en the time arrives and all 

the mKXXNX'RE nations have thP nrereqPisites for such a Ptale-

mate , one also has to bave a s cheme of living through the next 

five years in a Pit uation of extreme t ensio n Rnd the nossibil -

ity of blowing p . Nor whether you have any thoughts on this 

cubject tl::.a t you mi ght rant to ... 

SZILAF.D : 

Ye s . But it ' s a much different subject, and I ' d r ather 

not talk about it t on i ght . 



~ell the probabi lity of war--we took a p ol l here --th e 

probabi l it y of war is between 1 and 5 per cent? Well that' s 

not muc h of a r i sk over the next five years . 

J ust one que~t ion . Do you have any t ime est imat e on 

how l ong i t 1 il take t o reach the sec ond stas:re, that is , 

~here you have solid fu el ? 

SZ I LARD : 

Well , I can 't really gi ve an eptimRte on thRt , but I 

t hink t hat we are mov ing quite raui dly in that direc t ion, and 

you ee , i f the Russians and we could re~ cb a meeting of t he 
s t able s t a l emat e 

minds--that ' e hat our aim real l y ic in the EKZ~Nocxxx~xR of 
second '"' tage 

the xx~1oxxxxx~i:Rmx:tR--then e i mmed i ately could a £ree on a 

number of t hings whic r 1-Je c an do t ogether because re \·.roul d 

have a greed on something bas ic. 

But you are jumping a second qt a ge t he n? I fi nd it 

eas i er t o beli e ve t ha t t he SovietR ·.roulc1 be ·11 in£ t o find 
then I believe 

come rational sy~t em of mil i tary se c ur- it y;:tmrNXX~XERi::i:RXR that 

they roul d be ri ll i ng t o c oouerate on an a l l ec onomic bases 

too ••••• t hat t h ey ould probably i nt ens ify the economic s t ruarr.les , 

but I ' m not Pure t hi mean s t he t wo i der-t s are incompatible . 

SZILARD : 

I don't know what you ••• I don 't bel ieve tbat Ruqc ia 

oul d, ••. would i n the sense that she ould be .riling t o 
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accept les in exchange of the goode: 8he el s than what she 

can get . 

Wel this is no more comnetition or orry than we are 

faci ng right now . We ' re in fact comneting rith Rupcia on 

the economic level . 

I ' d like to RPk a question of r . Deutqch . I ' ~ curi0us . 

I I ve ':Jeen trying to c:ay for the neAt ten minutes , what tyne 

of Pit .at ions could a r ise duriPg the second stage--vrhat ~ind 

of si t ua.tions co uld ariRe in the third a rea s--1-.rhat concr ete 

Si -:- uation C Ol l d arise in the t hi rd area orrere "It e ould feel 

tha t the response of dying would in fac t be aooronr iate and 

the only nosPible resnonse in terms of •.• You c:aid you ~re 

1,,;orried about this , and at some level I am too ; but in ten 

minutes I haven ' t been succec:sful in illu trating even at a 

very righ level of •.. s ome "kind of situation 1,-.rhich might 
'2 

ar ise which ould bring u~ into this sort of t h ing . 

Well, if you were a P self-r ighteous as Dulles , yo u might . 

I mean, if yo ~rere as c: elf -righteous e s Dulles , yo u could 

conceivably see a situation in 11rhi ch i n order to save 8omebody 

fr om a fate worse than death •.• 

PHOF . DEUTSCH: 

Let me g ive the specific thing I had in mind , since the 

que t ion 1;-.ras addres sed t o me . I ma:;i ne 1- e have for a long 



economic depress ion i n t h i s count r y , a nd imagi ne t h e Russ ian 

s yst em should ..• product ive capacit y just i n that pe r iod 

work ext remely ~ell , a nd i ma gine t hat oeople , be ing ~at the y 

are , ther e i s a sudde n vra ve of ent hU!=1ia.sm of e conomic coooera-

tion ~ith t he Russi a ns and a c ceotanc e of many t hin s (of course , 

ever ybody t hinka he ' s do ing t h i s i n h i s own national vay ) t he 

Russ ians and ~e consider characteri s tic of t he Russ ians . I n 

other 1ord s , if a l l of a sud~ en nopul ar t h ought governments 

spri np up al l over t he 1-·ror l d , int egr a t i ng t he e conomi es of 

t he i r c ount r i e s i nt o thP Sov i et sy atem and Soviet ab ip c omi ng 

a c ros s t he oc eans carrying •.• . o~ I can us t s e the pe ople 

ge t ting mad in Washingt on and aaying , " That are these bombs 

do i ng , being bur i ed while the wor l d i a sl i ding out of our 

hands . " 

Let me say jus t t wo t hings bout t h is : (1 ) It ' s orec i sely 

' t h i s l evel of • • • n vrh ich I have t o int r oduce i n every one of 

t he examnles which I can t hink of , and I t hink in terms of t he 

typ e a of t ech ni ques a nd devic e s ·~ ich are ava ilable t o us for 
t he a t horne ·• 

deal i ng vith x depr ession/ .•. I t h ink t h i s re stricts t he ••. 

of fre edom to t he point vrhe r e I t l: i nk t he :Qrobabi l i t y of some-
ep s il?otl~· 

t hing l i ke t h i . occ urr ing be comes XE~ii~ if not zero . If 

you can t h ink of i nstance s of only t h i a level of nrot est ment ; ••• 

on t h i s ground a nd on t h i s problem, I ' d be very much i nc l ined 

to vo t e for r . Szilard . If it takes t his k ind of a s ituation 

or t h is orde r of nonsense ••• 



PROF . DEUTSCH: 

I also a gree . All I me ant laP that there is a real prob
lem the r e that there comes a point at 1'1!hich neonle are ·ri lling 
to die • • • 

I would then quggePt , sir , a divipion of labor b et reen 
you and me about rhat V~re worry about . I don ' t think I ' d orry 
about it . 

I ,,rould like to a sk the next question a P to T"'hat good 
at tha t noint in the nast you have at leaat a fightin g chanc e . 
I ' m not auite so sure if we , even aspumRi ng the worse , that if 
·r.re \liere nushed back to the point where in the na Rt ·re 1•JOuld 
have qe.id , 11 J aturally 1-,re pr efer to die r a ther than submit. 11 

I 1 m not sure but "'rhat the rules haven 1 t changed to a de gre e 

that e might no t e ven feel that way ••• 

PROF . DEUTSCH: 

I n that c as e, I think the dan P:er of vra.r is not as great 

as we •.. 

\rJ'ell, tha t 1 s what I 1 ve been ondering about , yes . Yo!Ul. 
ha ve this extraordinary sit uation--I ' ve be en sitting t-hrough 
all of t h is becau8e I haven 't sat through aR so~hiaticated a 
discu~sion aP this in a long ~iler trying to see i f ther P ere 
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any simple things you could p 11 out of it ; ano it s very diffi 

cult to null anything simule out of i t. Human be ing R usually 

react t o fai rly s i mnle situations eve n t hough thE> r e ma y be a 

1hole lot of onhi ticated thing s involved in c reati ng tho e 

situations . You ' ve got a ' or ld wh ere in all probability we 

R.re go ing to have change s tak ing nlace in be tvre en the two 

sy terns a nd changin~ t akin~ n lace within the t wo systems , and 

my own f ee ling i s that if you try t o fr ee ze thoqe changes , 
we ' ll of 

~N»xrtxi: nrobably create mor e strains than e v.rill/a valve of 

s team . You have at the same time a k ind of a mass re luctance 

on the p ar t of neonle in ~eneral a t thi s stage of the game 

t o us e the b i g vreanons as a kind of a basic , instinctual f eeling 

that t l:ere i s something a~..rf ul about this a nd tha t it is a 

new situation and that we ' ve nevE>r be en here bE>fore and let ' s 

not use the m if we can helu it . And you have working aga inst 

tha t the kind of thing ·rh ich I a s oume is on Jerr y ' s mind , for 

exa mule , h ich is t he danger t hat maybe t h is instinctive re -

vulsion again s t u ing the big t hings co ul d be affe cted by 

somet r ing 1•Jhere t he arms r!'3 Ce could ge t out of hand and all 

of a sudden vre ' a find ourse lves in a situation vh ere a fe 

-oeople might feel that they co ul d do the •·rhol E" thing at one 

sweep again , a nd therefore , it doe sn't make any differe nc e 

r-rhat the mess of people Ho ul d f ee l . The few neople could start 

it, and i t vrould t hen be al l over . ow I 1 m tr i np; to fi t 

those t h ings t o~ethe r , and I can •t( fit t h~m to gether .J 

Well, t h i s i s sort of the danger of the next five years . 

It ' s auit e clear , I think , nr obably on both sides tha t eventuall y 

re •·• i ll arrive at some k ind of a stal e mate in t erma of ~oponS 
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capabilities, which one might or might not make table, depend-

ing on how ensible one were . The temntations seem to me to 

be a lmo t i nsurmountable i n the re'iod be .._ 11reen noi<J and then 

to maneuver and strengthen one 1 ~ posit ion, b rays it h the 

idea in mind that ell, you can go fairly far becaus e to use . . . 
dirty hydro gen bombs no is fllmost Exxx:mMNNX to murder and 

suicide , and no body io goin f to do ~ exceut on e vtreme nrovo-

ca tion, RO one ha s to have prob ing ·~ereby somebody , let ' s say, 

like Dull es as a few year ago, rould feel extremely ••• to 

see how far he c ould go to XR wrest Hungary from the Ru~s ian 
..0 · 

orbi t or Ril. Rnd . And Wrus chev '.roul d like to try juRt because 

~ilien it c omeR to this et able st a lemate, it ill put h "m in a 

better barga i nin g ~os ition in the las t analys iq to see how 

far ~e can go in maki ng oure that Egyut and yria and perhaps 

a little more around therP is sort o f tied up tightly in what 

ould be conqider ed Nix legitimately •.. And thee t ensions 

at the immediate st a ge seem to me to be something that we have 
even though 

to •·'orr y a are at deal about x~ 1 e don 1 t feel that we can 
very 

talk about them i n a/limited vray i n the short time . 

I have a funny feeling t hat even tho@ ~~~X:!.WXE~JX:i:xai:i:~x 

~::K'M.mEl::tJigx~~~x tu in f act it ' s nhy~ cally urobably not o, 

that fxNmxX~R in -<-erms of the ulan ned uPe of V~reano n s as con-

t r asted t o an accident al urovoc ation and a sudden or instinc-

tive resnonse , re are in a situation of st able s al emRte 
~ecur ity 

wh ich may not come from the physical XREN~±XJ XEEOCX±NxitJ of 

reaponq AP much as it comes frnm the insecur ity on bo th sides 

of being able to judge :ust •'hat the hell t he t hings are; that i s , 
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the conse quence in this judging on e ither side are so great 

that , in f a c t , this g ives you a co n~ iderahle element of sec urity . 

The real da n ger is the f act that you have thi8 insecurity 't'llhich 

~-rould make you re sn ond very rapidly if 8omething v-re nt wrong , 

and I don ' t ~\:nov hOT· to jud ge the danger i n that . 

The add i t ional degree of st abil ity which Szilard 1 R plan 

1·rould give you iR that it rould insensi t i ze yo to 8 mtx::h 

grea ter degree than yo u are now to the POR Ribilities of a 

da nP'er of a shift in the balance of pot>1er due to .rha t hanoens 

i ~ the thi rd are a . or you do car e becauqe in some sense it 

r eally doec matter t o us vrhat in term8 of our survival cana-

b ilities , ihat hanuP n8 in third area s . And under Szilard ' s 

ulan e ¥ould be hi ~hly inaen Aitive on na~row mili t ry power 

surv iva l ground to v.rhat ha01;e ns in the rest of the r,:or ld . We 

~uldn ' ~ car e in t he le as t . in terms of this sort of narrow 

rat i onal i t y cauit Rlism ... 

This is ~~:hy De uts ch , for example , i n terms of nar rowx 

mili t .s.ry • • • c alculations v-;ouldn ' t give a hang about ••• 

governments , and in the end t he onl y t hi ng whi ch 1-.rould ca use 

uQ to react irra tionally woul d be extr n o rer considerati ons 
to 

r.r:t ic h have/do v-r ith domest ic f rustrations and that ve are un-

ha~ny 1 ith our own Rociety , depr ePs ion •.. 

/~"" 
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The '1hole noint of your nlan as I RRe it i to gt op Bt 

the aecond s t age and no t let it get on to the third . 

SZI LARD : 

You ee , I could say this in the p os t war years . Bot h we 

and RusQia re ~arded any ad~ itional ally as an additional as8et . 

I n the se c ond at age of the stalemate , we are both going to 

r e gerd every add it ional al ly aP an add it ional liability , and 

this i s a very ••• 

I think you ' re over ly optimistic about ho long you can 

arrest yourself in the second at ege . 

1._ 
But thi s security--when I ask a que tion about how you 

~ can break out of it--how do you break out of the second stage ? 

·~--~-----------------------------\ at hapneh s i !, through every breakout , as so on as you ge t 

to the point he re the br akout becomes ooerational in the Qense 

that 7l11Ixx you 1 re be rr i n:-- in g; to manufac ure 1,rermons or something 

~ he threa t of t wo citi es if you don ' t st op immediately f a ces 

you , and you ' ve go to ••• 

Ynu ass ume that yo u r eco gnize it, and that par ticular 

d iscussion was sort of in a limited area of t hings t hat tere 

r equired in large numbers . ov.r maybe all vieaponq that you 
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might use in all Ri tuationR as a resul t of unfo~een technolo gi

cal achievements or insights whi ch I don ' t viqualize are go ing 

to be of that character , but this is a fairly Pubet ntial 

are umption . 

SZILARD : 7 

1 ow I don 1 t understand about f'Wmething . • •. r.re can arre~t 

••. in the second stave only if Russia and we are a greed that 

we want to ar r est it , isn ' t it ? 

Yes . 

SZILAFD : 

This will reouire s ome de v.re e of inspection and coopera

tion ; otherv.Jise, v-re can ' t freeze the second stage . 

But what about insnect ion? \~Till this mean that ? •.• 

SZILARD : 

Stouu i ng manuf acture . 

You 1 re talking about pre sent r,rpapons and technology . 

Are you going to fre eze science i n such a sense that 

nothing ner,v . . • ? 



SZILARD : 

Mo, that's not the point . The dPnger would c ome only--

yo u see, I have never really defined the third stage vhic h ••• 
thragh 

the third phase of the armQ race by develop. ing a Qystem/ihich 

you can destroy rockets in flight . If you can 1 t destroy 

r ockets in flight, no matter 01-1 many other murderous r.reanons 

you invent, you are still stRble because we can deQtro y any 

number of citi es in RuPsia and they cpn destroy any number 

of ci-'-:ies here . This stahilizes it, and ny other T<ea'"'on li'l{e 

noison gas ,for instance , ·ould no t unset the x:txiRmat::lnr Rtability . 

? 
You 1 d be dead . You coul d bury cities . 

? 

,;o . But this you see hannening , but it 1 s conceivable 

-'-hat you have only tvro hundred ·eanons that the Qe a re noint s 

~hi ch are vulnerable from a lot of dif~erent ~YQ than to 

mi<H~iles , for examnle . You might have ve" y Qonhisticated v.;ays 

of neutral i zing these. 

SZILAB.D : 

How? 

Gases--I don 1 t know 1hat . But I 1 m ~ust sayin q that you 've 

got to be on guard againot all kind~ of surorises , not only for 

the abili t y t o shoot do m mi siles . 



SZILARD: 

...•• I think from there on there muc t be no ecrets in 

further militAry research . 

I' d Pay t h ie req11ires a go od deal more than the stabil-

i z ing in the sec0nd stAge of ~he ctalemate in the sens e 

that you don 1 t . ust build ne •T -eano ns ••• t-h.!lt reall y al l I 1 m 

trying t o sA..y. 

SZILARD : I\ 

. ..l ,, O"V ,, ~~ 
,, 0~~ 

One word--and as time goes on , you have to have better 

and bett er control of all re earch that 

SZILARD: 

Yes 

..... 
t hat I t h ink l.fr . Davis mad e !I" ..... .:. 

4ay I try to c ome back to a noint/ namely, that s ome-

bod y who has lived t hrough the Munich days in F'r .!l nce and 1•Jho 

ha see n the effe ct of •.• ' s article o the time 

int erval that i•ias given in order for it t o have some effe ct 

be cause the re vas time for of thing, I c pn ' t help being 

conc erned about the fact that ations co l d Pri e in 
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which the nroblem of time, as far ae functionin p of democratic 

or even x~x:i:O!:JimN • • • nroce s s s T.rou dn 1 t be given under those 

ci r cumstances , and I think that nartly the concern both Profearor 

Ro tovr and Mr . have sho rn comes from the fact that as a 

nation ~e haven ' t lear ed to be sensitive to theae other fac-

tors in a auf.c> icient manner eo "'ch t r·'e C[l n in fHJme senae 

balence therefore the concern tbPt eyiqts on thP other aide 
u 

:\ t. .)( ( 

wh ich is a very~ •. kind of concern , and I do feel that part 

of this qt elemate ~ould be for us to deve lopf the counterpart 

c urrency in terms of the concern of the count r y and the con-

c ern of the nat i ons of the ·rorld T·J :th these ind a of nroce paes 

that ~ould have to do with the nonmilitary aspe cts . And I 

dor.. 1 t think that v.re could really let ourael vee be maneuvered 

into a situation where ie vrould say , 11 ~ ell as long as •e 

have a ch ieved a m~l it ary stalemate , the bee wi th the rast 
ism 

of them . 11 e auld not aqC'ume just a national isolation/ but 
by that 

in some senses an intellect ual isola tionism ~MX saying/our 

reaction time here doesn ' t really count ~ ~a long es it is 

P.ny thing 7but the neople ho ~ re sitting there and presaing 

the militery but t ons still are reacting nrPtty ell, and the 

r est is not terribly imnortant . And I think that some of the 

discussion 1-re have had really even .bout the receoC'ion that 

has existed in this country has brou~ht a t ac me of these 

element P of \•rhet is going on herP , and I think the?. t in same 

aenC!e tha t if one wants to use thiP m.:..lit , ry anQ'u, o-e , and I 

am not aure that it is a good language , but i n some Eenre ~ e 

t .t in8 tha t 1-rould have to cso here 1ith a stalemAte of Sta e 2 

~ ould be~lerting of all the e othe r ener~ieP a nd all these 

other facilities that ·e have, because without them we would 



ree lly f' inn 'J u-rc elve s in a nretty impossible it uation pretty 

soon , and the f act that ve ha ve a mil i tar y stalemate might 

ps ychological ly become comple t ely intolerable , and yo u vrould 

ge t into one of Mr . Deutsch ' s situations , and t h i s is omething 

t-hat jus t r.rouldn 1 t ;.-ork . And I t hink that to nut this just 

on a milit. nry fro nt here is maybe the t hing that theqe t wo 

other ventlemen have felt wa s not covering -the real nroblems 

t h a t under t hos e cir c umst ances ~ -· e R a nation ha ve to 1'e ce . 

The necessity of co ur s e is never as effi c i ent and in a 

sense is i rre levant almos t fo r the Szilard nosit i on, but the re 

ar e a. lot of other things Ne woul d have to d c;~ncl ud ing maintain 

our o ~n society in reasonably de ce nt shane under thos e ci r c um-

stances. 

Th ere has also been sort of an undercurrent asc umntion 
only not 

in t h i s disc as ion, nd I -~ hink there has been/ qu ite as much 

recently in publ ic opinion i n that a t le ast we can run the 

mil it ary race succescfully, a nd therefore , i·'e don ' t have to 

choose alt erna tives for our Ol•m securi ty, in other words , t hat 

t he p osc:: ible alt erna tive to the ind of thing Ne 1 re talking 

a bout here , namely , a rational security system , ~o uld l ith some 

limited level of arms i:J?Jx:ki:joa::tx is t o continue to compete 

suc cess f ully i n the arms race . ~ ell, the bold fact i s that 

1-1e 1 re not competing succe sc f ully in that xi: race any more 
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than ie are in the other races you are tal1 ing about, end this 

could be more disastrous than losing the economic ra ce . 

ot any more so , but at least addR to the no~sibilities . 

It could ~ring a di~astrou con equence much more rapidly . 

Oh yes . T0 u instead of to our children . Or to our 

grandchildre 
r#' t""~ 1.. ' 

• · y ...Children exist . And thi~ is ju~t a fA ct, 

and it I Q the oame oroblem that you tal ked a. bout in the economics 

fieldJDX , that T,re ' re not orepared to commit our resources on 

the level of the oviets a~oear to be ~ i ling to . 'e Can ' t 

diocinline our "elves,so t hat the resourceq ~e are com2itting 
sensibly . 

aren ' t used very ENERRXX~xxx~ I t' s the oame trouble ~e 

have in the ec onomic field, and on the whole, we can ge t to 

feel more d iscouraged \rJhen you look a t our military efforts 

than you do ,hen you l 0ok Pt our economic effort over the 

prosnec~~ for the next ten years . 

it 
~aybe tha t ' s beceuse you ' ve ~tudied XNRM more • 

•.. picture ain ' t so good . 
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In a curioup way you reduce the nay~off in some respe ct 

~ 

to the "economics race " if you i n some sense s tabilize the 

-military s ituation in this way because part of the uay,off 
\.../ 

in the eco nomic race has to do with XN~k substantial shifts 

in the bal8 nce of po ,rer . And a.gl.in , t aking Szilard 1 s aPsump

tion , India go ing Commun i s t wouldn ' t matte r in te rms of 

bal anc e of power and Europe go ing Communist •rwuldn 1 t rmtter 

in terms of bal a nce of p ower i f lr,re really had this mechanism 

r.ro rking . As long as v1e remain in the se cond sta.ge ••• 

Of course there is ba ic problem here hich no one 

has ever taken to ans11er, and I think that 1 s alt 1 s nrinciple 

chall enge to Leo,namely, the aaaumption tha t the Sovieta 

regard the present arms race and tensions and ao on as un-

desirable , and I rould t h:i.. n 1{ tha.t '" a l t 1 s imol ic a t ion ·ras that 

the , e are a des irable t hing , that the create the kind of a 

~orld they like to meddle in . 

I d on ' t think he--would he take that oosit i on? I ¥ould 

say probably t hes e tens ions - -I think he might also mainte~ 

tho ugh tha t -vrhere Ps these tensions exist at the present 

time because of the arms race that these same tensions could 

perbq::s even be increased in other type s of warfare or t least 

made vi rtually the same as t hey are no~ . 

This is your problem, not ours . 
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~XIXKXEX PROF. DEUTSCH: 

Is the following thing just noc..sible!--tha t the Russ ians 

for reasons (I mean vlhat Je me Pn by 11 he R o Pi a ns 11 a nd "\>That is 

mean by p op ular ·ill and nations a r med neonle and all that ) but 

a s 1-ve tre e it, the RuoF!ians rf-f ht nos si bl y - ecide that their 

st a ndard of living is bea~y high enoug h for them and tha t 

they would like to uc..e their surnluo nr oductive ceoacity-
rising 

i:7hi ch i s obviou sly in the pro c eoF! of XNXXXi:N:g v ry very 

ran idly a nd must rise more rapidly than ourc.. did in a comnarable 

peri od be c aus e they ore st a r t in ~ ith more technology or they 

have started a l ready a t a much hi gher level--t ha t they vrould 

l ike to use to neutra lize t r i s tremend o1Js expansion in pro-

ductive c ap a ci ty to buy the na tions of the ~o rld in a c ert a in 

~ense . ~o buy the good i ll , the cooperation, the politi ca l 

c ooperation of the Indi a ns , the Crine e , aJ1d RO on . . o if 

we a sC!ume t hat t r is hanpen F!, then it F!eem~ to me th at r,re ha ve 

only t1··o p o os i bl e cho ices . 1r.Te c 2n say , 11 All r i ght. vTe 'rant 

thic juct as b8dly as t he Rusc-ianq \·ra nt it. re the refore 

mus t make comparable deciC!ions . 11 I mean re ha v e a comparc>.b le 

kind of productiv e canac i ty ; ;;-re mus t de cide tha t re i·Jant to 

live ab 0ut l i ke the RuC!o i ans d o and uoe our oroductive c aoaci t i es 

i n a s i mila r 1.va y, or else ,,re c an c..ay , 11 o. i1Te don ' t r-·ant to 

•e , ,:.11_ a ccept tha t the F.uqsians b uy tha t if .. re 

buy Cad i llac s or Fha tever else Fe 1-rant t o buy . 11 Or thirdly, 

Je c an say , 11 \'le don ' t \•rant to do eit her of the F!e two . •Te 

Fant to k ill tho se guys . 11 If t ba.t is 1·/hat ·be ~-ant t o say , then 

F e d on ' t "~>ra nt any milit a.ry a gree mr nt . Then "·1e 'l•rant the mili-

t ~ ry threat; then we are the a ggresoors , and maybe ·~ are , mayb e 

vre ant to be , but I dn 1 t th i nk -e shoul d foo l our eel ves. 



~he Rucq i pns ... the Indian five-year plan fails , and 

they manage in the mean1rrh ile to •.• 

The real problem is t hat I don 1 t re aDy believe that the 

Russ i ans are t h i s altruictic . I hope they are . 

PROF . DEUTSCH: 

I don ' t know ~~ether it i s altruistic. They ma y present 

the bill in the end . But t his is one of the t hree n oss i b ili-

t ies. v e can r,ay, "Let them . 11 But I t h i nk still ~re -v.r ill 

have t o make that deci sion becau se it ' s v ery nosR i ble that 

the Russ i ans r eally -v.ra nt to ·rork that ray, and e don 't. 

1 
Actua.lly in terms of "lvhat i s' the magnitude as~ou l ook 

a t the Russ ian forei gn aid effort, of the k i nd of sen ible 

fore i gh a i d on our part i•lh ich wo uld in fact nut ~~ the total 

inf lo"tv of cap ital into •.• te cbnica l a id above the thre shold 

necePsar y t o make the I nd i an f ive-year nlan successful a nd 

a t le ast provide the necessary if not sufficient conditions 

f or I ndian nolitics to ctabili7e rPasonably ~ell over the 

next ten or fi fte en ye <" n~ , t he k ind of ef f·ort on our part 

is all so •.. in terms of all but a eort of grotesque H~hreya 

co nception of what the Amer i can econo my is C8pable of, that 

it i s a j oke ••• 
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It woul d hardly fix up our recession . 

SZILARD : 

I don ' t believe the RuRsianq will exuort cauital on the 

last year ; I thin the only canital that ~hey wi ll export 

i s the cani+al of ~: . ~nd no other . 

I would suggest ¥e adjourn . 
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