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the fifteen years between 1945 and 1960, with the exception of the three-
year period of Governor Stassen's service as disarmament officer, there was
no organized group of trained men to work continuously on one of the most
complicated and difficult of all political questions.

After Governor Stassen's appointment in 1955, a centralized organization came
into being for the first time, although by 1957 its entire staff of profes-
sionals and clerical workers was only 54 in size. A great deal was accom-
plished with this staff, and there was a quality of thinking and planning be-
hind the negotiating team which rendered Governor Stassen's work effective in
the disarmament negotiations themselves.

Following Governor Stassen's resignation in 1958, the machinery for disarma-
ment negotiation was transferred from the White House, where there was direct
access to the President, to the State Department, where it became lost in the
State Department apparatus. By Fiscal Year 1960 there were only twenty per-
sons on the disarmament staff of the Department.

In December 1959, the Democratic Advisory Council through its Advisory Com-
mittee on Science and Technology published a document "A National Peace
Agency, December 1959" which suggested many of the ideas which were incorpo-
rated into the ACDA legislation. Among those active in the preliminary stages
of the idea were Harold Urey, Polykarp Kusch, Harrison Brown, Charles Lauritsen,
the late Trevor Gardner, Ralph Lapp, and the chairman of the Science and
Technology Committee, Ernest Pollard.

Senator Humphrey cooperated with the staff of the Advisory Committee, as did
the then Senator Kennedy; both men introduced bills in 1960, Senator Humphrey
for a National Peace Agency, and Senator Kennedy for an Arms Control Institute.
In response to these and other pressures and suggestions the Eisenhower Admin=-
istration in September 1960 organized the U.S. Disarmament Administration
within the State Department.

When the Kennedy Administration took office, efforts to create a new agency
for disarmament were intensified and new bills were introduced in the Senate
and the House. Many of the supporters of these early efforts wished to have
an agency for war and peace similar to the National Institutes of Health,
with a heavy emphasis on research. However, it became apparent that such an
agency would be out of the main stream of decision-making. John McCloy,
after a considerable amount of study of the matter, took the same position.
The bill that was finally written and passed provided both for research and
for the day-to-day work of backing wup negotiations.

In 1960, as plans developed, the Administration and the Secretary of State
favored an independent Agency; the career men in the State Department were
opposed. The argument was that ACDA would be too visionary in its approach
to foreign policy problems, and that since disarmament was part of inter-
national affairs, it was the proper province of the Secretary of State. On
September 8th, 1961, the Senate passed a bill by a vote of 73=14 placing the
Agency within the State Department. Three weeks later the House, by a vote
of 290-54 voted for an independent Agency which would work with the Secretary



of State. A compromise was reached whereby the Director of ACDA serves as
the "principal adviser to the Secretary of State and the President on arms
control and disarmament matters." The Act states further that "the director
shall, under the direction of the Secretary of State, have primary responsi-
bility within the Government for arms control and disarmament matters."
Section 31 of the Act states that the Director shall conduct research "under
the direction of the President" without mentioning the Secretary of State.

The character of the debates on the question of where to put the Agency in

the Governmental structure showed that many Senators and several Congressmen
feared that the Agency might become a force for liberal policies. This re-
luctance to create a strong agency was reflected again in the controversy

over whether the Agency should have the authority to construct its own labora-
tory facilities.

The Administration bill concurred with the earlier bills and gave the Director
the authority to construct laboratory facilities if he thought it necessary.
The Atomic Energy Commission protested on the grounds that the Agency would
thus duplicate work already being done elsewhere; although the issue was in
reality a question of how powerful the Agency would become. Both the House
and the Senate committees eliminated the authority for laboratories from the
Balids

Another amendment to the original proposal was the elimination in the House
of the Agency's Office of Public Affairs. Fear was expressed during debate
that the Agency would set up a propaganda office, and the measure was
whittled down to the appointment of a Public Affairs Advisor. This has not
only hampered the Agency's efforts to disseminate information about arms
control and disarmament affairs, but has made it impossible for ACDA to

gain the visibility which its importance demands.

THE STRUCTURE OF THE AGENCY

Under Section 2 of P. L. 87-297 (The Arms Control and Disarmament Act)
the Agency has four primary functions:

(a) The conduct, support, and coordination of research for arms control
and disarmament policy formation;

(b) The preparation for and management of United States participation
in international negotiations in the arms control and disarmament
field;

(c) The dissemination and coordination of public information concern-
ing arms control and disarmament; and

(d) The preparation for, operation of, or as appropriate, direction of
United States participation in such control systems as may become
part of United States arms control and disarmament activities.



Four separate bureaus have been established:

1. Bureau of International Relations: The bureau, headed by Jacob Beam
is divided into two offices: a) The Office of Political Affairs
which is responsible for the day to day conduct of international
negotiations on disarmament and testing; b) The Office of Political
Research and Analysis which assesses the international implications
of arms control and disarmament proposals and examines long range
international trends and developments.

2. Economics Bureau: The bureau, headed by Archibald S. Alexander,
investigates not only the economics of disarmament but also its
social consequences. With the appointment of Alexander the bureau
has assumed responsibility for the major portion of the social
science research of the Agency as a whole.

3. Science and Technology Bureau: The bureau, headed by Dr. Herbert
Scoville, is responsible for research on the scientific and
technical aspects of disarmament and arms control.

4. Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau: Advises on military weapons
systems as they relate to arms control and disarmament. Dr. George
E. Pugh is acting head of this bureau.

In addition to the bureaus, ACDA is composed of the Disarmament Advisory
Staff which recommends policy, the General Advisory Committee of 15
private citizens appointed by the President, a Reference Research Staff
which performs library functions, and an Executive Staff and Secretariat
which performs administrative functions.

ACTIVITIES

The Agency, as the primary agency of government responsible for disarma-
ment and arms control negotiations, in cooperation with other agencies,
was responsible for three negotiations instruments of great significance:
An Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Dis-
armament in a Peaceful World; A Draft Treaty Banning Nuclear Tests in
all Environments; and A Draft Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons Tests in
the Atmosphere, Outer Space and Underwater. The Agency has also been
responsible for the formation of the agreement concerning direct
communications between the United States and Russia - and the limited
test-ban treaty.

In addition to drafting these documents, ACDA was deeply involved in
the disarmament and test-ban negotiations at Geneva in 1962-63 and was
the primary advocate of our test-ban position on behalf of the Adminis=
tration, during the Congressional debates of last year.

From the Beginning ACDA has been heavily oriented towards research.
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For the first year of the Agency's operation Congress appropriated
$1,831,000 of which $725,000, or one-third, was budgeted by the Agency for
research. In Fiscal Year 1963 the Agency allocated $4,000,000, almost two-
thirds of its total budget of $6,500,000, for research. The Agency plans
once again to increase the percentage of its total budget for research. For
Fiscal Year 1964, the Agency's appropriation is $7.5 million, approximately
two-thirds of which again the Agency plans to allocate to research. Since
the inception of ACDA in September 1961, it has let twenty-eight contracts
and awarded nine grants in addition to the Agency's own staff studies. The
total amount spent or committed to research to date is thus over $4,725,000.

The Agency's research program is divided into two categories: "Concept
studies" which deal with the implications of arms control and disarmament
studies and "supporting studies", which are concerned with specific technical
aspects of arms control and disarmament. As ACDA became better acquainted
with the subject matter it began to shift its research emphasis from support
to concept studies. In Fiscal Year 1962, for example, two-thirds of the
research contracts entered into by the Agency concerned inspection and verifi-
cation. 1In Fiscal Year 1962, for example, only 2/5 of the research contracts
let out by the Agency concerned inspection and verification.

The grant program began to function in June of 1962; of the nine grants
awarded by the Agency only one is for a study of inspection and verification.
The Agency staff has also performed research on the broader implications of
arms control and disarmament. It should be noted, however, that the total
amount of money spent in support studies is greater than on concept studies;
according to an ACDA spokesman, technical studies are by their nature more
expensive than the others.

For Fiscal Year 1964, ACDA plans to give more emphasis to social and be-
havioral science research. As part of the increasing awareness of the im-
portance of such research, the Agency is forming a Social Science Advisory
Board which will consist of experts in the various disciplines who will
advise ACDA on research and other matters in the field of social sciences.

In addition to conducting such research, ACDA has published a total of 19
documents and has sent representatives to various conferences, forums, study
groups, etc., at the rate of approximately one a day.

FUNCTION
Section 32 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act States:
"The Director is authorized and directed to prepare for the President, the
Secretary of State, and the heads of such other Government agencies as the

President may determine, recommendations concerning United States arms control
and disarmament policy...."



It is therefore clear that the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency has, under the general direction of the President and the Secretary
of State, primary government responsibility for the formulation of arms con-
trol and disarmament proposals and his Agency is the governmental fountain-
head for all such proposals.

This is the way the Agency works:

When the staff prepares a proposal which the Director feels should be seriously
considered, he circulates it to the members of the Committee of Principals.
This Committee, established in 1960 to advise the President on disarmament,

is composed of the Secretary of State as chairman, the Director of ACDA, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Directors of CIA, AEC, USIA, NASA, the President's
Advisor on National Security Affairs, and the President's Scientific Advisor.
After the Agency's draft proposals are circulated, written comments are sent
to it. ACDA then reviews the comments and circulates a revised draft to the
Committee of Deputies, This committee consists of the deputies to the members
of the Committee of Principals. After the issues are further clarified by

the Committee of Deputies a formal meeting is held by the Committee of
Principals, each member of which is by this time thoroughly briefed on the
proposals. There is no voting in the meeting of the Principals, but each
member makes his views known so that the Director of the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency can make his recommendation to the President with a clear
indication as to where consensus exists and where it does not. The recom-
mendation initiated by ACDA is then taken to the President by the Director

of the Agency. The United States draft of a test-ban treaty, for example,

was formulated in this way.

POTENTIAL

The Agency, even with its structural and political limitations, has the
potential for steadily increasing its capacity for negotiations and as a
primary governmental source for disarmament studies and proposals. At

present there are a total of about 220 persons employed by the ACDA. Ex-
cluding secretarial and clerical personnel there are 113 persons, 13 of

whom are in military service, 36 are foreign service officers and 64 have
previous governmental experience or have been recruited from private life.

It is expected that ACDA will continue to broaden the scope of its research.
Such areas as the psychological barriers to disarmament will be explored and
there will be, for example, an increase in its efforts in regard to the econom-
ics of disarmament. These two areas, among others, have not been sufficiently
explored.

As the Agency becomes more established there is no doubt that its effective-
ness and activities will increase.

POSSIBLE ACTION IN THE FUTURE

1. During World War II the State Department set up committees in various
universities to work on post war problems. These campus-based groups of



scholars were all given the same assignment at the same time. Each group
sent its report to a coordination center at Harvard University which sent
a report based on these studies to the State Department. The Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency could explore the possibility of establishing a
similar arrangement in order to receive diverse and valuable opinions on
problems of disarmament which would not otherwise be available to it.

2. Authority is given to the Agency in Section 42(f) of P.L. 87-297 to
"establish advisory boards to advise with and make recommendations to the
Director on United States arms control and disarmament policy and activities."
Under this section ACDA could establish such advisory boards throughout the
country consisting of representatives of all segments of the community,
including labor and industry.

3. The Agency could also play an increasingly important role in the "dis-
semination and coordination of public information concerning arms control
and disarmament." The dissemination of information on this issue is one of
the most important functions that it could perform. ACDA is attempting to
meet this obligation, but much more could be accomplished in this area. For
example, the Agency could issue a monthly bulletin or newsletter indicating
the latest developments in the disarmament field and could increase the num-
ber and scope of its publications. In addition, ACDA could hold periodic
briefings and seminars with representatives of the mass media, labor, busi-
ness, and others; it could hold regional meetings on defense and disarmament
such as the one held last year in New York City sponsored by Congressman
William Fitts Ryan. Other meetings could be encouraged within the academic
community, where there are many scholars interested in the work of the
Agency but insufficiently informed as to its activities and needs. Such
meetings both in the universities and the community at large would be
particularly important in areas of the country in which lack of knowledge on
disarmament matters is greatest.

Finally, citizens' organizations, should be given the opportunity to learn
more about the work of the Agency and to include the issues on disarmament
and arms control among their central items for discussion and community actior
The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is the focal point in the Administra-
tion for creating and advocating proposals designed to prevent war and to
encourage the development of a peaceful world order. In carrying out its
work, it needs and deserves the highest degree of public understanding. The
present report has been prepared in the hope that the information contained
in it may help to increase that understanding.

The above article, a condensed version of which appears here, was prepared
by the National Research Council on Peace Strategy and has been reproduced in
abbreviated form with their kind consent.









THE 1966 ELECTION RESULTS

OF RACES IN WHICH A CANDIDATE WAS RECOMMENDED BY THE COUNCIL
(All figures based on unofficial published reports)

Candidates - Senate State Popular Vote Percent
* Sen. Clifford Case + New Jersey 1,258,672 61.6
Warren Wilentz 783,192 38.4
* Ralph Harding Idaho 125105 44.5
Sen. Len B. Jordan + 140,046 555
* Gov. Mark Hatfield Oregon 341,553 51.8
Rep. Robert Duncan 317,588 48.2
* Sen. Lee Metcalf + Montana 109,151 53.4
Gov. Tim Babcock 95,351 46.6
* Roy Romer Colorado 263,821 41.9
Sen. Gordon Allott + 366,034 58.1
* Rep. Teno Roncalio Wyoming 50,734 47.5
Gov. Clifford Hansen 56,011 52v@
* Sen. E.L. Bartlett + Alaska 37,580 75.9
Lee L. McKinley 11,932 24.1
* Edward Brooke Massachusetts 999, 210 60.7
Endicott Peabody 647,474 3953
* Sen. Walter Mondale + Minnesota 605,581 54.2
Robert A. Forsythe 512,470 45.8
* Sen. John Sparkman + Alabama 426,273 6157
John Grenier 264,348 38,3
Primaries
* Thomas B. Adams Massachusetts 51,483 8.1
John F. Collins 265,213 41.6
Endicott Peabody 321,035 50.3
* Armistead Boothe Virginia 212,885 49.0
Sen. H. F. Byrd, Jr.+ 22,213 51.0
* Robert Ellsworth Kansas 66,401 39.0
Sen. James Pearson + 88,283 S1.8
(2 others) 15,609 9.2

Council-Supported Hbuse Candidates

Rep. Jeffrey Cohelan + California, 7th C.D. 82,846 64.4
George Leppert California, 10th C.D. 69,679 30.9
Rep. George Brown + California, 29th C.D. 53,923 92k
Rep. Weston Vivian + Michigan, 2nd C.D. 62,327 48.9
Rep. Donald M. Fraser + Minnesota, 5th C.D. 84,279 60.0
Rep. Henry Helstoski + New Jersey, 9th C.D. 73,967 50.8
Rep. John Dow + New York, 27th C.D. 32,420 57.0
P-Theodore Weiss New York, 19th C.D. 16, 151 48.6
Charles Porter Oregon, 4th C.D. 46,550 36.7
Edward Cadenhead Oklahoma, lst C.D. 45,441 30.2

* Council supported + incumbent P- primary only



Of the three Congressional elections in which the Council and
its Supporters have participated, these of 1966 have been the most
crucial and the most sharply-contested. Few important foreign policy
issues figured in the 1962 campaign, and those which were brought up
were not clearly defined. The far right was ill-organized and looking
ahead to 1964. 1In 1964, however, the Council's successes of 1962 made
it and the candidates it supported prime targets of extremist attack.
In the tidal wave of anti-Goldwater sentiment which swept the country,
almost all Council-backed candidates were carried into office.

This year political observers were in general agreement that the
elections, as is usual in mid-term years, would result in corrective
action to 1964. This is exactly what has happened. While the Coun-
cil's won-lost record may not at first glance appear as impressive as
in 1964, under closer analysis the results are gratifying and encouraging.

The two most vital races from the Council's point of view were
those of Governor Hatfield in Oregon and Senator Metcalf in Montana.
Both these men were victorious. A third Senate race in which Vietnam
played a central role was that between Attorney-General Brooke and
former Governor Peabody in Massachusetts. From its unallocated re-
serve fund for Senatorial candidates, the Council made a direct con-
tribution to Brooke. Although the national press tended to overlook
the significance of the Vietnam issue in this race, it was probably
the most clear-cut confrontation on Vietnam of any Senate race in the
country. Peabody was an all-out supporter of President Johnson's
conduct of the war and indicated he would go along with any action
the President might take in the future. Brooke called for a halt to
the bombing of North Vietnam as an important step to negotiation,
opposed the use of napalm, and advocated including the NLF in a peace
conference. Brooke held to these positions throughout the campaign;
if anything, he intensified them in the closing days. His resounding
victory was one of the most significant of the 1966 elections.

The liberal wing of the opposing party in the Senate, until now
relatively small and ineffective, has been enormously strengthened
by the election of Brooke, Hatfield, and Charles Percy in Illinois.
This development will undoubtedly have .a restraining effect on United
States foreign policy even though these men are freshman Senators.

From the accompanying tabulation of election results, Council
Supporters will note that fer the first time the Council has partici-
pated in a number of primary races. Leo Szilard's original formula-
tion of the Council's operations called for extensive involvement in
primary campaigns as a means of identifying promising new political
figures and assisting them to enter politics at the national level.
The Council is not yet ready to undertake this sort of program on a














































































A principal argument advanced by proponents of the MLF is that England,
Germany, and possibly other nations will follow de Gaulle's independent
force example unless we can offer these nations a larger nuclear role with-
in the NATO Alliance. Initially, it might be questioned whether the modest
nuclear capability which France will attain is more troublesome in its
military and political implications than the prospect of a large European
strategic force with Germany a predominant participant. Exposition of the
view that such a development would be less disturbing than the political
and military implications of the MLF, appears in the March 1963 issue of
The Reporter in an article by Henry A. Kissinger, and it will not be
repeated here. We examine here in its short and its long-term implications
the "anti-proliferation" argument made for the MLF:

1. MLF in the Short Run. It is clear that for the 1960s, MLF pro-
ponents vastly over-estimate European desire for a larger nuclear role. It
is said that without MLF the Germans would soon follow the example of de
Gaulle in developing an independent nuclear capacity. But with respect to
Germany, not only would an independent nuclear force violate the existing
treaties, it would cause a reaction by the Russians, as well as the United
States, of a dimension which would give the Germans serious pause before
entering on a provocative and expensive nuclear program.

There is, in fact, no evidence that the Germans presently desire a
nuclear force of their own. What the Germans do desire in the short run
is assurance that the United States is committed to employing its nuclear
forces in Europe to forestall any form of aggressive action from the East,
and that our weapons are targeted so as to assure that a nuclear exchange
would also involve Russian territory, not just German soil. Yet for this
modest German concern, the MLF goes too far. Bringing technical personnel
from European nations into a second-level role in the targeting and deploy-
ment of our existing strategic missiles, would go most of the way towards
meeting existing German concern about the United States nuclear umbrella.
The MLF, on the other hand, will create an entirely new nuclear force at
sea, which is both expensive and unnecessary in strategic military terms.
Moreover, it may kindle rather than quiet nuclear aspirations among our
European allies, and thus propel the very sentiment it is claimed the MLF
would foreclose -~ the aspiration for independent nuclear capability. If
we espouse the view that our allies' self-respect requires parity of nuclear
participation with us, it will not be long before they espouse the same
view. By contrast, without our active salesmanship, nuclear arms develop-
ment may remain unpopular in Germany, England, and other nations.

2. MLF in the Long Run. While the MLF is more than is needed to
meet the present concern of our allies, on the other hand it is inade

to meet what are likely to be the long-term aspirations of NATO
nations. As Kissinger's analysis points out, the force of de Gaulle's
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position for independent nuclear capability is based upon the realization
of some fundamental differences of outlook between the United States and
European nations. Thus, as much as our nuclear posture in Europe serves
to preserve our close relations with allies and to hold the line for our
positions vis-a-vis the Soviets, we may yet be increasingly disinclined
actually to use these weapons in an exchange which could precipitate an
all-out war of annihilation between the United States and the Soviets.

Moreover, the glue in the NATO alliance has been the existence of
the common enemy in the East, but a predictable progression of closer
relationships with the Soviets, fear of a resurgent Germany, and conflict-
ing economic interests such as those reflected in the split over the Common
Market, may radically alter the present community of interest between the
United States and some of its NATO allies.

To the extent that anticipations of such changes exist in Europe,
there will be growing interest in independent nuclear forces or a European
nuclear force not subject to a United States veto. 1In the case of Germany,
there will be the added incentive of the role of swing-nation which the
pseudo-partnership will not satisfy. In sum, as much as the MLF exceeds
the presently manifested desire for NATO-nation participation in the nuclear
deterrent, it will fall short of the long-term European demand for indepen-
dent nuclear capability.

It may therefore be anticipated that the strongest pressures will
ultimately arise for abandonment of the United States veto on the use of
the MLF, and that such pressures may in time succeed with the result that
the MLF will have paved the way for the very proliferation of nuclear
weaponry which it is supposed to forestall. Alternatively, if NATO coun-
tries cannot attenuate or force abandonment of the United States veto,
they may then proceed with the development of their independent nuclear
forces, with the added stimulus and know-how which we ourselves have pro-
vided through the MLF. It seems clear, therefore, that the MLF is not a
proper answer either to the existing or to the longer range nuclear aspi-
rations of our NATO allies, and will more likely hasten than retard the
spread of nuclear weapons in Europe.

B. SUBSIDIARY ARGUMENTS FOR THE MLF.

1. MLF As a Bargaining Device. Some Administration officials who
are not advocates of the MLF would nevertheless continue on our present
course on the theory that in future bargaining with the Soviets over arms
control in Europe, the MLF would provide an additional pawn for trading.
Yet as an experienced negotiator knows, one may bargain with assets, but
it is difficult to bargain to an advantage with liabilities. If MLF is a
free world liability, it cannot become a bargaining asset with the Soviets.

Even more importantly, the "bargaining pawn" argument disregards the
fact that if the MLF actually comes into being, it may be impossible to
convince our own allies to give it up for an arms control agreement. Once
a strategic European force is in existence, our NATO allies may say with



some credibility that if it was worth creating for the collective security,
it is worth keeping and ought not to be surrendered short of a complete
and general disarmament agreement. It is therefore probable that while
creation of the MLF may provide an additional pawn for trading with the
Soviets in an European arms control agreement, it would represent a pawn
which our own allies will refuse to trade.

2. MLF As a Mere Multilateral Substitute for Bilateral Controls.
Proponents urge that the MLF multilateral control with vetoes by major
participants, is not materially different from the existing bilateral
control over tactical and medium range nuclear weapons in Europe. These
proponents argue that with respect to the present nuclear weapons in
Europe there is already a system of shared control with the situs nation,
and that all the MLF will do is to add more trigger fingers whose con-
currence would be necessary for the firing of the weapons.

Apart from some question whether the MLF controls will in fact not
give increased leverage to other nations with respect to the use of
nuclear weapons, this argument blurs the critical distinction between
strategic and tactical weapons. The decision that our NATO allies should
share in the deployment and control of tactical weapons located in Europe
may have been right or wrong, but it was a radically different decision
from that posed by the MLF. For a decision to fire the missiles in the
MLF would be to launch an attack on the Soviet Union with weapons of
medium range so deployed as to be able to reach Soviet targets. In such
an event there would ensue a nuclear war in which countless millions of
Soviet and American citizens would perish. By contrast, the decision to
give our NATO allies bilateral controls over tactical weapons was only a
determination that a nuclear exchange initiated within the boundaries of
NATO nations properly requires their participation in the decisional
process. Accordingly, the MLF cannot be passed off as a mere extension
of a bilateral control system to a multilateral control system, for the
weapons of strategic war deployed in the MLF have radically different
significance for the United States from the Nuclear weapons over which we
presently share controls with NATO allies.

3. MLF as Step Toward a Western European Strategic Force. A final
argument made by some proponents, is the converse of the principal "non-
proliferation" rationale for the MLF. Under this argument, it would be
desirable to move toward a Western European alliance possessing its own
strategic nuclear weapons free of United States control and United States
responsibility. The proponents who welcome such a force, urge that the
MLF is desirable not because it will end the spreading of nuclear weapons
but because it will promote it.

To the extent that this view rests on the desire for a Western
European unity it may, for sake of argument, be conceded that such a
force would in fact promote some accretion in the unity of the NATO
alliance. Yet the chief reason for such unity would be not fear of the
Soviets, but fear of the Germans - the anticipation that without par-
ticipation by other allies, the MLF would be a German-American nuclear
alliance. Certainly, this is a fragile base for European "unity."
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Moreover, the price paid in the proliferation of nuclear weapons to more
countries and the destabilization of the nuclear balance between the
Soviets and the United States by this third force, is a price too high
to be paid. In the last analysis, the integrity of the MLF proposal
itself becomes subject to question when it is advertised simultaneously
as a device which will contain and a device which will promote strategic
nuclear weapons in Europe.

C UNDESIRABLE CONSEQUENCES OF OUR MLF SUPPORT.

There are five major unfavorable aspects to the continuing United
States insistence upon creation of the MLF:

1. Nuclear Freeze and Non-Proliferation Agreements Imperiled.
President Johnson's proposals at Geneva for nuclear freeze and non-
proliferation agreements, have been imperilled by our support of the
MLF. The Russians quickly seized upon the MLF, pointing out that we
could not both stand still and move ahead at the same time, and would
have to abandon the MLF if we are serious about the proposed agreements.
The Russian claim of inconstancy is somewhat confirmed by William Foster's
quoted statement in the Herald Tribune of January 24, 1964 that the United
States freeze proposal would not include the MLF. And as the editorial
in the Washington Post of February 12, 1964 points out, there is some
inconsistency between our offering NATO the MLF as the beginning of a
European force and our asserting to the Soviets that it is consistent
with a nuclear freeze.

2. De-—emphasis of Conventional Force Expansion in Europe. Replace-
ment of nuclear with conventional defensive capability in Europe has been
a major policy of the Administration. To the extent that the MLF will be
costly to our NATO allies and emphasize their continued protection through
nuclear response, it militates against the Administration's stress on the
need for conventional capability among our NATO allies.

3. Production of European Rift Rather Than Unity. Our European
allies are not requesting the MLF but are having it forced upon them
by our insistence®. With the exception of some element in Germany, the
MLF is not welcomed among the other nations, who must join it from fear
of German predominance. The MLF is thus a rift-producing issue among our
allies. And it is also causing serious internal political friction in
NATO countries since it requires them to cast their lot unequivocally
either with the United States or de Gaulle. Such a sharp choice situation

lysian Research and Reference Service report, dated April 5, 1963: "The reaction of the Western
European press to U.S. Ambassador Merchant's recent trip indicated an overwhelming rejection of

the kind of multilateral nuclear force (MLF) envisaged by the United States. Editorial comment

was heaviest and most negative in West Germany. The rejection of the multilateral nuclear force
within the NATO framework was commonly based on the belief that the United States was offering a
hastily improvised and confused politically motivated and exorbitantly expensive device which

would afford West Europe neither increased security nor increased voice in nuclear decisions.
Supporters of the United States suggestion, for the most part a minority of Italian, British, and
Scandinavian voices, saw it as the lesser of two evils and a possible starting point for discussions.
By the end of the Merchant trip, most papers were openly speculating that the multilateral nuclear
force plan in its present form would be scrapped with the debate continuing on the central issue of
nuclear interdependence within the Western Alliance. Hopes were also expressed that the United
States would find a way to dispel the confusion aroused by its original multilateral force proposals."
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has unfavorable consequences upon West Germany, and by drawing another
divisive line among our allies, disserves the European unity and settle-
ment aspirations entertained by many within our Administration. As the
Kissinger analysis in The Reporter pointed out: "The effort to isolate
France by developing in the nuclear field a structure in which West Germany
would be the key European member may in fact overstrain the fabric of
European cohesion and Atlantic solidarity, and also undermine the domestic
stability of West Germany. It is in nobody's interest - least of all West
Germany's - to set in motion events that can only end with suspicion and
concern in most of the countries of the West about Germany's nuclear role.
This is bound to aid the Soviet thrust to divide the West through the fear
of Germany. A divided country, which in the space of fifty years has lost
two wars, experienced three revolutions, suffered two periods of extreme
inflation and the trauma of the Nazi era, should not - in its own interest -
be placed in a position where, in addition to its inevitable exposure to
Soviet pressure, it becomes the balance wheel of our Atlantic policy."

4, Political Repercussions in the Congress. It also seems clear that
the MLF is not presently favored in the Congress, or likely ultimately to
win its support. It probably violates or strains the McMahon Act by giving
nuclear information to other countries. It gives concern to those who have
worried about a re-emerging Germany as a predominant European power which
controls European fortunes. It is not favored by those who value our
nuclear monopoly and the direct controls which we have retained upon the
strategic weapons of potential annihilation. Meanwhile, the Administration
has completely by-passed the Congress. The closer we approach activation of
MLF, the larger will be the cumulative weight of these Congressional con-
cerns.

5. Nuclear Race Escalation. Following the test ban, there have been
widespread hopes that a way would be found to reach a plateau in the nuclear
arms race in which there would be a leveling off of nuclear forces within
present limits, and no expansion of weaponry to countries which are nuclear-
free today. Apart from the additional numbers of strategic weapons and
nations with such weapons which the MLF would involve, it is today the
single proposal for a new advance which stands in the way of a leveling off
of the nuclear arms race. This is a serious new ground for a reassessment
of the MLF proposal.

D. THE LARGER CONTEXT: ENDING THE EUROPEAN DIPLOMACY OF ARMAMENTS.

Almost all current debates about the MLF are limited to the existing
political and military relationship in Europe. All are predicated upon
the assumption that there remains a military threat in Europe from the
East which requires degrees of nuclear capability in Western Europe.
First, however, it must be noted that except for the special problem of
Berlin, conventional forces are demonstrably adequate for the defense of
Western Europe against conventional force attack. Moreover, the very
hypothesis of an attack upon Western Europe becomes less and less credible
as the years pass. Without Soviet participation, such an attack would be
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meaningless in military terms and therefore unlikely of initiation; with
Soviet participation it would unquestionably initiate a world war, which
again provides a highest level deterrent. Nor is it clear just what
Soviet hope would impel such an attack. Our present military posture in
Europe is based on a threat which no one believes.

The fact is that we have continued to give a preemptive position to
military policy and nuclear power in Europe, in an era when the real
problems of Europe are economic and political rather than military. Our
continuing diplomacy of weaponry, both against the Soviets and vis-a-vis
de Gaulle, stands in the way of the traditional diplomacy, prevents
desired economic and cultural exchange, and other normal adjustments
between countries as well as the necessary political developments within
them. The MLF perpetuates obsession with military response to rifts with
the Soviets and between the Allies, in an era which calls not for an arms
polemic but for the progression of relationships between sovereign states.

Those who would promote a detente and ultimately a settlement in
Europe, must look beyond such merely military alignments such as the
pseudo-partnership of the Multilateral Nuclear Force. For the nuclear
arms race and the diplomacy of armaments in Europe will not cease as long
as the United States itself is the chief promoter of new nuclear weapons
systems. On the other hand, a return to the traditional international
diplomacy in Europe would foster a climate in which national possession
of nuclear arms would appear less vital either for national prestige or
national security. As long as the United States remains ready to employ
its nuclear strength against a nuclear attack in Europe, there is in fact
no security necessity for national nuclear forces. And the demand for
nuclear arms in NATO countries attributable to the desire for national
prestige and self-esteem, reflects a desire which we ourselves are foster-
ing when we proclaim by devices such as the MLF that our NATO allies must
have a first-ranking role in the operation of a strategic weapons system.
In short, the only way in which our NATO allies can be induced not to
strive for a strategic nuclear system of their own is if we ourselves
cease our obeisance to nuclear power as the cornerstone of European
policy and European defense.

Today we welcome agreements to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons
to Latin America and other areas where they are not presently deployed.
One may hope that tomorrow we may recognize that in Europe, too, the
proper goal is not an accretion in nuclear armaments but the replacement
of the nuclear confrontation by political and economic settlements and
conventional forces adequate to assure that they are honored. At a time
when we should seek to move away from the nuclear arms race, the multi-
lateral nuclear force is a move in precisely the wrong direction.

E. ALTERNATIVES TO UNITED STATES PROMOTION OF THE MLF.

There are essentially three alternatives to the present United States
position:
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