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Mr. Prezicdent, eighteen years ago as the pilot of an American
B-24 bomber 1 corpleted thne last of 35 missions in “the Furcpean theatre
of World War II. A4 few Jdays after the completion of that %“our of duty
the war in Europe cnded.

Qur crasw climbed into a battle scarred bomber to return to the
United States with the grim knowledse that we nad us=d the most devast-
ating ﬁeapons in the long history of warfare. Our four-eangine bomber
had day after day dumped 5 tons of T&T on its targets below,

But we had scarcely reached home bercre news stories told of a
fantastic new bomb that had incinerated 100,000 Japanese men, women and
children in a single searing flash. Suddenly, our 5-ton monster lost
its significance in the shadow of that 20,000 ton destreoysr of Hiro-
shima,

Although the new dimensions of death were beyond comprehension,
book titles in the aftereslow cf Hiroshima -- One Vorld or Nore, Modern
Man Is Obsolete, Five Minutes to lLidnight -- attempted to assess the
meaning of the nnclesr age.

Recognizing that humenity stood in deadly peril, we drew com-
fort only in the corvirtion ihat the new techniques of destruction were
so torrifying thai man surely would never use them =-- weuld bhe?

Five years later, the A-bemb of Hiroshima passed into obsole-
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scence, not because it was too fearful to use, but because it had becn
repliced by the H-bomb -- a thousand times more powerful,

iranwihile, the Soviet Union became a nuclear power, and ia 1957
spatrik { uchered in the space age. Today, the two super-powers, Amer-
ica &rd Rassia, have piled up nuclear weapons with an explosive power

>f 60 biiiion tons of TNT -- enough to put a 10-ton bomb at the head of
every humen being on the planet.

A gingle warhead from the American or Russian stockpile if ex-
ploded over a great city would instantly transform it into a raging
fireball 3 miles in diameter with a direct heat and blast capable of
burning human flesh and collapsing buildings 25 milecs from its center.
Above a smoking crater a wile wide and several blocks deep, a gigantic,
poisonous radicactive cloud would rise 20 or 25 miles to rain down tor-
turous death on millions of human beings not fortunate enough to be in-
‘inerated quickly in the initial firestorm.

In spite of this grim prospect, the accumulation of more and
wre devastating weapons continues. The great powers are spending over
100 billion yearly on arms -- cach side justifying its investment in
he nam2 cf "defense. Yet, modern science supports the ancient bibli-
'al wisdom, "there is no place to hide".

Speaking to the United Nations assembly in 1961, Prasident
{ennedy said: "Today, every inhabitant of this plenet rust contemplats
che day when it may no longer be habitable. Every man, woman, and child

-17eg under a ruclear sword of Damocles, hanging by the slenderest of
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threads, capable cf bheiny cvt at any mement by aceident, miscalculatiocn,
or madness. The waapona of war nmust be abulishea before they abelish
US..+The ricks irherert in disa?maﬁent pale in comparison to the risks
inherent in an 'miiaited avems race,"

We acceit the logic of Mr, Kennédy's words, just as we accepted

the earlier wzrning of Former President Eisenhower: HThore i

wl
T

¢ longer

any alternative to peace.”™ Why, then, does the arms race with its
mounting military tiicets centinue? 2

Doubtless, 1 major factor is the uncertain quest for security
through superin: military strength. The Corgress and the nztion have
willingly resporded to the architects of our militarv security and have
granted them unprecederted sums to insure the defensc of our shores.
hmericans have feli that the growing techniczl couplerits of the mili-
tary art has recuired leaving the main judgsmencs about security to our
military officers.

As a freshman Congressman in 1957, I was tempted to raise some
questions about what seemed to me to he a stasgering mili*ary approp-
riations bill. But I lapsed into silence when one of the rost respect-
ed Congressmen tcok the floor to say: 9“If our military lsaders are
wrong and we listen %o their advice, it will cost us some mcney. PBut
if these experis 2re right, and we do ngt heed their requests, it may
cost us our country,?

Giver %hat oxim choice, it is a reckless man indeed who would

challenge the Jonsand ior more military spending. Every patriotic cit-
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izen desires that his country bc prepared to defend itself against at-
tack. Even the most ardent economizers -- men who vote with zeal to

cut funds for =ducation, conservation and health -- are guick to shout

"Ays" for more billions for arms.

I share the conviction that America ought to have a defense
force which is second to none.

But, lr. President, has the time not come to question the as-
sumption that we arc adding to defense and security by adding more and
more to the nuclear stockpile? I suggzest that we nca2d to examine care-
fully the assumptions on which our military budget rcsts. Ve need a
thoroughly honest discussion and debate, not so much about competing
weapons systems, but rathoer about the basic postulates of our defense
strategy.

Have we remembered that the defense of a great nation depends
not only upon the quality of its arms, but also on the qguality of its
economic, political, and moral fabric?

Have we considered the impact upon these other sources of
strength of our -wast military investment?

Is there a point of diminishing rcturns in the race for security
through arns?

Have we made the wisest possible allocation of cur material and
human reso'wrcss we insvrs nmeximur seenribv?

Are we building naticnal ctroncth hy creating a hizher pilz of

ruc lear bombe ang adlirg %o our "overitill™ cepa#ity hiile Triling £
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match our millions of idle, untrained youth with the nation's nceds for
constructive erccromi: growth?

Is cur mationzl gecurity jeopardized by a2n ouilflow of gold that
weakens- the internasicral value of the dollar?

Is the sfze of cur military budget the chief criterion of effect
ive internaticuni lendership and national streagth iz today'!s worli?

What is 153 nounting arms race doing to our freedsm and the
quality of our 1Zves? - |

And mos% iwmwortant of all, are we following a blusprint for
peace or racing toward anr;ihilation?

For this fiscal yeaf, we are asked to approve a Department of
Defense budget of 353.6 billion, plus additional billiors fer the Atom-
ic Energy Commission and the space prégram. That is well over half of
our entire Federal budget. _It rcprasenﬁs more than the chtinéd cost
of all the social and economic programs of the New Deal periéd ffbm 1933
through 1940. .

Soon, we will be called upon to vote on the appropriation of
funds for this enormous arms budget. This is a tremendouslv important
vote for all of us, not only because it represents a great ¢zal of mon-
ey, but because it can give us an opportunity to cxamine snma'of the
basic assumptions that now guide our national life. A fcderél budget
is, after all, a carcful listing of the public priorities and goals of
the nation. UWhen we devote more than half of that contire budget to one

purpose, we certainly need to be reasonably sure of our ground.
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My limited effort to »reparc myself for this forthcoming vote
as a Scnator whosc chief concern is the security of our country and the
pecace of the world has lecd me to certain tentatitive conclusions. I
set them forth now, not as final judgments, but simply as one man's con-
victions about a most complex problem. It is my hopc that these sug-
cestions may stimulate in some way the larger debatc which needs to be
waged by those Senators and Congressmen with greater experience and
tnowladge than mine, Perhaps the insights of others may lead me to a-
bandon or modify some of my present judgments.

In that spirit, I suggest the following propositions:

(1) The United States now has a stockpile of nuclear weapons
in excess of any conceivable need,

(2) Bringing the arms race under control involves risks less
dangerous than the proliferation of nuclear warheads and the acceler-
ation of the arms race.

(3) Prescnt levels of military spending and military foreign
aid are distorting our economy, wasting our human resources, and re-
stricting our leadership in the world.

(4) Diverting some of our prcsent and proposed military spend-
ing to constructive investments both at home and abroad will produce a
stronger and more effective America, improve the quality of our lives,

and strengthen the foundations of peace.
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CUBRENT DEFENSE ASSWIFTIONS

To place these ccnvicliens in bettor pergprective, L would like
to sketch some of thz censiderations which reem perdtinent to our de-
fense policy decisiinsg,

Tnusc who adJocate surrender or passive submission to the
forccs of international Coununism will find little or no suppsrt in
the United States. Ilost of us are‘willing to risk d»ath rathcr than
give the world over to a tyranny that is alien to 2ll that we hold of
value,

Likewisec, few,-if any, Americans would support the concept of
an all-out military onslaught initiated by ourseclyves to wipe out the
inhabitants of the Communist wofld. This, in another equally funda-
mental sense, would be a surrendcr of our values and traditions.

As a nation we havc rejected both the conccpt of aggressive
war and passive surrcnder. Wwe hove operated from the premise that the
Communist threat is checked only because of our awesome military machine.
This is the theory of "deterrence™ which has guided our thinking for
most of thé period since World War II. When one looks for a more
specific answer 2s to how that policf would be applied in the form of
military strategy, he cncounters some rather confusing and conflicting
assumptions.

It has generally been believed that the deterrent or retalia-
tory power of America's strategic air power was targetcd on the great

cities of Russia to bHe used in the event of a major Soviet attack.
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On Junc 16, 1962, howcver, Defense 3ccretary McNamara, one of
the ablest and most courageous men to come into government in mod ern
times, made an important speech at Ann Arbor, lMichigan. In this ad-
dress lir. McNamara spelled out the "controlled counter-force® or "no-
cities doctrine. The Ann Arbor spcech set forth the theory that in-
stcad of seeking first the mass destruction of the Russian populace,
ve would aim our missiles and bombers at Soviet nuclear wcapons in an
:ffort to cripple their capacity to hit the United States. Only if the
joviets attacked our cities would we strike at theirs.

This speech touched off a wide-ranging controversy, partly be-
:ause its success would scem to depend upon the United States launch-
ng a first strike against the 3oviet Union.

If the United States were aiming at the effective destruction
f Russia's nuclear forces, how could we apply such 2 strategy unlecss
e knocked out the Soviet missiles before they werc launched from their
silos? What military objcctive could we achicve by knocking out empty
aissilec launchers after their rockets had hit American targets?

Secretary McNamara flatly denied that the United States has any
intention of launching a first strike, but the "no cities" or "con=-
‘rolled counter-force™ theory seems a mest unlikely 2nd impractical
‘trategy.

In lengthy teostimony before the House Armed Services Committee

arly this year, Mr. McNamara said:

"What we are proposing is a capability to strike back after ab-
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sorbing a first blow., This mcans we have to build and maintain a second
strike force. <Such a force should have sufficient flexibility to per-
mit a choice of strategies, particularly an ability to: (1) strike
vack decisively at the entire Soviet target system simultaneously; or
(2) strike back first at the Sovict bomber bases, missile sites, and
other military installations 2associated with their long-range nuclear
forces to reduce the power of =ny follow-on attack =-- and then, if nec-
essary, strike back at the Sovict urban and industrial complex in a con-
trolled and dcliberate way."?

The Seéretary's own teétimony, tﬁen, scems to make the cbove
strategy highly unlikely;. My, McNﬁmara pointed out that the Sovicts
nave always insisted thaﬁ thecir nuclear power is aimed at the great
arban, industrial, and government centers of America. He then stressed
che virtual impossibility of either side destroying the other's harden-
:d ICBM weapons or Polaris-type submarine missiles. And then the Sec-
retary added a third point which would s:zem to remove any real feasi-
ility of concentrating our nuclear power on Soviet missile sitcs rather
than cities. 1In his words: "Furthermore, in a second strike situation
#¢ would be attacking, for the most part, empty sitcs from wnich the mis-
siles had already bcen fired.™

It might be reassuring to draw the conclusion from the no cit-
ies™ strategy that it is possible to fight a nuclear war centered on
destroying missiles rather than people -- if only we could build en-

ough missiles to destroy tho enemy's nuclear capacity. But anycne who
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is laboring under the impression that our Nefense Department believes
this to be feas ble should read the Conoressional testironv c¢f Secret-
ary MeMNemara of lest Fetruary. The followine brief excerpts from that
imporsant l63-page étatem snt should be ponderecd carefully, especially
ov the members of Congress who are responsible with the President for
the defense policies of our nation.

Said Secrctary Mclamara:

"Even if we were to double and triple our forces

we would not be able to destroy gquickly all or almost

all of the hardened (Russian) ICBM sites. And even

if we could do that, we know no way to destroy the en-

emy's missile launching submarines at the same time.

We do not anticipate that either the United States or

the Soviet Union will acquirc that capability in the

foresecable future...We could not preclude casualties

counted in the tens of millions.

seslesleseoe e e nenesoloioselsioioelooeiololoislorss
"The expanding arsenals of nuclear weapons on both

sides of the Iron Curtain have created an extremely dan-

gerous situation not only for their possessors but al-

so for the world. As th. a2rms race continues and the

weapons multiply and become more swift and deadly, the

vossibility of a global catastrophe, either by miscal-

ul~tion or design, beesmes more real,

Seolle e s e e ook S vl e seoje Mool e e e e e
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"More armaments, wheiher offensive or defensive, can
not solve this dilemma, We are apprcaching an era vhen
it will hecom: inercesinegly imrrobable that either side

i

could d=strov a sufficiently large portion of the othar's
strategin nuclear feree; eithar by surprizce 2 ctherwise,
to-pregiude a devasteting blow.. This nay resvit in rut-
ual deterrence but-it is still 2’ grim orvcweeis: T1¢ un=
dzeccores the need for 2 renewed sifort to [ind seme wav,
if not to eliminate thuse derdly wearons comrletaly, then
at least to slow down or halt their Ffurther accumnl:tion,
and to create institutional arrangements: whiecl would re-
duce the need for either side to resnsrt to thesir imned-

iate use in moments of acute irternation~l tensicn.M

REALTUTLS OF SOVIET-AMERICAN OVIRKILL

I think

.t

4 is wmperative that every Americen fully understand
what our Secretary of Defense has told us. If nuclear war cemes -- 1o
matter vho strites firct -- both sides will count their loaces in tens
of millions of hum2n iives. There is no such econdition as true nuclear
"suparicrity® in the sense that either the United States or Russia could
escape 2285 destruction saould it 2ttack the other. Hordenea ICM

sites ond nuclear-armed submerincs have made the so-called "counter-
force™ and "nc cities™ doctrines obsolcte befere thev were fully cr-
pressaea,

Even before Mr. Mclamara spelled out the Ann Arbor doctrine of



12~
a nuclear strike confined to military installations, the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Armed Scrvices Committee warned that this notion
was 2n empty hope. Szid Senator Russell on April 11, 1962:
"There have been some estimates and somc so-called
mathematical computations of the casualities that would

result from a nucliar war under various assumptions, in-

cluding a positive 2t empt by the adversarics to limit

targeting to military installations and facilities. I

have no hesitancy in saying, however, that to me these

extrapolations, or projections, or hypotheses are excecd-

ingly unrealistic."

The highly rcspected Senator from Georgia concluded:

"In my opinion, if nuclear war begins, it will be

a war of extermination."

The unprecedented condition of today's stratcgic military power
is this: neither the US nor the USSR can prevent the other from wield-
ing a society-destroying blow, regardless of who attacks first. Offen-
sive military power has been made so varied and strong that all conceiv-
able defensive systems can be overwhelmed or bypassed by the power of
uclear weapons,

Under these conditions, the classic military task of defending
‘he shores of our country can no longer be performed. ‘the present ar-
‘ay of military doctrines gives a design for emerging from 2 nuclear ex-

‘hange with more missiles than the opponent. But this sort of win would
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be paralleled by the loss of our society.

The Russians do not have a nuclear capacity ecusl Lo ours, but
our "superiority“ is a largely meaningless concept in view of their
"relative parit&". In the days when warfare was limited to riflecs and
cannons and tanks and plancs, the side with the most weapons and sold-
iers had a great militory advantage. But in the space age, when a nuc-
lear exchange of few niinutes' duration means instant death and indes-
cribable devastation to both sides, what consolation is there to the
dazed survivors to know that thore remoins under the poisohed skies a=
midst the rubblc some unused "ovoerkill" capacity?

When =sked -t the Congressional hearings what the military sit-

uation would be after a nuclear exchange betwecen Russia and the United

States, Secretary McNamara rcplied:

"Tig is = questicn we have considercd. And I can't
answer it...I think probably... the fa%tsgiitics in Western
Eurone wovld approach 90 million, the faotalities in the
United S+tates weuld approach 100 milliiosa, anl the fatal-
ities in the Zovieco Union would apwecach 107 million.

New iwhen yhu congidzr on the »rcder ci 370 million
people d:nd in those arczas, it is very diificult to con-
ceilva cf that “ind of military weapens...wovld centinue o
exist. We have rnonetheless faced that issue, and we have
sysccns provided that we believe would survive...

But it exceeds the cxtent of my imagination to con-
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ceive of how those forces might be used and of what

benefit they would be to our nation at that point,™

It might be arpued by some that our excessive rmiclear spending
serves on indirect purpose in that it forces the Soviets to strain their
less affluent cconomy to match our effort. But the Russians seem to be
avoiding construction of highly sophisticated wcapons beyond what they
regard as cnough to destroy the United States in the event of war.

During the late 1950's when the Sovicts could have built hun=-
dreds of the latest types of long-range bombers they constructed less
than 200 as against our wore than 1600. There is no indication that
they intend to try to narrow this gap. At the prescnt time, while we
have a capabiiity of a thousand ICBM's and are buildihg many more, the
Russians have built only a minor fraction of that number. Indications
are that they will improve and replace rather than greatly increase the
aumber of their missiles.,

The question is whether the United States can afford the vast
"overkill™ capacity which scems to underly much of our military budgct.

My own conviation is that we cannot afford this policy econom-
jcally, politically, or morally and that if we persist in following it
ve will weaken our nation both at home and abroad.

The United States has used its great power in the period since
Jorld War II with a sons¢ of responsibility and restraint. We have done
1 remarkable job of providing a dofense shield to war-torn Europe and

%ssistineg the rebuilding of that continent. We have sharcd our human



and material resourcos with the daveleoping cointriss around the world.
¥e have buttroessed tle peacc-icoering fanetions of the linited Matiochs,
There is no paralle’ in +morid hiet iy £o» tha generous, Ioralshted mane

L

ner in which the United Staces hes rrevided world lsadershiic md assis-
tance since lahi.l

But if cur leadsrship is to remain effective, we must maka cer.-
tain that we do aot fall into a rigid patters thas ignares et candit-

ions in the world. I submit that the continuing gneet Sor an eve~ Zap-

jer measure of nuclear overkill makes no sense 3ia the perspcctive of Lo~

‘ay.
No infermed person deubts that we have +he pcuer to destroy Sov-
et society scveral times over. One recent ctudv concinded thet we could

ow erase the bulk of the Russian populace mors thar a thousand times.

ven if that estimate is 100 timecs too high, we would be ahle to des-
roy the Soviet Uninn with only a partial use of ouvr wespoas.
Befure the substantiel sncrsases ir our miiitary pover of the

ast two ysars, Scerotary Molagaia cestificd that Tthere 18 ro cuestion

ut that today, cur btratesic Retzlintery Forcaoe »ra {vlly capable of

estroying thz Soviet tarset sysTem, evsea aftir aksarhing an instial
urprize attazk."

We hav: teen btuilding missiles, bombs, and orher veapons stead-
ly since then go “hrt our cruacity te destroy is much greste~ than when

1€ Seeratarvy made thot 3L vement early in 1362,

Speaiting of cur present capatility, Mr. McNamara said on Febru-
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ary 6 of this ycar: ™Allowing for losses from on initial enemy attack
and attrition en route to target, we calculate that our forces today
could still destroy the Soviet Union without any help from the deployed
sactical air units or carrier task forces or Thor or Jupiter IREM's.

Now, Mr. President, I ask what possible advantage there can be
to the United States in appropriating additional billions of dollars to
build more missiles and bombs when we already have c¢xcess capacity to
destroy the potential enemy? How many times is it necessary to kill a
man or a nation?

If the Secretary is correct that one quick nuclear exchange
would now leave 100 million hmericans dead, an equal number of Russians,
and nearly 2s many West Europeans, is that not encugh to deter anyone
other than 2 madman from sctting off such a holocaust?

And if cither side yields to madncss or miscalculation, can any

number of arms save us?

L PROPOSED /RIS BUDGET ADJUSTIENT

I think we need to take another careful look at our enormous
arms budget, 2sking ourselves: What part of this budget represcent ad-
ditions to an alrcady surplus overkill capacity? What alternative uses
can be made of surplus military funds for strengthening the economic
and political foundations of our sccurity?

Our highly able Secretary of Defense has effected many needed
cconomies in operation. Congress can encourage him to make much larger

savings by limiting the further pileup of overkill capacity.
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I have pored over the cemplicated tatles and charts of the de-
fensec budget for hours. I do uct pretead te understand all of the in-
plications. Indeed, the data as made available to Congress in the M-
fense budget does not enable one to perceive the full functional pic-
tern proposed.

But I am fully convinced that there is encugh talent and brain-
power among our militory and civilian 2rms expcrts to elimincte five
billion dollars of proposed sponding that goes beyond our defense needs.,

A front-page story in the Sunday New York Times of June 30 re-
ports: "The administrati n is giving sericus consideration to order-
ing the first substantial cutback in the production of atomic weapons
since the United States began building up its nuclear arsenal after
World War II. Behind the current study is a belief that the United
States with an arsenal of tens of thousands of atomic weapons has a suf=-
ficient and perhaps an excessive numbcr of nuclecar arms to meet its mil-
itary needs."

The article reports rising concern in high administration cir-
cles over the multiplying numbcr of Garheads that have becn assigned to
the military forces in the last'fivé vears. The major fear is that con-
tinuing profusicn would only increase the chances of accidental explo-
sion or unauthorized use of the weapons.,"

The Times reported 2 growing fcar of the members of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy that the production of atomic weapons is

"coming to be based mure on the capabilities of the Atomic Energy Com-
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mission to manufacture them than on the actuval rcouiremenSs of the mil-
itarr.®

The Atomic snergy Commission now has an annu2l budget of ;1.8
tiliion to produce new warheads to add to cur already cnormous stock-
pile. The Timss asserts that at a rccent Pentagon pross briefing
"a highly placcd Defense Department officiol™ estimated that it might
be desirable to make a p1l billion cut in this cxzpenditure. ZLnother
"policy-making official" said: "Wec have tens or hundreds af_times mcre
weapons thon we would ever drop e¢ven in an all-out war, and we have had
more than we needed fcreb lcast two years.” None of the scetions in
this important news article have becn challenged by any administration
spokesman so I think it is safe to assume that they are well-grounded.

I believe that in addition to a cut of 351 billion‘in the Atomic
gnergy Cormission's weapons procurement program, we could wisely cut
an additional 54 billion from the proposed budgets of the iAir Force,
Navy, and irmy without reducing the sccurity of the nation. Indeed,
such reductions could enable us to strengthen our overall nﬁtional Se=
curity. #ny substantial cut should, of coursc, be applied and admin-
istered with the expertise of the Seccretary of Defense. I will listen
thoughtfully to the prcsentation of our Appropriations Committece and
others. 1 intend to follow the coming debate and discussion with 2
frank willingness to changc my views if there is compelling contrary
zvidence,

It may be argucd that the cccnomy of many of cur communities
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has become so intertwinecd with military spcending that an arms cut of
several billion dollars which I have propcsed would result in a pain-
ful economic dislocation.

It is true that many american communitics h-ve come to lean
1eavily on the cconomic stimulus of 2rms production and military in-
stallations. We need to accelerate: and expand our c¢fforts on the fed-
sral, state, and local level to pr.pore these communities for a conver-
3sion to a more permanent cconomy appropriatc to the conditions of pcace.

Competence for converting from a military to a civilian econ-
my is a basic requirement for the economic and political security of

the United States.

PLANNING THE CONVEKSION TO .. PELCE ECONONMY

Capability for cconomic conversion must be developed at all es-
tablishments -- manufacturing, ruscarch, cnd others -- engaged in ful-
filling contracts or otherwise working for the Department of Defense
or the .tomic tnergy Commission.

In order to: minimize dislocation; facilitate industrial ex-
cansion; reduce regional dependence on single morkets; reduce regional
lependence on single government markets; and plan for growth in employ-
ient, I recommend the following procedure:

First, cll establishm:nts that fulfill Defense Department or
.tomic Energy Commission work for at least one calendar year and whose
sersonnel are 25% or more so e¢ngaged, should henceforth be required --

as a condition cf contract fulfillmcnt and acceptable administration =-
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to establish in their managements an operating conversion committee.
'his committee should actively cngage in planning for conversion of thz
feeiiity from military to civilian work as required in the event of
termaration, cutbacks. stretchout, or other curtailment of Defense or
LED »equiremencis.

Secend, in order Lo estimate the support th2i may be required
to complement local and r.gional conversion, an FEconoric Conversion Com-
mission shculd be established by the President under the direction of
the Secretary of Commerce and including experts from other concerned
sovernment departments. Our .irms Control and Disarmament igency 2al=-
~eady has a small but able group of pesple giving thought to this mat-
wer.

The Economic Conversion Commission shall have responsibility
for blueprinting appropriate action by departments and agencies of the
Federal Government that are required to facilitate conversion from a mil-
itary to a civilian economy,

In addition to such activities as it should deem necessary, the
Commission would prupare schedules of possible private and public in-
vestment patterns and the employment and income effects to be expected
thercfrom. The information would be reportcd to the President and to
the Congress in precliminary form within six months after the enactment
of authorizing legislation and in final form within twelve months.,

The Commission would take counsel with the Governors of all
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States to encourage appropriate ard timelv studice and conferences by
the States in support cf convarsiosn frem a militsry %o a ¢civillsn ccon-
omy.

Third, the Cormmisczion would, withia twe've months of establish-
uent, convene a Notional Conference on %gnncmin Conversion ard. Growth
to foeus naticnwide attenticn on the problsams of conversion aad economie
growth and to encourage appropriate stud _nd orponisstion in "all. veoi--
evant parts of the nation's economy. This coafererce shiuid inelude in-

vited representatives of trade associations, trade unicns; profossion-

T
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al societies, representatives of appropriatellgcncics cf
and State governments, and selected individualy with spesialized know-
ledge.

Throuéh inteclligent planning wg.can maké a2 satisfactory transi=

tion to an cconomy less dependent upon arms spending.

WELKNESSES IN AN . RMS ROONOMY

—

A closer look at our prcsent level of arms spending will show
that it is not an unmixed blessing now 2s 2 stimulus to our economy.

First of all, we have dl%tor+cd our economy in allocauLﬂg such
2 high rercentage of our h:gnly trained manpower, research and technol-
gy to wenpous production at the expense of ocur other industry. Japan
ard our Wsst BEnrcpean allics have all modernized their civilian indust-
rial plant at 2 nuwch highor rate than the nited States, largely bezanse
of our concentration on airs prnduction., This hes auded to cur civilion

productini cos3s, dierezsed cur efficicney, undercut ocur corpatitive
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position in internaticnal trade, and aggravated the balance of payments
problem,

american machine tool production was once the envy of the world,
ut today we have slipped to fourth or fifth rank amcng the nations.

Jur best scientific and technical competence is going into arms, not to
the meodernization of our civilian plant.

Building weapons is a2 scriously limited device for building the
economy =-=- partly because it cannot be counted upon 2as a permancnt sys-
tem and partly because a military item lcads to nc further production;
it is an end in itself. Disarmament chief William C. Foster said re-
cently that "defensc¢ spending of the type we now have has no intrinsic
merit in terms of its ability to create production and income as com-
pared to other forms of demand.”

Many U. S. industries are losing their capacity to compete not
only in world trade but also in the United States. The concentration of
capital and technical skill in arms production is a basic cause of our
declining ccmpetitive ability.

48 matters now stand, the U, S. Government is financing 65 per
cent of all research and duvelopment and most of that is for military
surposes. In Germany, by csﬁtrast, 85 per cent of research is privately
financed and nearly all of it is being used to modernize civilian in-
lustries which compete with ours. Those who view military spending as
an unmixed blessing to our cconomy should take a2 look at the gleaming

up-to-date civilian plants in Germany, Belgium, Holland, Italy and
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JTapan == plants that are surpassing our o>wn ncglccted civilian product-
ton in buth gquality and low-cost oporation. 'here will this kind of
umbalance leave us in the toughcning compectiti-n of international trade?

The U, S. cccnomy is jeopardized further by the flow of our
szold overseas mnd the undermining of the dollar as = vnit «f intcrna-
tional exchange. Today, we have a favornble trrde balance, but because
of ocur military investments overseas znd the flight of investment cap-
ital we are suffering an unfavorable balance of paynernts., Heavy arms
spending has aggravated a U, 3. fiscal situation that has led many Amer-
ican investors to seek more attractive overseas cutlets for their cap-
ital.

Our traditionally strong currency has been a powerful instrument
in samerican economic and political lecdership in the world. But the
strain imposed on our gold reserves s 2 result cf heavy military com-
idltments abroad and excessive ~rms spending 2t home is 2 threat to our
international pesition. The loss of american gold can be halted by re-
lucing some of the burden we have been carrying for the defense of now
prosperous allics and by cncouraging the conversion of foreign claims
on our gold into investments to medernize our industrial system.

While rcetaining our massive military power, the overriding
present need of lmerican security is prompt reinforcement of the econ-
omic and politicsl =spects of sccurity 2t home and abroad.,

THE MILIT.RY-IINDUSTRI.L COMPLEX /ND .IERIC.N LIFE

It is admittedly difficult to calculate the impact of the arms
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budget on our civilian economy. It is even more difficult to measure
the impact of what former President Eisenhower called "the military-
industrial complex™ on our moral strength and the climate of freedom.
wmericans have always feared that any trend toward militarism was 2
threat to the quality of our democracy. I believe that this is still
2 legitimate concern. Mr. Eiscnhower, whose life has been devoted to
military matters, was so concerncd about the growing impact of the mil-
itary-industrial combination on /mc¢rican institutions that he devoted
his farewell address to this danger. "We must ncver let the weight of
this combinotion endanger our liberties or democratic processes,™ he
warned.

Democracy is based on 2 fundamental recspect for the dignity and
worth of human life. 4ts gre-t stren-th is that it opens the way for
the full flowering of man's intellectual, moral and cultural develop-
ment.

When a major percentage of the public resources of our society
is devoted to the accumulation of devasting weapons of war, the spiirit
of democracy suffers. When our laboratories and our universities and
our scientists and our youth 2re caught up in war preparations, the
spirit of free man is hamperecd.

lmerica must, of course, maintain a fully adequate military de-
fense. But we have a rich heritage and a glorious future that are too
precious to risk in an arms racc that goes beyond any reasonable crit-

cria of need,
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We need to remirnd mrselves that we have gources of strength,
of prustize and intsrnational leaderchip based on otuer than nuelear
bombs.

Converscly, we necd to remembor that the greatest Communist
victories inciuding the Chinsse Communist trkeover came at the moment
of aum grastost nueclecy saporinsity.

The globel contest rzging before our cyes today will donbtless

continue Ucr as long as we con see into the future, but it need not,

[
]
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xzl cannot, be settled by nuclear warfare,

The United States must te prfﬁﬁred to lead that contest into
areas that draw on our true sources of greotness -- politics, eccnomics,
ana morality. Ther: is 2 srowing iandication that the course we follow
may play a major part in determiring the course which our adversarics
take for good or ill.

The oandn ating nature of the arms race is that each side
reaste to the other's moves in a constantly risins scale of armaments.
In his Congreossicnal testimsny carlicr this year, Scerctary MeNomara ex-
plaincd hew ths Unived Stotes tries te cvaluate cxpected Soviet srms
mayies 83 that wo.can Flan to countor their ¢fforts by moves of our own.
e are, in elfoct,M said the Secrntory, "attonption to anticipate
awrydvetion and ﬁoployment'deci ions which our cpponcnts themsclves may
125 yet have nade.’

s

—in

U not reasoncbla to assume that just 2s we attemol to

Dunter ~rms meves by the Soviets, so do they try to goar their efforts
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to counter ours? Could we not then well afford to make a serious effort
35 put the arms race in reverse by carefully calculated moves desisgned
0 shift the competition with hussia away from arms spending into more
¢aceful pursuits.

OUR_UNMET PUELIC NEEDS: AN LLTERNATIVE TO OVuRKILL

We have millions of idle youth who could be employed in exist-
ing job vacancics if only they had sufficient training and education.
 sizeable proporticn of tresc are Negroes and their idlencss is at the
base of the explosive cival rights crisis now convulsing the nation.
What better use could we make of some of our excess military spending
than to divert it to an exp-ndcd program of vocational and technical
training?

Our civil rights problems rcouir for their solution a major
expansion of employcment opportunity. The economically depressed re-
zions of the country rcquire fresh capital 2and technical talent. Both
shese basic problems of eccnomic development reoquire sizeable productive
.nvestment.,

We have an urgent need for more classrooms, laboratories, li-
oraries and capable teachers.

We have millions of citizens, particularly amcng our older
people, who need more adequ~te hospital and nursing home care.

Sume of our pr.sent defense installations might in the future
be cunverted inte voeational sch.ols, community colleges, or health cen-

ters,



We hove rivers zad rtesarme oo be soved Trom nollution and

waste == a tosik callirg for coasid-raile auginscriang ~nd Sochaicral man-
power.

We havs a growing number cof farm youth wrho can no lcr rger make
an adegrasn living on the frrm whose lives would be arriched be on ox-

aved YLrAl araw asveloguent o X0urE,
hud for years to coms there will be hunpry, offlieced pecple
abrond wan ook fo us for help., Ls the forrer divcater of ous pation's
fcod fer lezcz Progeem, I came to a keen realizitinn that most of the
people of the world are undernourishad =ural families who ore trying to
.

scoateh an existernce from thz soil by inerciinly reinitive methods.

We have on opporturity with our amazins zzricultural kacw-how

!?J

tc use an increased volume of farm preducts and agriculturcl assistance
es development tools abeoznd., The recent World Food Congrness held in
Wathingbon uaterscored the fact that mankind now has the scientific cap=
aclty to elizincte hunger from the world,

I thiak that. .we slevld seriously consider diverting #5 tillicn
of our arms budget arto ire kiue of w.rth-waile prosrams at hople and

1*oad wWilen & hiave Hust skenched, Perhars some of the militiry reduct-

o g1ovld be exprersel in tan roduction,  This move would a0t only ra-

L] i

3a'¢ in a strunger ond better ararisa, but ik pight irvite a corstiuct-
(]

ive responge fren the Sovist Union. The Soviots have more %0 gain than

werirca a reduction of wilitary spending. They have dzprivad thamselves
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)f the appliances, autometiles, atceractive clothing and persnnel 2or-
forts which wc take for granted.

The cold war is now showing some signs of 2 pecssiblz limited
thaw. In his inspired address to the nation last Friday evening, Pres-
ident Kennedy described in cautious but hopeful torms the larger mean-
ing of the proposed nuclear test ban as a first important step to peace.
[ trust that after careful consideration the Senate will lend its sup-
sort to this initiative for peace.

#8 we weigh the proposcd test ban agrcement, we can usefully
‘ake into account three factors that I have discussed today.

First, when both sides already possess cverkill capacity, that
.cssens the temptation for either side to break the test ban.

Second, some americans may wonder if the next steps, after atest
>an agrocement, might not mean declining military spending and a sag in
ur economy. I am ccnfident that prnactical s teps which I have sutlined
for preparing and supporting cconomic conversion will reassure our
people on this count.

Third, the test ban azreement con lead to savings of nmany mil-
lions =2f dollars from the funds hitherto used for large-scale testing.

There are hopeful signs cther than the proposed test ban. The
iyth of a solidly united, monolithic Communist bloc was lonz ago thrown
n doubt by Tito. But how much more significant is the mounting evi-

‘end@ of a major convulsion of the Sino-Sovict Bloc! We should watch
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these new Acvlopments with caution, knowing well that while Communist
powers may differ with eazh other, they continue to follow a tyrannical
system that is alien to imerican democracy. But we must also keep from
a rigid diplomacy or excessive reliance on ~rms that migat jeopnrdize
our capacity to exploit for peace these fast-developing changes in the
international climate.

Thirteen years ago, the late Senator Brien McMchon, chairman of
the Joint Committee oIl Ltomic Encrgy, made two memorable addrasses from
the floor of the Scnate. The Connecticut Senator warned that a contin-
uance of the arms racc would lsad sooner or later to catastrorhe, and
in any event woulcd induce a climate of fear and a government-controlled
allocation of resources that would dry up the wellsprings of iAmerican

frecdom and dignity. The Senator concluded, on March 1, 1950, with this

warning: "Mr. President, the cluck is ticking, ticking, and with each
swing of the pendulum the time to save civilization grows skorter. When
shall we get about this business? Now, cr when Russia and the United
States glower at cne another from atop competing stacks of hydrogen
bombsTh

We have arrived at the point in history where we indeed "glower
zt one another from 2 tep competing stacks of hydrogen borbs." And if
the prcseat trend continues, in a few short years 2 hzltf drzen 2ané then
~ dozen new powers will climb atop their hydrogen stockpiles to glower

it their frightened neightors.
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The clock which Senator McMahon heard ticking thirteen years
ago is still ticking, but our e¢ars have becomeé so accustomed to the sounc
that we scarcely hear it. Yet, scientists of our day flatly assert that
if we do not reverse the arms race, a major nuclear accident will occur
before this decade encs ceven without the intent ¢f the nuclear powars.
ind how can we rest secure knowing that any one of three, six, or a
dozen national defense ministries or subordinate military officers cculd
set off a nuclear holocaust through miscalculation, impulsive madness,
or simply human wickedness,

There are powerful optiuns of peace 2s well as options of war.
>till alive in the world is a faith that can move mountains if we will
only seize upon it. From cur own heritage the philosophy uf Jefferscn
nd Lincoln speak with a vocice that is morc effcctively hcard in f4sia,
2frica, and Latin usmerica than any number of nuclear explosions or mcon
shots. [ conscienticus effeort on our part to eliminate excessive nuclear
stockpiling will give that voice of peace and reason an even clearcer tone

I pray that our country will in cvery possible way use its unique
power and influcnce on the side of peace. I know that is what President
Kennedy and his administration seek. I am surc that is the sense of the
Con~-ress and the american people. I even darc to believe that is what
“r, Khrushchev and his people hove come to accept as the only condition
>f their survival,

Both smericans and Russians must make a choice between the quick

nd the dead, Negotiators of the test ban propos:l have cast their lot
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on the side of hope and life. The further steps to peace will be tor-
turous and hard, but they lead, h-wever slowly, away from catas“rophe
toward salvation.

If we hold fast to> that course, taking into account the new
conditions of imerican security, generations to come will call us
blessed, and, as peacemakers, we shall know the Scriptural promise:
"The Lord will give strength unto his people; the Lord will bless his

people with peace.™

Duplicated as a public service
THE UNITED FPRESBYTERIAN PEACE
FELLOWSHIP

14 Harvey St., Ironia, N, J.
07845
George Williamrs Ball,

Treasurer
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TO: John G. Ste t
FROM: Carl Marcy zf

RE: S. Con. Res. 47\ (McMahon Resolution) ﬁL‘M 4‘

Senator McMahon, for himself and 10 other Senators,
introduced S. Con. Res. 47 on September 18, 1951. The
resolution called on the Congress to advocate and recommend
that the General Assembly "devote itself to the single purpose
of stopping the armaments race by speeding agreement upon
+ « Jdisarmament and control covering (armaments and atomic
weapons )., "

The resolution also provided that the Congress when
"an effective and enforceable system of world-wide disarma-
ment and control takes effect" would appropriate "a sub-
stantial portion of all money saved for a period of five
years, such sums to be expended by the United Nations for
peaceful development of atomic energy technical-assistance
programs to underdeveloped areas, and general economic aid
and assistance to all war-ravaged countries;".

No action was taken by the Congress on this reso-
lution.,

In the 83rd Congress, lst Session, Senator Smith of
New Jersey introduced a resolution, S. Res. 150, which
passed the Senate on July 29, 1953 which stated that it was
the declared purpose of the United States to seek by all
peaceful means (through the United Nations) agreement by
all nations for enforceable limitation of armament. . .to
the end that a greater proportion of the world's productive
capacity may be used for peaceful purposes and for the well-
being of mankind. . ."

And in the 84th Congress, lst Session, Senator
Symington, for himself and 44 other Senators, introduced
a resolution which called for a celiling on the proportion
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of each country's resources which "may be utilized for
military purposes. . . .S0 as to increase steadily the pro-
portion devoted to improving the living levels of the

people (of the world)."

These two resolutions thus in part cover the ideas
embodied in the resolution of 1951; they do not establish
the definite formula of appropriation of funds to the United
Nations for the purposes of development of underdeveloped
countries,

Coples of the three resolutions are enclosed,

Enclosures
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2§, CON. RES. 47

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

SepremBer 18 (legislative day, SEPTEMBER 13), 1951

Mr. McManon (for himself, Mr. FuLsricnr, Mr. Morsg, Mr. SpArRRMAN, Mr,
HeNDRICKSON, Mr. Giuierrte, Mr. Benton, Mr. Hiun, Mr. Lenaman, Mr.
Moopy, and Mr. Murray) submitted the following concurrent resolution;

which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations 3

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Whereas the peoples of the earth are plunged, against their will,

in an accelerating armaments race that involves atomic

bombs, biological and chemical agents, and conventional

weapons; and

Whereas the prospect of the hydrogen bomb propels the peoples -

of the earth into danger above and beyond anything hereto-
fore conceived by man; and :

Whereas, in history, armaments races have always led to war;
and

Whereas the United States is unshakably determined to keep
strong so long as its strivings to halt the armaments race

through just and dependable international agreement are

thwarted; and

Whereas United States efforts to achieve international control

e S S ——
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over all weaplons do not flow from eraven fear or weakness
but rather from the strength of democratic institutions, faitl,
in freedom, belief in the value and worth of the human
individual everfwrhere, and from trust in Almighty God and
His laws: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representalives
concurring), That the Congress of the United States appeal
to the peoples of the world to join in a great moral erusade
for peace and freedom ;

That the Congress of the United States advocate and
recommend that the next session of the General Assembly
of the United Nations devote itself to the single purpose of
stopping the armaments race by speeding agreement upon
effective and enforceable disarmament and control covering
conventional armaments, biological and chemical agents, and
atomic and hydrogen bombs;

That the Congress of the United States, as tangible
evidence of its good faith, pledge itself to appropriétc and to
make available to the United Nations—when an effective and
enforceable system of world-wide disarmament and  control
takes effect—a substantial portion of all money saved for a

period of five years, such sums to be expended by the United

Nations for peaceful development of atomic energy, tech-

nical-assistance programs to underdeveloped areas, and gen-

eral economic aid and assistance to all war-ravaged countries;
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That the Congress of the United States call upon all

other governments to make a like pledge; and, therefo;e,
That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Sec-
retary-General of the United Nations and to each United
Nations delegate and also that copies be transmitted to the
presiding officer of every national parliament, congress, and

deliberative assembly throughout the world.

T e A e e—————

e b —

UMITED TO 24 HOURS.



788 _ DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY

people’s minds the idea that the United States seeks war, that jus
soldiers lust for blood, that its strength is devoted but to the buildi
of military might which threatens peace, and the construction fop
itself of luxury items at the expense of the ill-fed, the ill-housed and
the ill-clothed of this world. '

Hard as it is to believe, the constant din of Soviet pPropaganda hy,
an cffect on some people despite the fact that American actions
completely deny Soviet propaganda. Soviet words make people
forget the fact that the United States has fought two world ware in
defense of free men and fights now in Korea to protect all independesy
nations from the threat of military aggression. Vitriolic Communisy |
words make people overlook the fact that the United States hss |
poured forth its wealth since the war to rebuild devastated Europe, |
to feed the children of this earth, to help by technical assistance the
underdeveloped areas all over this globe. They make the people of
this earth forget that it was the United States which, after Word
War II, as after World War I, was one of the first to lav down its
arms and turn to peaceful pursuits. ’

It is for these reasons that we must repeat again and again the truth

The people of the United States and the free world have learnni
in these years since the war that Soviet designs which cannot b
accomplished by subversion may be sought by military force. W.
have learned that efforts in the United Nations to provide for the
control of armaments and to set up a reasonable international inspee. |
tion system to assure free people that malevolent force is not buli |
behind their backs have not been acceptable to the Soviet Union snd
its satellites. We have learned that the only defense of freedom lies,
unfortunately, in building adequate defense against aggression. W,
- have ]earne({ that until communism mends its ways freedom s
rely on military defense if it is to survive. It is for these reasons t}s:
we, in cooperation with independent states the world over, have 1ad
to see to our defenses.

And yet this very defense we must build if free men and states are
to survive, is distorted by blatant propaganda which uses words il -
“warmongers” to describe those United Nations who defend frecd. m
in Korea, and applies the words “‘peace loving”’ to those nations whici.
behind the backs of the United Nations, pours arms into Kores to
support naked aggression.

It is these facts that move the Committee on Foreign Relations 1o
urge the Senate to adopt the pending resolution so we may begin nox
to repeat the fundamental desire of our people for peace and for 1.
reliable control of armaments, to the end that freemen may put thei- 4
backs to the job of building a peaceful world devoted to the well-bei.:

of mankind. i

S
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208. LIMITATION OF ARMAMENTS RESOLUTION, JULY 29, 19534 1

Whereas the peoples of the earth are plunged into vast armament ex-
penditures which divert much of their effort into the creation of |
means of mass destruction; and

Whereas the American people and the Congress ardently desire peacs
and the achievement of a system under which armaments, except
for the maintenance of domestic and international order, will be-

I B, Res, 150, 83d Cong., 1st sess,

bl g i S



DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY 789

~ come unnecessar'y while at the same time the national security of
- our own and other nations will be protected; and
fhereas it is the policy of the Government of the United States to
- wek the honorable termination of present armed conflicts, and the
~ orrection of o({uprcaqion and injustice and other conditions which
| preed war; an
fhereas progress in these respects would strengthen world trust so
- that the nations could proceed with the next great work, the reduc-
. tion of the burden of armaments now weighing upon the world: -
* Now, therefore, be it
- Resolved, That it continues to be the declared purpose of the United
wles to seek by all peaceful means the conditions for durable peace
gl concurrently with progress in this respect to seek, within the
(nited Nations, agreements by all nations for enforceable limitation
({srmament in accordance with the principles set out in the Presi-
(lat's address of April 16, 1953, namely—

(1) the limitation, by absolute numbers or by an agreed inter-
national ratio, of the sizes of the military and security forces of
all nations;

(2) a commitment by all nations to set an agreed limit upon
. that proportion of total production of certain strategic materials
' to be devoted to military purposes;

(3) international control of atomic energy to promote its use
for peaceful purposes only and to insure the prohibition of atomic
weapons;

(4) a limitation or prohibition of other categories of weapons
- of great destructiveness; and
2 (5) the enforcement of all these agreed limitations and prohibi-
| tions by adequate safeguards, including a practical system of
_{ nspection under the United Nations;

e . i

sthe end that a greater proportion of the world’s productive capacity
my be used for peaceful purposes and for the well-being of mankind:
ad be it further

' Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Presi-
‘it of the United States and the Secretary of State, and that the
fresident make known the sense of this resolution to the United
Nitions and to the heads of state of the nations of the world with the
rquest that their people be informed of its contents.

. REPORT OF THE SENAT, : COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

e Foreign
n conjunction with other Senators ot members
make & full and cogiplete study/of proposals
trol of weapons of mass
Senate witly amendments,

“if the committee,
‘wking toward disgrmament and the
dstruction, reportg the resolution to t
“ud recommends that it be agreed to.

Report No. 547, 84th Co 1st session.

:
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e ¢ RES. 71

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Marcu 2, 1955

Mr. Syanveron (for himself, Mr. A NDERSON, Mr. Barverr, Mr. Beavs, Mr.
Brmees, Mr. Carenarr, Mr, Case of South Dakota, Mr. Cravez, Mr.
CremeNTs, Mr. Dirksen, Mr., Ervexper, Mr, ErviN, Mr. Gorg, Mr. Havoex,
Mr. Hir, Mr. Humearey, Mr., Ives, Mr. Jackson, Mr. Kerauver, Mr.
Kerr, Mr. Kucore, Mr, LaNcer, Mr. Lemyan, Mr. Lone, Mr, MacnNusoy,
Mr. Mansrrerp, Mr. McCrgrran, Mr. MoNaxara, Mr. MoNkoNEy, Mr.
Morsg, Mr. Murray, Mr. Nery, Mr. Nrusereer, Mr. Pastore, Mr. Pavxeg,
Mr. Porrer, Mr. Purrers, Mr., Roserrson, Mr. Scorr, Mr. SyatHERS, Mr.

. SParEMAN, Mr. Stenw1s, Mr. Taursonn, Mr, Tuave, and Mr. Younag)
submitted the following resolution ; which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations 3]

RESOLUTION

Whereas low living standards are one of the primary causes

for war and improved living standards promote peace; and

Whereas such improved living standards can be attained only
if world resources, both human and material, are devoted

in increasing amounts to peaceful purposes; and

Whereas a major power has recently announced an increase in
|its armaments budget and has proclaimed as policy the
expansion of arms production and war-supporting’ industry
at the sacrifice of civilian production: Therefore be it

v
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Resolved, That the President of the United States be

requested to present to the United Nations this proposal

to explore the possibilities of limiting the proportion of every

_nation’s resources devoted to military purposes, both direct

and indirect, 50 as to increase steadily the proportion
devoted to improving the living levels of the people; and
be it further

Resolved, That any such limitation provide adequate
means of inspection and control and be made part of any
comprehensive regulation, limitation, and balanced reduc-
tion of all armed forces and armaments; and be it further

Resolved, That the exploration of the possibilities of this
method of disarmament be pursued to gain recognition for
the principle that the way any government divides its re-
sources can be taken as a measure of its peaceful or aggres-
sive intent; also for the principle that high living standards
constitute an automatic built-in deterrent against aggression
and that any nation which deliberately and persistently
holds down the living levels of its people to build military
power is a threat to world security; also for the principle
that the conversion time that must elapse before resources
can be shifted from peaceful to war purposes can be used
as a basis for preventing possible aggression before it takes

place; and be it further
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Resolved, That to implement these principles considera--
tion be given to the following:

An adequate number of key resources he selected and
standards be drawn up for determining what ratio of each
of these resources should be set as a maximum ceiling
limiting the proportion of each of these resources which
may be utilized for military purposes.

Along with each such ceiling adequate measures of in-
spection and control be enforced to prevent the diversion
or conversion for military purposes of resources committed
for peaceful uses, also that any such acts of diversion or
conversion be considered automatic evidence of aggressive
intent.

The ceilings limiting the possible military uses should
be set to attain a major increase in living levels, to provide
adequate warning before any of these resources can be con-
verted to war production and to contribute to other arms and
armament controls.

These ceilings be subject to periodic revision hy agree-
ment among the participating nations with the view of pro- -
viding balanced security and progressively to increase the
proportion of all resources to be committed to peaceful uses,
provided that it be recognized a “freeze” of existing re-

sources allocations cannot be taken as a starting stage because
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it would freeze a pattern of continuing aggression for some
nations, while keeping others relatively defenseless.

Ceilings upon the military uses of these key resources
be established to the end that no nation’s economic expansion
be curbed.

In setting such ceilings, allowance be made for the
special economic needs of individual nations, particularly
those with underdeveloped economies; and be it further

Resolved, That the President be further requested to
direct the appropriate Government agencies to complete
studies now underway, or to undertake any new studies that
might be needed to carry through the objectives of this res-

olution,
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August 20, 1963

Memo to John S,

cc: John R,
Bill C.

From Senator

You mey recall your memo to me of August 14 that came frum.ggfi_
Marcy concerning the so-called McMahon Resolution and other proposals
dealing with disarmament and the ultimate savings from reduction in
arms, I want you to discuss this matter with John Rielly and Bill. I
want you also to discuss it in light of the splendid message delivered
by George McGovern about two weeks ago and of course my own concern in
this whole matter of the economic impact of disarmament, What we would

if
do/any disarmement really came and what the effect would be on our

economy,

I never believed that our government has really dramatized our
sincere interest in disarmament. And I am afraid that the longer we
fail to really pin down this genuine desire of the ﬁﬁerican people for
peace in our public pronouncements the more determined the defense
industries become to meintain the defense program and the arms program,
There is beginning to be a vested interest in this arms production.
President'Eisenhower's farewell address on this subject is a masterpiece.
By the way, I don't have a copy of the address and I would like to get it.
I want to read it again and asgain because I think this man left office
giving the American people a warning second only to the farewell address of
George Washington, which was plenty timely for his day and age.

Now with this as a backgrounﬂahfhsuggest that we start to prepare

- O — P —

an appropriate resolution relating to the desires of the American people



-2
for a just and enduring peace, the desire of the American people in
their representative government to reduce the burden of the cost of
arms, the desire of the American people to reduce the cost of arms
for all humenity, the concern of the American people over the arms
race, the concern of the American people over accidental war, the
concern of the American people over the economic plight of others as
well as our own., Then expressing our belief that if nations could
turn their swords into plowshares and their spears into pruning hooks
that we would soon have a better world and one that was moving ahead
as Divine Providence had hoped it would, To put it more simply,
armement is just getting to be too costly for anybody but the super
states and the unbelievably rich, and yet these small countries
impoverished and backward try to have armies, navies and air forces at
terrible cost to their people and their economic development, We ought
to try to show how arms control is in the self:interest of every country.
Imagine what it could mean to the Middle East if these countries didn't
spend money on armament., I think it would be interesting to find out
Just how much all of these countries are spending. Imagine what it could
mean in South America if they didn't spend money on armsment. It would be
of interest for example how much money is being spent in Latin A;erica on
armement. The rate of illiteracy is steggering. Poverty is everywhere
and yet countries and govermments spend money on armament. How ridiculous
this is! And then take a look at the Middle Eastfand North Africa, and even
the other African countries are now getting involved in the arms race. Then

add to this the terrible
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cost of armament in Western Europe and Eastern Europe and Asia, It is
fantastic., Here's India trying to make a democratic system work and is
being plagued with the cost of armament because of the menace of China,
and a fear of Pakistan., And here's Pakistan with poverty running out of
its ears and yet it is spending so much money. I think we could develop

a terrific case, but it will require documentation. So I think we ought

to start putting the material together, going from country to country and

continent to continent showing how the monies and resources are being
—

wasted on ermaments, Showing what can be done if these monies are

directed into constructive paths - in education, in highways, in power,
in industry, in health, and all the many things that are needed. And
then we can also appeal to the people behind the Iron Curtain particularly
in the Eastern European countries where they seem to hunger for a little
better standard of living, I want to develop a real speech on this and
above all I want to develop a resolution that we could pass in this
Congress before our delegation goes to the United Nations. I want to see
our country continue on in this quest for peace., I want the President to
go to the United Nations with another powerful address as he did in 1961,
And I want that address along the lines of the one he did at American
University. I am going to be working on President Kennedy to get him to
make thamg speech and I predict I will have him up there at the United
Nations giving a powerful speech for peace., But before that happens, I
want the Congress of the United States to pass a resolution along the
lines of what we are talking about in this memorandum, but I will need
documentation - I need to know what is going on. I pointed out not long

ago that we were spending at the rate of $1k million dollars per hour for
armament. Think of that! That the United States and the Soviet Union
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were responsible for TO percent of the $120 billions of dollars spent
on armament by the whole world.
Well, these are some of the things that I have in mind and the
memorandum from Carl Marcy to John Stewart of August 14 is helpful,

But I want td{mild on it and make the next one much better.



September 12, 1963
Memo for Senator
From Senator

I am to send Bill Benton some material on the Bryan
MacMahon resolution concerning savings on an arms cut and
how these savings could be invested for development and economic
improvement.

Also, he wants material on the economic impact of dis-
armament and all that we are doing on it.

I am to also send some cheese to the Vanochurs and the
O'Briens, that is, if we have any more of that good Minnesota

blue cheese. I should check on this out to the house.
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Foreword

ON JANUARY 21, 1964, THE EIGHTEEN-NATION COMMITTEE ON
DISARMAMENT RESUMED ITS DISCUSSIONS IN GENEVA.

Of immediate interest to the delegates of the 17 nations
actually represented at the conference table! was a message from
the President of the United States. President Johnson’s message
outlined five major proposals designed, as he later told an Ameri-
can radio and television audience, “. . . to take further steps
toward peace, enforcible steps which can endanger no one’s
safety and will enlarge everyone’s security.” Three of the five
were addressed to an immediate and paramount concern posed by
the nuclear arms race. Earlier President Kennedy had noted

this concern when he said, “ . . in today’s world a nation’s
security does not always increase as its arms increase when its
adversary is doing the same. . . .” Later President Johnson

elaborated upon this concern when he said, “In a matter of
moments you can wipe out from 50 to 100 million of our ad-
versaries or they can, in the same amount of time, wipe out 50
to 100 million of our people, taking half of our land, half of our
population in a matter of an hour. So general war is impossible
and some alternatives are essential.”

With President Johnson’s message as its starting point,
this pamphlet presents an edited version of statements by the
U.S. representatives at the Geneva conference which describe
in some detail the President’s proposals directed toward early
action to reduce the nuclear war threat through the control of
modern weapons of mass destruction.

The proposals as elaborated in the statements which follow
were reviewed by the Secretaries of State and Defense, the

! France, the 18th nation, has not participated in the conference since
its initial meeting in March 1962.
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, the Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission, and the Special Assistants to the President
for National Security Affairs and for Science and Technology,
among others, prior to Presidential approval to insure that
they were fully consistent with our national security policies.

iv

Message of President Johnson to the
Conference of the Eighteen-Nation
Committee on Disarmament at Geneva,
Switzerland, at the Reconvening of the
Conference on January 21, 1964

THERE IS ONLY ONE ITEM ON THE AGENDA OF THIS CONFERENCE—
IT IS THE LEADING ITEM ON THE AGENDA OF MANKIND—AND
THAT ONE ITEM 1S PEACE.

Already this Conference has led to more concrete and
effective results than any disarmament Conference in modern
history. Your efforts and deliberations laid the groundwork for
the nuclear test ban treaty—for the communications link between
Washington and Moscow—and for the U.N. General Assembly
action against nuclear weapons in space.

Today your search begins anew in a climate of hope. Last
year’s genuine gains have given us new momentum. Recent
Soviet and American announcements of reduction in military
spending, even though modest, have brightened the atmosphere
further. Let us pray that the tide has turned—that further and
more far-reaching agreements lie ahead—and that future genera-
tions will mark 1964 as the year the world turned for all time
away from the horrors of war and constructed new bulwarks of
peace.

Specifically, this nation now proposes five major types of
potential agreement:

1) First, as Chairman Khrushchev and I have observed, the
use of force for the solution of territorial disputes is not in the
interest of any people or country. In consultation with our

1




allies, we will be prepared to discuss means of prohibiting the
threat or use of force, directly or indirectly—whether by aggres-
sion, subversion, or the clandestine supply of arms—to change
boundaries or demarcation lines; to interfere with access to
territory; or to extend control or administration over territory by
displacing established authorities.

2) Second, while we continue our efforts to achieve general
and complete disarmament under effective international control,
we must first endeavor to halt further increases in strategic
armaments now. The United States, the Soviet Union and their
respective allies should agree to explore a verified freeze of the
number and characteristics of strategic nuclear offensive and
defensive vehicles. For our part, we are convinced that the
security of all nations can be safeguarded within the scope of such
an agreement and that this initial measure preventing the
further expansion of the deadly and costly arms race will open
the path to reductions in all types of forces from present levels.

3) Third, in this same spirit of early action, the United
States believes that a verified agreement to halt all production of
fissionable materials for weapons use would be a major contribu-
tion to world peace. Moreover, while we seek agreement on this
measure, the U.S. is willing to achieve prompt reductions through
both sides closing comparable production facilities on a plant by
plant basis, with mutual inspection. We have started in this
direction—we hope the Soviet Union will do the same—and we
are prepared to accept appropriate international verification of
the reactor shut-down already scheduled in our country.

4) Fourth, we must further reduce the danger of war by
accident, miscalculation or surprise attack. In consultation with
our allies, we will be prepared to discuss proposals for creating a
system of observation posts as a move in this direction.

5) Fifth, and finally, to stop the spread of nuclear weapons
to nations not now controlling them, let us agree:

(a) that nuclear weapons not be transferred into the national
control of states which do not now control them, and that all
transfers of nuclear materials for peaceful purposes take place
under effective international safeguards;

(b) that the major nuclear powers accept in an increasing
number of their peaceful nuclear activities the same inspection
they recommend for other states; and

(¢) on the banning of all nuclear weapons tests under effec-
tive verification and control.

Each of these proposed steps is important to peace. No
one of them is impossible of agreement. The best way to begin
disarming is to begin—and the United States is ready to conclude
firm agreements in these areas and to consider any other reason-
able proposal. We shall at all times pursue a just and lasting
peace—and with God’s help, we shall achieve it.







Tms PROPOSAL IS PATTERNED AFTER MEASURES WHICH HAVE
ALREADY BEEN SUCCESSFULLY NEGOTIATED, MEASURES HAVING A
COMMON GENERAL PHILOSOPHY. This philosophy is that a logical
first step is to freeze things where they are and thereby remove
future obstacles to disarmament. This philosophy lay behind the
Antarctic Treaty, which was easier to achieve because Antarctica
was still free of armaments. It lay behind the resolution against
nuclear weapons in orbit, which was easier to achieve because
space was still free of weapons of mass destruction.

To a large degree this philosophy lay behind the test ban
treaty also. That treaty imposes severe limits upon the testing
and, as a result, the development of larger nuclear weapons. As
one of the United States nuclear experts put it in his testimony to
the United States Senate:

In the very large weapon area, where the U.8.8.R., I believe, is ahead of
the United States, little further progress could be made by either country
under the treaty.

The United States accepted this limitation mainly because
we did not feel the need for very large nuclear weapons and wished
to put an end to the race to make them larger and larger. We
felt that the easiest way to disarmament was to stop this part of
the arms race and to turn around so that we could begin going back
in the direction from whence we had come. In this sense, the
treaty was clearly a ‘“freeze.”

President Johnson’s second point would be a “freeze” in the
same sense. It would halt the race for more and better strategic
nuclear vehicles and open the path to reductions from present,
levels in all types of forces. Where the test ban treaty limited
warhead size, and the United States proposal for a fissionable
material cutoff would limit the amount of explosive materials
available for warheads, the present proposal would limit numbers
and characteristics of strategic nuclear vehicles.

For many years—even while this conference has been in

session—both sides have increased the numbers of their strategic
nuclear vehicles to a substantial extent. In so doing both have
simply added to the amounts of their materials of war which must
be destroyed if disarmament is to be achieved. To achieve it,
we must stop the increases above present levels, increases which
seem inevitable in the absence of agreement.

Two months before his death President Kennedy said:

For too long both of us have increased our military budgets, our nuclear
stockpiles, and our capacity to destroy all life on this hemisphere—human,
animal, vegetable—without any corresponding inerease in our security.

President Johnson’s “freeze’’ proposal is a major step to halt
this process at present levels in a way which actually could be
carried out in a reasonable period of time.

President Johnson said: “The best way to begin disarming
is to begin.” To do so, we must stop going in the direction we
have been going and turn around. This would make steps in the
direction of disarmament—steps involving physical destruction
of armaments—more meaningful. As President Johnson said,
this method would “open the path to reductions in all types of
forces from present levels.”

The best place to begin is with strategic nuclear vehicles.
We have singled them out for three reasons. We believe first
attention should be directed to the long-range weapons of greatest
destructiveness. We believe a freeze on these weapons can be
achieved with effective inspection requirements which would be
less than those required for a general and complete disarmament
program limiting all major armaments across the board. Finally,
we believe we should focus on these weapons because they are
among the most expensive to develop and produce.

The Soviet Union has long urged that we begin disarming
with nuclear delivery vehicles. Moreover, in several statements
Premier Khrushchev has made the point that long-range rockets
with nuclear tips are the most destructive weapons. He did so,
for example, in speeches on 14 January 1960 to the Supreme Soviet,
to a Moscow election rally on 16 March 1962, and to the Moscow
Congress for General Disarmament and Peace on 10 July 1962.
There have been claims by both sides to superiority in strategic
nuclear forces. Regardless of which side is ahead, these are the
weapons which appear most threatening to all countries.

We suggest that the specifics of the freeze be explored by allies
on both sides before detailed negotiations are undertaken. For
our part, of course, we would give weight to the general reaction



which delegations may wish to express here in the near future.
To assist in their consideration, we suggest that the following be
explored:

First, the freeze should, we believe, include strategic missiles
and aircraft. The categories of weapons affected should be de-
fined along lines of range and weight. For this measure, the cate-
gories suggested in stage I of the United States outline of 18
April 1962 should be adjusted, we think, for several reasons.
For instance, there have been changes in technology since those
earlier categories were proposed. Moreover, the freeze would
include only strategic categories; and it could be implemented
before agreement on general and complete disarmament.

Secondly, the United States believes the freeze should also
include anti-ballistic-missile systems. A freeze on strategic de-
livery systems without a freeze on antimissile systems would be
destabilizing and therefore unacceptable.

Thirdly, the immediate objective of the freeze on numbers
should be to maintain the quantities of strategic nuclear vehicles
held by the East and the West at constant levels. As we see it,
the agreement should provide for a suitable number of missile tests
without warheads to insure that missile systems continue to be
reliable over a period of time. For this and related purposes, it
should also provide for production of replacements on a one-for-
one basis: one missile produced for one destroyed. This should
not, of course, permit any increase by either side in the constant
level which it is the purpose of the agreement to maintain.

Fourthly, the objective of the freeze on characteristics should
be, the United States believes, to prevent the development and
deployment, of strategic vehicles of a significantly new type.
Like the freeze on numbers, this should apply to defensive as well
as offensive vehicles. The significance of this provision might
well be greater than that of the freeze on numbers. It would halt
the race to produce better strategic vehicles to carry bigger war-
heads. It would mean an end to the qualitative, as well as to the
quantitative, strategic arms race.

Fifthly, as T have already indicated, we have singled out
strategic vehicles partly because we believe that the verification
requirements would be less onerous than for a production freeze
on the entire range of major armaments included within our
general and complete disarmament plan. One possible means of
verifying the freeze would be to monitor significant existing pro-
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duction and testing facilities which each side would declare, and
to provide for a specified number of spot checks to guard against
possible undeclared facilities.

That is an example of the kind of verification requirement we
have in mind. Additional problems would remain. However,
we believe verification can be effective without being burdensome.
We would hope that a system acceptable to all concerned could
be worked out.

The freeze we wish to explore would have important advan-
tages for all states. It would curb a key area of the arms race;
it would inhibit development of costly, new, and more destructive
weapon systems; it would be an accomplishment far beyond any
“confidence building” measure in significance, yet one that could
be achieved in a reasonable period of time; it would lay a firm
basis for the achievement of the balanced reductions contem-
plated in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles; it would tend
to reduce any fears which may exist that either side could achieve
a decisive first-strike capability; it would permit significant re-
duction of military expenditures; it would help to reduce tensions
and accelerate the forward movement toward general disarma-
ment.
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DURING THE PAST FEW YEARS THIS CONFERENCE HAS BEEN LIVING
WITHIN THE LENGTHENING SHADOW OF AN ARMS RACE. Our task
has been to shed the light which will wipe out this shadow.

During that time this conference has been working in the
face of a paradox—the paradox of increasing armaments on both
sides, paid for in spiraling costs, resulting in increased danger to
both sides rather than increased security. '

The President of the United States, in his message to the
conference of 21 January of this year, offered a program to stop
what would otherwise become an inexorable buildup of more and
more weapons of greater and greater destructive power. In
putting this program forward the President emphasized, “. . . we
must first endeavor to halt further increases in strategic arma-
ments now.”

Because it could halt further increases in strategic armaments
now, the most significant and potentially far-reaching measure
which the President of the United States put before this conference
is that dealing with a verified freeze of the number and character-
istics of strategic offensive and defensive nuclear vehicles. It is
this measure which the United States would like to explore further
in this Committee. .

We have all heard the awesome figures dealing with the num-
ber of nuclear delivery vehicles now planned to be built during
the next few years. Chairman Khrushchev has stated the in-
tentions of the Soviet Union graphically. He has talked of
rockets being produced like sausages.

The United States has recently indicated that its force now
contains more than 750 operational long-range ballistic missiles.
The United States has announced that that number will rise,
under present plans, to more than 1,700 during the next few years.

During the period when this conference has been going
on—while we have been discussing at this table the means of
reducing arms—strategic armaments have been increasing at a
rapid rate. The figures that I will give are applicable to the
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United States, but it is clear that, in the absence of an agreement,
the forces of the Soviet Union will also increase rapidly.

This conference began in 1962. In 1963 the inventory of
operational vehicles in the United States increased by approxi-
mately 200 percent over the 1962 level. 1In 1964 it is increasing by
550 percent. By 1965 it will have grown to an aggregate increase
of 750 percent over the 1962 level. As I indicated a moment ago,
we must assume that the Soviet Union is increasing its missiles
at a similar rate.

I do not set forth those figures in order to engage in hindsight.
It is useless for us to speculate upon what results this conference
might have achieved had we concentrated first on measures to
hold constant the numbers of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.
It is useless to speculate whether we could have avoided a situation
in which both sides substantially increased their strategic nuclear
vehicles while arguing how best to reduce them.

It is of no utility for this conference to consider what might
have been the effects of something we did not do 2 years ago upon
our situation today. It is, however, of the greatest utility for
this conference to consider the effect of what we can do today
upon our situation 2, 3, and many more years from today. The
freeze of the number of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles will
have a decisive impact on the program to build more of these
armaments—programs which will go forward if no agreement
of this type is reached. If this measure were agreed upon and
implemented, it would accomplish more practical results during
the next several years—in terms of actual inventories of weapons
of mass destruction— than any collateral measure put before this
conference.

The freeze would keep many hundreds of the deadliest
weapons ever devised by man out of the arsenals of the future
and would halt all progress on even more deadly ones now being
developed. Moreover, as President Johnson has stated, the
measure we are now discussing, by preventing the further expansion
of the deadly and costly arms race, can open the path to reductions
in all types of forces from present levels.

The freeze of strategic nuclear vehicles, particularly in
conjunction with the cutoff of production of fissionable materials
for use in nuclear weapons, would have a stabilizing effect on
the military environment. It would, as I have just pointed out,
curb the nuclear arms race. Moreover, it would facilitate progress
toward general disarmament, although it is, of course, not linked
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with the conclusion of a treaty on general disarmament. It is
our belief, therefore, that the freeze and the cutoff could usefully
be explored in parallel as companion measures.

On the instructions of President Johnson, I should now like
to present further details concerning the elements of the strategic
nuclear vehicle freeze. These details should answer a number
of the questions which have been asked in the Committee about
this measure. We also hope that they will serve as a stimulus
for further exploration of the freeze on strategic nuclear vehicles
by the conference.

Under the agreement which the United States proposes to
explore, the numbers and characteristics of the following strategic
nuclear vehicles would be frozen:

First, ground-based surface-to-surface missiles having a
range of 5,000 kilometers or greater, together with their associated
launching facilities; and sea-based surface-to-surface missiles
having a range of 100 kilometers or greater, together with their
associated launchers;

Second, strategic bombers having an empty weight of 40,000
kilograms or greater, together with any associated air-to-surface
missiles having a range of 100 kilometers or greater;

Third, ground-based surface-to-surface missiles having a
range of between 1,000 kilometers and 5,000 kilometers, together
with their associated launching facilities;

Fourth, strategic bombers having an empty weight of
between 25,000 kilograms and 40,000 kilograms, together with
any associated air-to-surface missiles having a range of 100
kilometers or greater;

Fifth, strategic anti-missile-missile systems, together with
their associated launching facilities. In connection with this
type of armament, further technical discussions will be required
in order to formulate a workable and acceptable definition of
“anti-missile-missile systems.”

Let me turn now to the limitations on production and
testing.

The production of new types of armaments that fall within
the listing I have outlined would be prohibited. The production
of all existing types of armaments within this listing, and of
specified major subassemblies of these armaments, would be
halted, except for production required to cover the maintenance
of the vehicles, their accidental loss, and the expenditure of
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missiles within agreed annual quotas for confidence and training
firings.

Replacement would be on a one-for-one basis of the same
type. Production for authorized replacements would not be
permitted to exceed agreed annual numbers which would, in
effect, amount to a small percentage of the inventories of arma-
ments existing in the hands of the respective sides at the effective
date of the freeze agreement. Verification of inventories would
not be involved. The agreed replacement numbers would be
subject to periodic review.

With respect to replacement of armaments no longer in
production, the parties would seek to agree upon acceptable
substitutes from among weapons in production. In the absence
of such an agreement on items out of production the party con-
cerned could reopen production lines for one-for-one replacement.

Control over the number of missile launchers is an essential
element of the program. Limitations would also be imposed
on the construction and improvement of launchers and launching
facilities, commensurate with the spirit of the production limi-
tations,

Production of boosters for use in space programs would be
permitted even though such vehicles are equivalent to the boosters
used for armaments, but would be limited to the quantity needed
to meet the announced use of the boosters for such space programs.

Limitations on testing would be applied under the program.
Certain types of tests and firings would, however, be permitted.
Confidence and training firings of existing affected missiles would
be limited to an agreed annual number for each type of missile,
subject to periodic review, as I indicated earlier. Tests of new
missiles and aircraft systems would be permitted to continue,
subject to verification, as far as required for allowed space and
civil air programs and for development of nonstrategic types of
weapons not affected by the freeze. Limitation on research and
development testing would be the subject of technical discussions.

How would the freeze be verified? As a point of departure,
the parties to the agreement would have to make a complete
declaration of all production and testing facilities relevant to the
agreement. Declarations would be made after the conclusion
but before the implementation of the agreement. Included would
be facilities producing—or recently utilized in producing—
completed armaments and specified major subassemblies of
armaments affected by the freeze. Facilities producing, or
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recently involved in the production of, vehicles for space or aero-
nautical programs and their major subassemblies, equivalent to
the boosters used for affected armaments, would also be included.
All installations used for space launchings and sites to be used for
all allowed missile firings would also be declared. Declarations
would have to be kept up to date if new facilities were used.

The verification arrangements which we have in mind for the
freeze would concentrate on monitoring critical production steps,
replacements, and launchings. A verification system sufficient
to provide adequate assurance of compliance would of course
be required. Such a system could include the following:

(1) continuing inspection of declared facilities;

(2) a specified number of inspections per year to check
undeclared locations for possible prohibited activities such as
armament production or launching-site construction;

(3) the stationing of observers to verify all space launchings
and all allowed missile firings in order that stated requirements
for replacement missiles could be verified and the launching of
prohibited types of missiles detected;

(4) observation of the destruction of—or, in the case of
accidents, other confirmation of—vehicles and launchers being
replaced.

Further details of the verification system required will be
developed on the basis of further study. It is clear, however,
that the verification system for the measure which we are now
exploring would be less extensive than that required for general
and complete disarmament. It would not involve verification
of the levels or the deployment of existing armaments.

To formalize an agreement on the freeze, we would propose
embodying it in a treaty which would enter into force within an
agreed interval after signature and ratification by the United
States, the Soviet Union, and such other states as might be agreed.
We believe that such a treaty should contain a withdrawal clause
similar to that contained in the partial test ban treaty, with which
I know the chairman is familiar. The freeze agreement should
also contain a provision that a conference would be held, periodi-
cally or at the call of any party, to consider whether the treaty
should be continued or modified. It should be further provided
that after such a conference any party could consider whether
to exercise its right under the withdrawal clause on the basis
of the results of the conference.
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I have described the essential elements of the United States
proposal to explore a verified freeze of nuclear delivery vehicles.
We have put forward this concept for serious exploration by the
Soviet Union, the United States, and their respective allies. As
a result of such continuing exploration, the United States may
wish, therefore, to review the outline of the elements of the freeze
concept which I have just presented.

The freeze provides a practical means to halt the most costly
and potentially destructive segment of the arms race. The sug-
gestion for a freeze deals with the areas of the arms race which
are of the greatest danger and with the arms which are most easily
controlled. This suggestion is designed to affect those armaments
which are the most significant in halting the arms race and which
are, at the same time, the simplest to verify in regard to limita-
tions on production and testing.

Agreement on this measure, especially if coupled with its
companion measure—the cutoff of production of fissionable ma-
terials for use in nuclear weapons—would provide an excellent
point of departure for major arms reductions to follow. It would
slow down what is now an ever-mounting spiral of armaments
and by so doing greatly facilitate progress toward disarmament.

We ask all members of this conference to examine with care
the measure we have set forth here this morning. We particu-
larly ask the Soviet Union, as one of the states primarily affected
by this measure, to give the details careful attention. This is a
measure dealing with a complex problem. We hope and expect
that governments will look at this measure carefully and thought-
fully before indicating their reaction.

We ask that this Committee explore the freeze in the spirit
in which it is proposed. We hope that that will lead to a fruitful
exploration of this important measure. With agreement on this
measure, we shall have stopped on a plateau from which we could
begin the descent from danger.






A HALT IN THE PRODUCTION OF FISSIONABLE MATERTALS FOR
SUCH USE IN NUCLEAR WEAPONS IS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT OF
STAGE I OF THE UNITED STATES PROPOSAL FOR GENERAL AND
COMPLETE DISARMAMENT. The transfer to nonweapon uses of
agreed quantities of weapons-grade U-235 by the United States
and the Soviet Union is also an important stage-I measure affecting
nuclear weapons.

The United States delegation has stated previously to the
Committee that the cutoff and transfer could be implemented as
collateral measures in advance of agreement on general and com-
plete disarmament. It is as collateral measures that I intend to
discuss these proposals today.

We consider the cutoff and the transfer important proposals.
The cutoff would limit the amount of fissionable materials avail-
able for use in nuclear weapons.

As I indicated earlier, the same philosophy underlies our
proposals for a freeze and a cutoff—the points two and three of
President Johnson’s message to the conference. The freeze
would limit numbers and characteristics of strategic nuclear vehi-
cles. The cutoff would limit the amount of explosive materials
available for nuclear weapons, and the transfer would actually
reduce this amount.

I wish to stress at the outset the flexibility with which the
United States delegation would approach negotiations with the
Soviet Union regarding the production cutoff and transfer. We
are prepared to approach the problems involved in a number of
different ways. We are prepared to accept a wide range of
alternatives.

Practical steps which would restrict the availability of fission-
able materials for use in nuclear weapons appear to us possible.
These steps should, we believe, be taken in the immediate future.

I should like now to develop more precisely the United States
proposals.

Regarding the cutoff, the United States is willing to agree to
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either a complete halt in the production of fissionable materials
for use in nuclear weapons or a reciprocal plant-by-plant shut-
down. This approach seems to embrace the entire range of possi-
ble methods of bringing a cutoff into effect. We are prepared to
halt production all at once or over a period of time. We would
welcome an indication from the Soviet delegation of the sort of
approach which they would find acceptable.

Regarding the transfer, the United States position is similarly
flexible. The proposal originally put forward by the United States
called for the transfer to nonweapon uses of the same quantity
of weapons-grade U-235 by both sides. We have, however, in-
dicated our willingness to consider other ratios whereby the
United States would transfer a larger amount than the Soviet
Union.

This was reflected in an amendment of the United States
treaty outline on 14 August 1963. At that time the United States
delegation indicated an example of the kind of arrangement we
might agree upon. This might be for the United States to transfer
an amount such as 60,000 kilograms if the Soviet Union would
agree to transfer 40,000 kilograms. We are still flexible on the
question of amounts of weapons-grade U-235 to be removed from
availability for nuclear weapons. We would welcome and give
serious consideration to any reasonable Soviet counterproposal.

This proposal is not merely a gesture. Some figures illustrate
its scope. As examples, the approximate monetary value of
60,000 kilograms of weapons-grade U-235 is $720 million. - If
completely fissioned in explosions, 60,000 kilograms would release
about 1,000 megatons, or one-third of a ton of TNT equivalent
for every man, woman, and child on earth. On the other hand,
if the 60,000 kilograms were completely converted to electrical
energy in nuclear power reactors, it would produce 370 billion
kilowatt-hours, or somewhat more than one-third as much as
the entire United States production of electrical energy in 1963.
These figures give some idea of the dimensions of the United
States proposal.

Now I should like to consider some of the possible methods
of verifying the cutoff. One of the reasons why the United
States delegation believes that this proposal is promising is because
the inspection required can be limited in scope.

For example, inspection of existing stockpiles of nuclear
weapons would not be necessary.

The extent of inspection initially required would depend
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on whether the Soviet Union preferred a complete halt in the
production of fissionable materials for weapons or a reciprocal
plant-by-plant shutdown.

If a complete production cutoff were agreed upon, the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency might monitor declared facilities
for the production of fissionable material.

Those facilities declared to have been shut down would be
inspected to make sure that no production of fissionable materials
was taking place. Other declared facilities might continue to
produce fissionable materials for peaceful purposes. .These facil-
ities and the produced materials would be monitored to insure
that no such product was diverted to the fabrication of nuclear
weapons.

Each side would also need to have assurance that the other
was not engaging in clandestine production at undeclared facilities.
We believe that inspection to guard against this possibility could
be carried out on a reciprocal basis. We also believe that a recip-
rocal system could be devised that would not be onerous.

If, on the other hand, production were halted on a plant-by-
plant basis by the United States and the Soviet Union, inspection
would be even more limited at the outset. Only the plant or
plants actually shut down would be inspected. The possibilities
of International Atomic Energy Agency inspection of a plant-by-
plant shutdown appear promising to us also, and we believe they
should be carefully explored. :

What we are proposing in this regard is a way of movin
toward a complete cutoff. We would start with a plant-by-plant
shutdown with plant-by-plant inspection. Such inspection could
be carried out by the International Atomic Energy Agency.
Both the United States and the Soviet Union are members of
that international organization.

The United States is already cutting back its production of
fissionable materials for weapon purposes. We are shutting down
4 out of 14 plutonium-producing reactors. Fourteen is the total
number of such producing reactors in the United States. We are
cutting back by 25 percent the combined electrical usage of the
gaseous diffusion plants producing weapons-grade U-235.

As 1 have previously announced to this Committee, the
United States is prepared to permit international inspection of
one of the plutonium reactors being shut down. This is to provide
an example and a precedent.

However, there is a limit to the extent to which the United
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States can go in this direction alone. We hope for a measure of
reciprocity on the part of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union
can decide for itself the size of the step it wishes to take. We
should welcome the shutdown of one Soviet plant, a few, or all.
Achievement of some measure of agreement would start both
sides in the direction of freezing and reducing the amounts of
explosive materials available in the world for nuclear weapons.







PEESIDENT JOHNSON, IN THE THIRD POINT OF HIS MESSAGE TO
THIS CONFERENCE WHEN IT RECONVENED ON 21 JANUARY OF THIS
YEAR, MENTIONED NOT ONLY A CUTOFF OF PRODUCTION OF
FISSIONABLE MATERIALS FOR WEAPON USE BUT ALSO A CUTBACK
IN THE PRODUCTION OF SUCH MATERIALS, AS A POSSIBLE MAJOR
CONTRIBUTION TOWARD WORLD PEACE.! These subjects—both
a cutoff and a cutback—have been put before the conference and
have been discussed both at private meetings and in plenary
session. Therefore, on behalf of the United States, I am happy
to be able to point to concrete steps being taken to turn down

the arms race in this area.
Yesterday President Johnson announced:

I am taking two actions today which reflect both our desire to reduce
tensions and our unwillingness to risk weakness. I have ordered a further
substantial reduction in our produetion of enriched uranium, to be carried out
over a 4-year period. When added to previous reductions, this will mean an
overall decrease in the production of plutonium by 20 percent, and of enriched
uranium by 40 percent. By bringing production in line with need . . . we
think we will reduce tension while we maintain all the necessary power.

. in reaching these decisions, I have been in close consultation with
Prime Minister Douglas-Home. Simultaneously with my announcement now,
Chairman Khrushchev is releasing a statement in Moscow, at 2 o’clock our
time, in which he makes definite commitments to steps toward a more
peaceful world. He agrees to discontinue the construction of two big new
atomic reactors for the production of plutonium over the next several years,
to reduce substantially the production of U-235 for nuclear weapons, and to
allocate more fissionable material for peaceful uses.

This is not disarmament. This is not a declaration of peace. But it
is a hopeful sign and it is a step forward which we welcome and which we can
take in hope that the world may yet, one day, live without the fear of war.
At the same time, I have reaffirmed all the safeguards against weakening our
nuclear strength which we adopted at the time of the test ban treaty.

This announcement by the United States that it intends to
reduce its production of fissionable material by the percentages

1 The first nuclear cutback step to which President Johnson referred in
the third point of his Jan. 21, 1964, message to the conference as a start in
the direction of both sides closing comparable production facilities was the
reduction by 25 percent of the production of enriched uranium announced
on Jan. 8, 1964, in his state of the Union message.
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which President Johnson has indicated, and the announcement
by Chairman Khrushchev of measures which the Soviet Union is
taking in the same direction, are important in several ways.

First, they mark the beginning of what the United States
hopes will be a process leading ultimately to a complete and
verified cutoff in the production of fissionable materials for
weapon purposes and to substantial transfers to peaceful uses.

Second, they demonstrate the validity of the view, which I
know is generally held at this conference, that with patience and
persistence in our search for ways to halt and turn down the arms
race it is possible to take concrete steps to reach this goal. The
idea of a cutback as a preliminary step to a possible cutoff was
mentioned to this conference in President Johnson’s message of
21 January. It was discussed in this conference, both privately
and in plenary session, during February. The announcements
by President Johnson and Chairman Khrushchey came on 20
April, 13 weeks after the matter was first raised here.

Third, these steps prove again that work done by govern-
ments in connection with the work of this conference can be of
the utmost importance in the search for peace.

In assessing the work of this conference we must bear in
mind that peace, as President Johnson has pointed out, will not
come suddenly. It will not emerge dramatically from a single
agreement or a single meeting. It will be advanced by concrete
and limited accommodations, by the gradual growth of common
interest, by increasing awareness of shifting dangers and aline-
ments, and by the development of trust in a good faith securely
based on a reasoned view of the world.

One step in the direction of peace was taken yesterday. The
United States is hopeful that we can take further steps.?

2In a press conference on Apr. 23, 1964, President Johnson discussed
this second nuclear cutback step in these words:

“I am glad to report that our decision to cut back on the production of
unneeded nuclear materials and the parallel announcements of Chairman
Khrushchev and Prime Minister Douglas-Home have been warmly greeted
throughout the world and also by responsible opinion in this country.

“We have made it very clear that these announcements do not constitute
a new international agreement or contract of any sort. We reached the
decision here in the United States on our own initiative as what we, in the
United States, ought to do. We did it in a prudent and reasonable concern
for our strength and for avoiding excess, and we then explained our intention
to the United Kingdom and to the Soviet Government. They, in turn,
acting on their own responsibility, announced parallel decisions.

“This is a policy of restraint by mutual example.”
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THE SPREAD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND WEAPON TECHNOLOGY TO
NONNUCLEAR NATIONS CONSTITUTES A GRAVE THREAT TO THE
SECURITY AND PEACE OF ALL NATIONS, LARGE AND SMALL, NUCLEAR
AND NONNUCLEAR. This is one of the postulates upon which all
participants in this conference agree. Every increase in the
number of nations controlling nuclear weapons will multiply the
possibilities of nuclear confrontations and the risks of accidental or
intentional use of nuclear weapons.

Nonnuclear nations have frequently expressed the fear of
being caught in the crossfire of a nuclear exchange between the
two nuclear sides. Certainly the deadly fallout which would
result from such an exchange would not be confined within any
particular set of national boundaries. But I think it is equally
true that the security of nonnuclear powers among themselves will
be decreased by the wider dissemination of national nuclear
weapon capabilities.

Arms races, unfortunately, are not confined to large industrial
nations. We are all aware that local arms races are being run
today in various trouble spots of the world. Nuclear weapons
would add a new and dangerous ingredient to any of these poten-
tially explosive situations.

The acquisition of nuclear weapons by smaller countries would
increase the likelihood of the great powers’ becoming involved in
what otherwise might remain local conflicts. This danger was
recognized by Chairman Khrushchev in his note regarding peaceful
settlement of territorial disputes.

Finally, nuclear aspirations are costly to realize. Countries
in need of economic development should not slow down or halt
programs designed to raise the standards of living of all their
people in order to seek the dubious distinction of membership in
the nuclear club.

It should be clear to us all, therefore, that steps to inhibit or
prevent the proliferation of national nuclear weapon capabilities
are a common interest of us all. This is the point I wish to stress.
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It is a conclusion to which both moral sense and national self-
interest lead us. The interests of both nuclear sides overlap in
this area. Here also the interests of the nonnuclear powers
overlap with one another and with those of the existing nuclear
powers.

Since the dawn of the nuclear age, United States policy has
been firmly fixed against the spread of national nuclear weapon
capabilities. As you all know, it was the United States which in
1946 presented to the United Nations a plan to bring atomic
energy activities under international control and to eliminate all
atomic weapons from national arsenals. Furthermore, existing
domestic legislation in the United States prohibits the transfer of*
nuclear weapons to any nation that has not already developed
such weapons, and atomic energy assistance of any kind to other
countries is subjected to stringent control.

It is United States policy to further the development of peace-
ful uses of atomic energy. President Eisenhower, in his “Atoms
for Peace” address to the United Nations in 1953, charted our
course in this regard. The United States subsequently gave its
strong support to the establishment of the International Atomic
Energy Agency.

However, ever since the first controlled nuclear reaction, the
world has been plagued by a peculiar fact of nature. Almost
any peaceful use of nuclear energy results in the creation of plu-
tonium, an element which can be used to make the most destruc-
tive weapons mankind has ever known. Therefore, any nuclear
power plant is a potential source of the raw material for atomic
explosives.

For this reason it has long been the policy of the United
States Government to support the application of international
controls to the transfer of nuclear materials, equipment, or in-
formation between states for peaceful uses, as a safeguard against
proliferation of nuclear weapon capabilities. The United States
has, in this regard, given strong support to the development of a
system of safeguards by the International Atomic Energy Agency.
We are pleased to note that the Soviet Union has recently lent
its support to the extension of this system of international safe-
guards to large reactor facilities.

Finally, in this review of United States policy with regard
to nondissemination of nuclear weapons, it should be noted that
my Government voted in favor of the Irish resolution (A/RES
1665 (XIV)) unanimously adopted by the 16th session of the
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General Assembly. You will recall that that resolution calls
upon all states, and in particular upon the states at present
possessing nuclear weapons, to use their best endeavors to secure
the conclusion of an international agreement under which nuclear
states would undertake to refrain from relinquishing control of
nuclear weapons to states not possessing such weapons. The
agreement, called for by the Irish resolution would also contain
provisions under which states not possessing nuclear weapons
would undertake not to manufacture or otherwise acquire control
of such weapons.

The United States has long sought an agreement which would
fmplement the terms of the Irish resolution.

We wish to make it clear that the creation of multilateral
defense forces within the framework of existing collective security
arrangements would not result in additional states’ obtaining
national control of nuclear weapons. The creation of such forces
would be fully consistent with the Irish resolution and would, in
fact, reinforce common policies to prevent wider dissemination
of national nuclear weapon capabilities.

What practical steps can be taken to contain the threat to
the security of all nations which the potential spread of national
nuclear weapon capabilities presents? Inability to reach agree-
ment on a complete solution of international problems is no
excuse for failure to take whatever steps are possible toward a
partial solution.

There are constructive steps which we believe the nuclear
states can take toward the objective of preventing the dissemina-
tion of national nuclear weapon capabilities; and there are steps
which nonnuclear states can take in the same field that will
increase their own security in the nuclear age.

The United States proposes the following actions:

First: The United States will, in private discussions, seek
agreement with the Soviet Union on the terms of a declaration
based on the Irish resolution. That would contain undertakings
regarding nondissemination and nonaequisition of nuclear weapons.
Such a declaration should, we believe, be subject to accession by
both nuclear and nonnuclear powers.

As an immediate step, to facilitate progress in these discus-
sions, the United States, for its part, does not intend to take any
actions inconsistent with the terms of the Irish resolution. That
is the declared policy of the United States.

Second: The United States proposes an exploration of the
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possibilities of agreement on the application of effective safeguards
to transfers of fissionable materials, equipment, or information,
for peaceful purposes. We believe that safeguards of this kind
would minimize the possibilities of the development of additional
nuclear weapon capabilities under national control as a result of
such transfers. The kind of agreement we wish to consider
would provide that transfers for peaceful purposes would take
place only under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards
or similar arrangements.

Third: The United States reaffirms, as a contribution to the
objective of restricting dissemination of nuclear weapons, its
proposal for a verified halt in the production of fissionable ma-
terials for use in nuclear weapons, and, in association with such
a halt, the United States also reaffirms its proposal for the transfer
by the United States and the Soviet Union of agreed quantities
of weapons-grade U-235 to nonweapons uses.

If such a production cutoff cen be agreed as a separate
measure, prior to agreement on stage I of general and complete
disarmament and establishment of an international disarmament
organization, the possibility of verification by the International
Atomic Energy Agency should be explored. For example, the
International Atomic Energy Agency might verify the halt in
production of fissionable materials for use in weapons at existing
production facilities. That might be done on a temporary or
permanent basis as agreed in consultation with that organization.
Inspection to provide assurance that fissionable materials for
weapon use were not produced at clandestine facilities could be
conducted on a reciprocal basis pending establishment of the
international disarmament organization.

Fourth: We have already stated that the United States
intends to reduce its production of fissionable materials for use in
nuclear weapons. President Johnson has announced that the
United States is shutting down four plutonium reactors and
cutting back production of U-235. This should provide a good
opportunity for the Soviet Union to follow the principle of mutual
example. We urge the Soviet Union to make a similar reduction
of its production facilities. We are prepared to agree with the
Soviet Union to the plant-by-plant shutdown of additional nuclear
production facilities on a verified and reciprocal basis.

Fifth: The United States is prepared to permit international
inspection of one of the weapon material production reactors
scheduled to be shut down in our country. Possibly this could be
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done by the International Atomic Energy Agency. This offer by
the United States is intended to provide an example and a prece-
dent. We hope that the Sovier Union will reciprocate, but the
offer stands whether or not it is reciprocated.

If the Soviet Union agrees to corresponding verified reactor
shutdowns, the United States offer to accept international in-
spection will be extended as other reactors are shut down.

Containment of the nuclear threat is an interest shared by all
nations, large and small, nuclear and nonnuclear, industrial and
developing. The limited nuclear test ban treaty was a first step
in that direction. As I have indicated, there is a variety of
further practical and possible steps to contain the wider dissemina- 5N (ptiaity R, (5 i,
tion of national nuclear capabilities. Those steps would logically s o 'I,-'_;_LL‘ 3
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AT PRESENT ONLY A FEW COUNTRIES CAN PRODUCE NUCLEAR
WEAPONS. It is in the interest of all the world that their number
not be increased.

An increasingly large number of countries have peaceful
nuclear programs. It is in the interest of all that their number
continue to increase.

However, without effective safeguards, the materials and
technology which are acquired for peaceful uses of nuclear energy
may be diverted to produce nuclear weapons. Unless effective
safeguards are applied, what started out as a use of the atom for
peace may turn into the development of the atom for war. Should
this happen, the benefits to mankind which we hope to obtain
by the wide uses of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes may be
far overshadowed by the dangers resulting from the increase in
the number of nations having the capacity to produce nuclear
weapons. It is, therefore, of great importance that we create
effective safeguards against this. To do so is not easy, but it is
possible.

I should like, first, to review the major international activities
and policies of the United States in the field of atomic energy.
Against that background, I shall then develop further those two
proposals in the President’s message for international safeguards.

A series of agreements for cooperation provides the basic
framework within which the United States participates in peaceful
nuclear activities with other countries and international organ-
izations. These include agreements with the International
Atomic Energy Agency and with various regional organizations
active in the field. They also include bilateral agreements for
cooperation with some 35 countries.

The nuclear materials which we have distributed abroad
under agreements for cooperation are valued at approximately
$82.5 million. Reactors and critical assemblies supplied by the
United States are located in 24 countries. Each is subject to
safeguards to insure against diversion of the materials or equipment
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to military uses. The system of safeguards applied bilaterally
by the United States Government is administered by the United
States Atomic Energy Commission.

The United States has also given its strong support to the
development of an effective system of international safeguards
by the International Atomic Energy Agency. The United
States bilateral system is fully consistent with that IAEA system.

In recent years the TAEA has made significant progress
toward the development of a comprehensive system of international
safeguards. Agency safeguards for small reactors of less than
100,000 thermal kilowatts were adopted on 31 January 1961.
Final action extending the system to large reactors of 100,000
thermal kilowatts or more was taken on 26 February 1964.
That final decision of the Board of Governors of the IAEA was
unanimous. In particular we welcome the cooperation of the
Soviet Union in extending the Agency safeguards system.

We hope that in the future the IAEA will extend further its
system of safeguards to cover fuel fabrication and chemical re-
processing facilities.

It is the policy of the United States to transfer the adminis-
tration of safeguards under its existing bilateral agreements to the
TAEA as rapidly as possible. In pursuance of this policy, the
United States and Japan, for instance, have recently transferred
to the TAEA responsibility for administering safeguards under
their existing agreement for cooperation. The United States is
currently negotiating additional transfers with a number of its
other bilateral partners.

Some 2 years ago, the IAEA was also invited by the United
States to apply Agency safeguards to several of its own smaller
research and power reactors. Three reactors in the United States
are at present being inspected by the JAEA. Two are research
reactors located at Brookhaven, New York; the third is a 45,500-
thermal-kilowatt power reactor located in Ohio. The opening of
these facilities to TAEA inspection has, we believe, been a step in
developing the principle of safeguarding the peaceful uses of
atomic energy. It has also assisted the IAEA in gaining practical
experience in field-testing inspection techniques.

The United States does not believe that the opening of these

_ reactors to international inspection is a derogation of its national

sovereignty. Nor is the safeguard system onerous. It involves
recordkeeping, reporting, and inspection—the same kind of con-
trols as prudent management would naturally set up internally.
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For the purposes of a safeguard system, such controls must be
checked and inspected by an external agency.

For the necessary external check, we prefer international to
bilateral safeguards. There is little reason for any country to
doubt the objectivity of inspections conducted by an inter-
national inspectorate in which nationals of a variety of countries
participate.

I should now like to develop further the United States pro-
posals regarding international safeguards on peaceful nuclear
activities.

First, the United States proposes that all future transfers of
nuclear materials for peaceful purposes take place under effective
international safeguards. We believe that this proposal could be
implemented by appropriate agreements, which would grow
out of this conference, covering all such future transfers. Fis-
sionable materials or raw materials or equipment essential to the
production of fissionable materials would be covered. Suppliers
would agree to transfer materials and equipment only under IAEA
safeguards or similar arrangements. Recipients would agree to
receive materials or equipment only under such safeguarded
arrangements. Provisions relating to open technology and author-
ized visits by scientists for study and observation might also be
included.

We believe that the agreement regarding transfers should, in
addition, provide for the extension of IAEA or similar safeguards
to an increasing number of the peaceful-use facilities of all states
receiving assistance.

Second, the United States proposes that the major nuclear
powers accept in an increasing number of their own peaceful
nuclear activities the same inspection as recommended for other
states.

As a first step in that direction, the United States has already
accepted TAEA safeguards on certain of its peaceful-use facilities,
as I have described previously.

As a second step, the United States will invite the IJAEA to
apply safeguards to a large power reactor in the United States.
The Yankee power reactor at Rowe, Massachusetts, has been
selected for this purpose. This privately owned reactor, which
is rated at a power level of 600,000 thermal kilowatts, is one of the
largest nuclear power reactors in operation in the United States.
In 1963 it produced over 1 billion electrical kilowatt hours.

We are offering the Yankee reactor for IAEA inspection for
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two reasons. First, it will assist the TAEA further in developing
and demonstrating the effectiveness of its inspection techniques
for large reactor facilities. Second, we intend it as an example
to other nuclear powers. We hope that other states will join us
in this step and invite the application of TAEA safeguards on
some of their large civil reactors; indeed, we urge them, and in
particular we urge the Soviet Union, to do so.

Progress toward development of an effective system of inter-
national safeguards for peaceful nuclear activities is an important
objective in itself. Therefore the United States will invite IAEA
inspection of the Yankee reactor whether or not other states
reciprocate. But, as I have said, we urge the Soviet Union in
particular to reciprocate. If it should do so, we could then dis-
cuss the possibility that we might both place additional peaceful
atomic energy installations under IAEA safeguards.

Some members of the Committee may wonder about the
significance of these proposals as regards a slowing down of the
arms race. Today I have talked about TAEA safeguards, not
general and complete disarmament. I have talked of inspection
of peaceful nuclear reactors instead of the destruction of arma-
ments. Yet I believe that the proposals which the United States
has put forward this morning could, if acted upon, produce one
of the most significant developments of this conference.

In the future, atomic energy will become an increasingly
important resource for fulfilling man’s daily needs. As that hap-
pens, transfers of nuclear materials between states for peaceful
purposes will increase both in frequency and in size. Participa-
tion in atomic energy research and civil power programs will
become more and more widespread.

It is of the utmost importance, therefore, to take the steps
which will insure that these peaceful atomic energy activities are
not diverted to military purposes. It is essential to build up the
international safeguards which will keep that from happening.

If we do not, we shall find that in extending the benefits of
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes we have not sown a field with
choice seed which will ripen into a field of grain for the benefit of
all mankind. We may find instead that we have sown the field
with dragons’ teeth and, when harvest comes, it will bristle with
nuclear weapons. What the United States proposes are practical
steps to keep that from happening.
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ARGENTINA
Fiscal Year Ending October 31, 1960
(millions of pesos) =

Azounk Percestage of Budget
Total 98,337.0 100,0
Defense 17,217.3 17.6
Education 3.397 86 8.5
Health 2,240.3 2.3
Soclal Security, ete, 226.6 0.2
Public Works 17,650.7 17.9
BELGIUM

Calendar Year 1961

(millions of francs) *
Total 131,340 100.0
Eduecation 26,584 20,2
Public Health 2,145 1.6
Other Social Services 22,227 16.9
National Defense 16,745 12.7

BRAZIL
Calendar Year 1961 %
(millions of eruseiros)

Total 302,106.6 100,0
Defense 59,475.9 19,7

Education and Health 41,798.3 13.8



amouat
Total 6,224.2
Defense 1.“2-7
Health and Hospital Care 270.0
Socisl Service Benefits 675.1
Veterans Benefits 322.1
Public Works 222.,0
CZECHOSLOVAKIA
Calendar Year 196i -
| (million korunas)
Total - 111.9
Defense 9.5
Social Welfare 42.4
National Economy 57.2
DENMARK
Fiscal Year Ending March 31, 1962
(mi1lion kroner)
Total 8,350
Defense 1,275
Education 1,220

Pablic Health 840
Other Social Services 1,640

100.0
26.4
43
10.8
5.2
3.6

100.0
8.5
37.9
51.1

100,0
15.3
14.6
10,1
19.6




FINLARD
Calendar Year 1962 DB
(billion markksa)
Amougt Pargegtage of Budget
Total bidod 100.0
Defease 32,6 7.3
Edueation 77.9 17.5
Public Health 28,3 6ed
Social Welfare 86.7 19.5
FRANCE
Calendar Year 1960 e
(billion franes)
Total 57.4 100,0
Katicnal Defense 15.9 27.7
Current trensfers to Households 3.5 6.1
Gross Capital Formation 1.9 3.3
Capital Transfers to:
Other Public Authorities 7.0 12,2
Other Domestic Sectors &S 7.8
Abroad 0.5 0.9
GERMANY, FEDERAL REPUBLIC
Cealendar Year 1961 5
(million D)
Total 48,149 100.0
Defense 11,738 el
Social Security 14,163 29.4
Housing Construction 1,875 3.9

Losns from Development Bonds 1,500 3.1

o, T e o
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Total 22,800
National Defense 4,950
Grants and Shared Taxes to
Local Authorities 510
Civil Government Capital Outlay 5,190
Grants and Loans for Capital Outlay 810
INDIA

Fiseal Year Ending March 31, 1962
(million rupees)

Cegtral Governmeot
Total 21,221
Defense 3.1&9
" Grants to States 1,987
state Goveroments

Total 14,9449
Education 2,194.5
Health 929.5
Multipurpose River Valley

Irrigation Schemes 1,368.1
Electricity Schemes 274.7

Industrial Development 331.5
Buildings and Roads 1,200.4
Other 1,029.3

INDONESIA
Calendar Year 1959 PR
(million rupiah)

Total 44,350.4
Defense 14,0711
Bducation 2,018,2
Health 739.2
Other Social Services 366.8

Commantoations. Publis Vorks and Energy  13923:3

100.,0
21,7

2.2
22,8
3.6

100.0
14.8
9.4

100.0
14,7
wh.2

72
1.8
2.2
8.0
6.9

100.0
1.7
4eb
1.7
0.8

&1



Total
Defense

Capital Expenditures:
Capital Outley of Plaa Organisation 15,092

Other Direct Capital Outlay 2,296

Grants for Capital Purposes 1,732

Loans for Cepital Purposes 2,014
IRAQ

Total
Defense
Education
Health

Total
Defense
Education

Social Welfare

Fiscal Year Ending March 31, 1961

(millions of Irskien dinars)

116.15
36.53
19.00

6.52

IRELAND

Fiscal Year Ending March 31, 1959

( € million)
No defense expenditures 60-61.

150.79
8.29
16.95
9.98
8.02
33.28

100.0
28,0

24,7
3.8
2.8
3.3

100.0
31.5

5.6

100,0
5.5
11.2
6.6
5.3
22,1

g ety



March 31, 1961 (Milllen Israeli pounds) g

Total

Kational Defense
Education

Public Health
Social Welfare

Total

Education
Social Welfare

Defense

Education

Publie Health

Other Social Services
Public Works

Education

Hoalth

Social Security, etc.
Economic services

-b =

Amount
1,741.6
300,0
141.1
ITALY
(Billion lira)
3,944.1
2
555.7
535.6
JAPAN
(Mi11ion yen)
2,058
209
247
42
387
406
EOREA
Calendar Year 1962
(Billion ¥wan)
626,0
168.6
P49
6.1
34.6
200,2

Porcentage of Budget

100,0
17.2
6.6
3k
8.0

100.0
15.2

13.6

100,0
10.2
12,0

2,0
18.8
19.7

m.o
29.6

1.0
5e5
32,0




NETHERLANDS
Calendar Year 1962 IR
(Million guilders)
Amount
Total B 10,351
D.flm _— ’ 2,%1
Education 2,373
Public Health 89
Other Soeial Services 1,083
NORWAY
1962 Calenday Year DE
(Million kroner)
Defense _ Z:i?v"
Education £20.1
Public Health 184.7
Other Social Services - 585.0
PAKISTAN (Central Govt.)
June 30, 1962 ((M1l4en rupees) DE
Ceptral Government
Total 4,326,3
lhflnn 96'!.1
Education and Health 76.3
State Govermments DE
Total 2,253.1
Edusation 222.8
Health 62,5
Capital expenditure 537.6
PHILIPPINES
June 30, 1962 (Million pesos) pg
Total 1,473.7
Defense 194.5
Education 4047
Other social services 117.4
Agriculture and natural resources 12,1
Transportation & Communlication 238.3
Other Economic Services 88.1

100,0
19.9

0.9
10.5

100,0
14.8
10.4

2.3
Ted

" 300,0)

(22.4)
( 1.1
(25.6

100,0
9.8
2.7

23.5

100,0
13.2
27.5

8.0
8.7

6.0




* Agount Fergentage of Budget
Total 9,315.2 100,0
Defense 2,0@.’ 21.5
Public health 548.1 5.9
Social Security and public assistanse 731.2 7.8

“ SPATN
Calendar Year 1959 ( Million Pesatas) gz
Total 63,959.9 100,0
Defense 1’,616.3 19.7
Pengions 3,003.2 ded
Publiec Works 3.7”.6 12.'?
SWEDER
(Mil1lion Kronor)
Total 18,185 100,0
Defense 3,286 18,1
Publie health 672 3.7
Social Seecurity 44264 23.4
Housing 1,175 6.5
Publie Roads 1,072 5.9)
SWITZERLAND
Calendar Year 1961 p (Million francs)
Total 3,058.4 100,0
Defense 1,133.8 3741
Social Sesurity, ete, 269.9 8.8
M!ﬂ! 116.9 ’os
Public Health 11.5 0ul

PORTUGAL

Calendar Year 1959 ( Million Escudos)




< P

TURKEY
Feb, 28, 1962‘0&111“ Turkish Liras)

Amount Percentage of Budget
Total 8,678,7 100,0
Defense 2,113.9 22&.1.;
Education 1,298.4 15.0
Hoalth 393.0 E 4.5;
Pﬂmc m. 4’5.3 5.0
UNITED KINGDOM
Culenday Year 1960(£ Millien)
Total 8,347 100.0
Defense 1,627 19,5
Education & Child Care 1,069 12,8
Health Service 854 10.4
393 4.7

Housing
National insurance, penslons and
assistance 1,522 13,2




13tk FUGWASH CONFERENCE OF SCIENCE AND WORLD AFFAIRS

Karlovy-Vary ~ 13%th - 10th Septewber 106k

STATEMENT BY THE PUCWASH CORTINUING: COMMITTEE

The 13th Puguash Conference has nov concluded. [t was attended
by 86 scientists and scholars from 19 countries. Our discussions bave
been frank and co-operative. They have been chiefily concerned with
disarmament and related questions, but they have also dealt with matters
such as the responsibility of scientists in the modern world. Our
confidence in the value of the Pugwash Conferences has been further
strengthened.

* The discusgzions have distinguished a great many wasy in which
promp'l: action could attain and then consolidate an improvement in the
international situation, both military ard political. They have also
identified some of the more distani targets at which it seecms veasonsble
to aim, and some of the problems raised by the develapment of science
and technology - -

This statement has been drawn up by the Continuing Committee
on the basis of the reports sibmitited by the Wﬂrking Grmrps to the
Conference ag a whole.

IMMEDIATE STEPS mmnn_ DISARBAMENT

Several weens”of" relaxing the present tenslions, of reducing the
danger of war, and o:t’ paving the vay to more lasting agreements bave been
identii‘:.ed' '

l. It would be valuable if the nations concerned with the CGerman problen,
and in particular the former occupying povers together with the Federal
German Republic, would promptly recognize and guarantee the existing
frontiers of Germa.n;w; m. th its neighboring states.

2, A non-agression treaty betveen the North Atlantic and the Varsasw Treaty
Organizationes would be most valuable. The treaty would require that
urder no circumstances would the armed forces of one country violate
the frontiers of another, or of West Beriin, or the accesses to that

{14 city. Access to. Berlin shall not be interrupted pending a final agree-
ment upon the complex of problems embracing Berlin and Germany.

3. The idea of a nuclear freeze in Central Durope, applying to an area
on each side of the demarcation lire ir Central Burope, deserves urgent
. consideration.. It would help in the reduction and elimnation of nuclear
weanons in Europe.

)

k.



L. Goverments concerned with the establisbment of the NATO multi-
lateral force should forthwith abandon it. This project adds nothing
to military security. It increases political tensions and the danger
of the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

5. To avoid nuclear proliferation, a mumber of interrelate& messures are
desirable:

{a’ International agreements committing the nuclear powers not
to give, and the non-nuclear nations not to accept, nuclear
weapons, materials for nuclear weapons, or aid in their
development would contribute substantially to the safety of

the world.

(b} Govermments should seek means to prevent their nationals from
assisting other nations in the development of muclear weapons
and cther weapons of mass destruction.

—
%
e

Precedures should be universally adopted for international
control of the movement of fissile materials for peaceful purposes
from one country to another.

{d) Tme partial test ban treaty should promptly be extended to cover
underground testing, if necessary by a moratorium, pending the
final agreement. Technical problems of control should not now
De &an obstacle. It is very important that ways and means be
found to convince the goverrments and the peoples concerned of
the inadvisability of any further etmospheric testing.

‘e) A cut-off of further production of fissile materials for weapons
use, with a treaty stipulating verification procedures would
a.so he most desirable.

FIURITER S5TWPS TOWARDS DISARMAMENT

The steps outlined in the preceding section could be implemented
in tre near future. Other measures which may need more time include:

1. ‘there are a number of regions in which it would be possible to ban the
presence of nuclear weapons. Scandinavia, the Balkans, Africa, Latin
Americs, the Middle East, and the South and East of Asia together with
Australia, are all potential nuclear free zones.

!

[n Central Burope there is a strong case for seeking to reduce the risk
df surprise attack by the establishment of demilitarized strips on either
side of the line dividing the armed forces of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty
Organization. There would have to be accompanying sgreements on means
of detecting violations snd on the strengths and characteristics of
border police.
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me surrent propesels for the climimation o™ substantial reduction
of cirategic bomber forces ere promising and should be furiher
u,.ur-c-ﬂ_ It was urged that any resources freed by such messures

hewld be balanced by comparable allocatmns of resources to gpeci-
“cf.. perceful uses.

4. A study group is to be set up to examine the requirements for an
inspection scheme for biological weapons. For trial purposes the
inspection scheme will be limited to a small group of Central European
countries representative of Enstern, Western, and nonwa.ligned nations.

CULLECTIVE SECURITY

It is plain that measures will have to be taken to increase the

effectivimess of the existing peace<keeping machinery of the U.N. In
soussing wilitary messures by the U.N. it was stressed that these were

g method of last resort. The U.N. has not yet emplioyed enforcement action
under Chapter 7 of the Charter, which requires agreements with member states
woout the provision of military contingents, and depends ou the approval of
the {reat Powers. In this respect we welcome the memorandum of the U.S5.5.R.
Goverment of 10 July 1964 which endorses the implemeniation of this type
pf peace-keeping machinery.

There should not for the present be a standing U.N. pulitary
force, tut instead there should be specially trained contingents inm various
countries. There should be in azddition stand-by police units. Both thess
would be specially trained to handle the type of situation whizh the U.N.
hae frequently faced. It was also thought that wider use of U.N. cbservers
would be helpiul,

The possibility of enforcement action by the U.N. is of
apeCiﬂ.}. importance for the non-sligned nations. It may be an adventage for
them to conclude the relevant agreements ahead of other nations. They could
thus provide the U.N. with the means to protect non-aligned nations, given
the good will of the Great Powers.

The possibility was considered that, instead of financing each
peace-keeping cperation ad hoc, the U.N. might be provided Tor this purpose
with a steady source of income. Oeveral ideas for raising such an iacome
werc suggested, such as a levy on member states according to their military
budgets, & royelty on mining rights under the high seas, a tax on the usce
of communi cations satellites, or even s small tar;ff on international trade.
These and other ideas need further study.

Berides thie ides of pmhi‘bit:tm the use of force in the
settlement of territoriesl disputes, which was pryposed in the message from
Prime Minister Khrushchev of 31 December 1963, and the reply by President
Johnson of 20 Jamuary 1964, we consider tmt the cause of 2ollactive security
would be well served by. a more comprehensive agreement or declaration tnst
wonrld banthe use of force by any nation in violation of the territorial
integrity of another.. This should exclude neither self-defenss, nor
collective action under the provisions of the U.N. Charter. The right of
self-determination in internal) affairs is in no way prejudiced by such a ban



In the context of the U.N. resolution for ending cclonialism,
it in mow gppropriste for the U.N. to take measures to inglement it.

A study of the security problems of a disarmed world iz urgent
becewse, without confidence in the stability of such a world, and in the
seruri by of the sovereign states in it, feer of the future 'would remain an
obgtacle to disermament. In the long run, & peacsful world will require
_the sclution of such issues as racial inequalities and economic disparities
‘between nstions and peoples.

I the changed sircumstances of a disarmed world one will require
withiu the Oramework of the U.N. uew or changed institutions, for example
sermanent machinery for continuous verificetion of the fact of iisarmament.

THE RSPONSIBILITIES QF SCIENTISTS

_ Though disarmament hae been the chief concern of tke Pugwssh
Uonferences, it has always been recignized that there is & mutual inflvernce
Setwzen d.mm"lmem and internations!l co-operation. Iisarmument can permit
the scope of internstional co-operation to be enormously enlarged, and in
its farm Iinternstional co-operation can incresse confidence between naticons
and thus facilitate disarmement., Considerstion has, therefore, been given
to & mmber of measures vhich would strengthen the internatioral ties

_between scisvilsts and promote concrete measures of interneticnsl co-cperation
in severn’ fields. They include:

L. Bteps to strengthen internaticnal exchanges between scientists. 21

present the participation of scientists at iutermationsl conferences

L often frustrated by passport or visa difficulties which may prevernt
them frow leaving their own or entering snother country. Particuler
difficulties arise from the operation of the allied travel office in
Berlin vhich issues the travel documents needed by the sci entists of the
3= D R. for travel to NATO countries. All such restrictions shonld be

el .

2. The scope of internations]l exchange arrangements permitting the flow of
.,«:ienti‘.t.s between countries te work in research centers sbroad should
@ greatly increased. This could be done both through the officinl
e'n.hange program and by an ipcrease in the traditional :ue1hod. of
individuel invitation.

3. "The World Health Research Certre, now uncer dlscussion for the *tudy of

- lnportent wedical protlems met on & world acale, ‘should be establiched
without further delay. It would promote the study on an sdequate Scele
af urgent problems such at the toxic effects of druge end various
cenviromental pollutants, epidemiological patterms and m»thod of analysis
of information and 'dsats on hesltnh research,

4. Steps ghould be taken to deveicp a ve-ordinated and unified system of
sclentific information storage end retrieval. New methods based on
modern camputer techniques are essential. At the moment in many
discipiines new publications accumilste so fast that scientisis are
not made repidiy aware of much of the puh:ushed informatinn bearing

wellbn
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CONFIDENTIAL

13th Pugwash Conference on Beience and World Affairs

-

Kerlovy Vary, 13th - 1gih Sepbeuber, 13

REPORT OF WORRING GROUP 1

MPASURRS FOR REDUCING TENSIONS AND THE DANGERS OF VAR,
ESPECTALLY IN CRUTRAL EURCPE

Central Furcpe is still a principal focus of international tensiom.
In our discussions we have sought measures, political and technical, that
would reduvce tension gnd lessen the danger of war. We have conciuded that some
of the steps which could be teken are immediately practicable and urgently
necessoary. Other steps also promise great benefits, but require more elsborate
preparvations, political and technical. We have also been able to single out
for discussion some of the major political problems whose solution must be o
previminary to lasting peace in Central Burope; these are metters which call
for continued discussion between governments and ia groups such as ours.

A. JTmmediate Steps

Lo The prompt cenclusion of a non-sggression treaty between N.A.T.O.

and the Warsaw Treaty Crgerization is desiveble, We reaffirm the con-
viction of the 1lth Pugwash Confereuce that such a pact would lesd to a
further improvement of »elaticna between all the states concerned. The
Lreaty would require that under no circumstances would the armed forces
of one country violate the frontiers of ancther within the zone, or of
Viest Berlin or the sccesses to that city. Access to Berlin shall not be
interrupted, pending a final agreement upon the comnlex of problems
cubracing Berlin and Cermany.¥

s We consider it urgently necessary that those ratione concerned
with the German Prodlem which have not already done so, and in particular
the Tormer occupying powers together with the Federel Germen Republic,

#* P. Hess and G. Hienlicker made reservations in respect to mentioning the
issue of the ecceagses to Weot Berlin in thls conbent, sicce theéy hold st
the guestion can only be solved together with the solution of the West Berlin
Froblem in its entirety.




should recognize and guarantee the existing froutiers of Gevmany with
nedghboring states, This recognition could and should come i cdvesnee
of the signing of ¢ German Peace Treaty and Weuld, ve helieve, zamove
sane of the obstacles that at present stand 1n the wsy of a treaty.

We endorse, as ab ouwr Llth Pugwash Conference, the idea of o nuclesar
freeze in Central Burope on both gides of the demarcation 1ine and we urge
that the govermments concerned should give urgent attention %o it. Sueh
a messyre would be'a veluable step towards the reduction, o# eliminstion,
of nu-::leér weapons in furope. %he technicelk-gapect of control will reguire
further study by the goveramenis concerned and independent geoups. We ask
the Gontinuing Comittee to srrange for & study group on this subject to be

_ establiahed

_ We urge that the gmreﬂmenta concerned with the establialment of a
Multilateral Porce (MIF) should abandon it. We are opposed to this project
because it adds wothing to military security while it increases political
tensions and the danger of ruclear proliferation.*

B. Tuarther Steps

He would welcome the establishwent of nuclear free zones in
Scendinavia, the Balkans, Africs, latin Awerica, the Middle Fast, and in
Scuth and Esst Asia together with Austrslasia. These zones could be
esteblished either through trealy or unilateral declarstions of the
countries in esch region, The muclesr powers, acting separately, in
combination, or through the United Mations, should be prepared, if asked,
o guarantee the participating pations ageinst the 1llegal introduciion
of miclear weapons into these zones, or any conseguences arising therefrom.
Perticivaticg nations should consider the Gifficult technical problem of
establishing & veliable control system, preferably under the cegis of the
United Hations or sne of its egencies.

We have censidered the guestion of demiiitarized zones, big and
suall, in Central Furope and specific measures 4o prevent surprise attack.
We believe it o be possible and expedient to establish fully demilitarized
strips on either side of the line dividing the armed Forces of N.A.T.0. and
the Warsaw Treaty Orgewvizetion. In the denilitsrized strip, whose size
and boundaries would be defined by agrecment betwseen the parsies, control

T p— e

* H. Klssinger did not participate in the discussion of this fopic.
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posts would be estab’ished, erd anv other steps wouid be taken by
agreement, 20 g8 .0 ensure the pragmpl detection of eny violation of the
demilitarized strips by the movement of troops or dvmaments. The sizes
of contingents of border police, and the snecifications of thely arms A
showlid ke the subject of negofiation snd sgrectent.

Iv. would be possible and expedient for the parpose of preventing a
surprige attack to limit the mumerical strength of armed foreces in
definite sgreed zones extending esst and west beyond dewmiliterized strips
established on either side of the line dividing H.A.T.0. and the Yarsaw
Treaty Organization. Control poste wonld be estsblished in these zones
at commmications hubs, in major ports, and at airfields, and the commands
of the two sides would exchange representatives. There would be advarce
patification of svostantiel troop movements.

€. Outstanding Frobiems

We hsve thoroughly and very Trankly discussed certain other problems,
among them the .;prcblems of the existence of Porces on foreign territories
and of foreign bases. We were able to gain a better understanding of the
ergurents in favor of the svacuation of forces and the abolition of
military bases as well as the avguments in favor of maintaining them, from
politicel and from military considerations. Theére is a nesd for further
study of this problem at the next Pugwash (Conference.

Un the problems of Berlin, the signing of /. German Peace Treaty and
the unification of Germany, more discussion and study will also be reguired.
We vecommerd that a Study Group be establicbed to exemine the problem of
Germeny and to report, if possible, to the next Pugwash Conferencs.

We also recommend that either a general study group or loecal groups
give attenvion to the moral mnd legal espects of the poseible activities
of scientists in the produciion of wozpors of mass destruction outside
their own countries.

Mewbers of the Working Group

H. Afheldt P. Hess H. Morgenthau
P. V. Andreyev L. Infeld 3. Riégﬁcker'
L. R. B. Elton H. Kissinger A. Snejdersk

K. Fowler J. Maddox F. Sorm

B, Glascs J. ¥och N. Talensky

H A. Tolhosk



13th Fugvasn Cooference on Sei ence and Vorld Affairs

Kardovy Vary, i3l - 12th Seprembey ¥ A96H

REPORY OF VORKING GRGIP 2

MEASURES 70 PREVENT JHE FURTHER SFETAD OF HUCTEAT VEAPONS

J7 L

The common resolve of the Uhited Fations 1o halt the furthss
spread of' muclear weapons was expressed by the uvneninens adoption in Octobes
1951 1in the General Assembly of a resclution igtroguced by lrelapd celling for:

7 med) gy oCess the conclusion of an Lubernational agreement conteining
provisions under which the nuclear states would underteke +o
- xefrain from relinguishing contiol of nucleay weapons and feam
transmitiing the infomation necessary for their manufactare o
~ 1 og@tates not possessing such weapons, and provisions under which
‘v states not possessing muclear weapons vwould underteke not to
(g 2 manufacture or otherwise acquire contial of such weapons:

“Tne Irish resolutien was passed almost three years sgo ~ but the
malbar non-dissmination treaty it proposes has noc yet been comcluded. Tt
ts the purpose of this report of Working Group 2 at the 13th Pugwash Conference
on Sclence and World Affairs io suggest a set of propesals which, if sdopted
a5 a vhole or in substantial part, eould provide a basis for a fair amd
effentive agreement to prevent further nuclear proliferation.

duln Moet of these proposals are now under consideration in the 18-

- Fa¥lon @isarmement Coaference irn Geneva. We believe that the adoption of
these proposals by the Ceceva Conference, which w: hope will soon be Joined
by its miss:.ng member-France, will provida gtrong impetus towards progress
on megsures of move subs tentlal and eventually cemprehensive di sarmament. .

We do not see how, without such progrees, proliferetion can be prevented in
the Lcmg run,

A. Proposals

The first and most direct step would be the conclusion at the
earlieat possible date of agreements:

X whereby all nations presently possessigg nuclear wespons would
. adertake not o trausfer these weapons or control . ] B13



technicel information relating to them to any other state or group of
states; and

2, whereby all nations not possessing muicleor wemspons wonld undertake
not to produce such weapons or to acquire them or control ovey them or
the special technical informaticon necessary for their production,

For obvious »easons it would be much easier for the none-nuclear
powers to undertake such agn obligation if the major povere had egrezd on some
substantial disarmement measures. But pending such an agreement it would
contribute to the speedy adoption of the non-dissemination agreements and
render them more effective if a number of collateral measures cculd Pe ‘simul-
taneocusly undertaken by the nuclear powers.,

3. All govermments should take whatever measures may be open to them to
prevent their scientists, with experience in the field of Wuclear-weapons
technology, from contributing to the development of the :ﬁelearuweaponl
cepacity of any foreign povers;

4. The government of each of the nuclear powers should undevtske mot o
transfer to ciher countries flssile materials of muclear weapons grede,
except that it sbhall be permitied to transfer small guantities of plut-
cnium and enriched urenium for muclear research purposes.  The degree of
enrichment of uranium for use in pover reactors should be 15,:;;11‘.%1_,!_ Tae
tvransfer of enriched urasium and plntonium for power reactors should be
subject to gtirict international controls. o .

T

The sbove measures bear most directly on the acquieition or manu-
facture of muclesr weopons by nations at present without themis In addstion
to these, however, there ove a muber of very importent measures which shouwld
be undertelion in parallel with the sbove, and which have a very divect bedring
on the neu-proliferation of miclear weopons and wespons technologys

>« The negotletion of a treaty extending the pertial muclear w_-st 'ban to
include testing underground.

Succegsful negouvietion of the z_r.dergrourﬂ test ban mu,.d maJre it
11legal for any signatory nation to test eny nuclear weapons and would,
therefore, strongly inhibit the production of nuclear weppons hy nations
not now possessing thema

Furthemmore, by preventing any further tests for the improvement
of mielear weapeons, the universal test ban will slow down the arms race
between the muelear powers.

For the total test ban to de completely effective, it might be

degirable to devise a system of gradueted senciions {politicel, ecorcmic
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and possibly even military) to be applied in accordsnce with the United
Nations Cherter o stetes not acting in conformity with the vrovisions
of the treaty, be they sigratory or nob.

Extension of the Test Ban Treaty to ineclude underground explosions
would be an essential step. The major obstacle to the immediate signing
of a total test ban treaty is primarily politicel vather than technical
and concerns the problems of verification. We do not Delieve that Purther
improvements in the detection syctems should be a precondition for the
conclusion of the treaty. Hevertheless, further research may be expected
to improve the systems for detection end identification of underground
mclear explosions and to help to resolve the problem of verification.

We therefore welcome the initiative of India in setiing un a new seisnmic
detection laboratory for research on this problem; and ve are pleased with
the suggestion presented at this Conference that Sveden is considering

a proposal for a new Institute devoted to research on problems of peace

at which, among others, the seismic detection problem might be one of the
research problems undertekien. Such programs will be most effective if
carried out in co-operation with existing facilitiez in the nuclear nations.

We would like to see the total test ban treaty come into effect
immedlately. But, pending the final negotiation of the treaty, we feel
it would be most desirable for the muclear povers voluntsrily to refrain
from conducting further undergrourd testing in the inteyests of halting
this aspect of the muclear arms race at its present stege.

In the meantime a small mmber of nations remein outside the partial
test ban treaty. Further miclear testing in the atmosphere by these
pations will seriocusly wesken the prospects for universal and continued
acceptance of the test ban. It is very iwportant that ways may be
found o gonvirce the governmenis and the public opinions concerned of
the inadvisability of these contemplated tests.

A cut-off of production of weapons-grade fissile materisls.

. As has been discussed at a mmber of our previous conferences,
starting as far back as the 8th Conference an 1961, the present stock-
plles of Pissile materials possessed by the nucleor povers are sufficient
to satisfy all the world's needs, both militery and peaceful s Tor many
years to came. It would be most desireble to cease further production
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of fisgile makerials for wespoml Use, in particiler highly emriched
uramem235. Although w verifief cutecP? would aventially reautre'
‘some kind of inspection procedures, and could, tharafsve) probebly not
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with a limit to be established on the fLotal mmber of on-site inspections
relating to all these armsg limitatlons measures; acd with the division of
these inspections betweer the various disarmament measures ieft flexible.
Such an approach might overcome scme of the difficuliies on both sides with
respect to the amount of verification and iaspection rermitted or required.

Ce The M.L.¥, and Proliferation

We have discussed the proposed M.A.T.0. multi-~lateral mclear
force (M.L.F.}). In particular, we have been concerned with the steps
towards the further proliferation of muclear veapons and weapons technnlomy
which would be represented by the crention of this force. In addition, we
have noted that the prospect of the creation of this force is, et the
present time, placing a serious obstacle in the way of the conclusion of
noa=proliferation sgreements.

We have examined the arguments of proponsuts of the M.L.F. - that
it 15 intended to provide a bLalance of strategic nuclear weaspons in Europe
and to inhibit tendencies towards the creation of independent natiopal
nuclear forces by European powers. Fut we gve unanimous in our sgreement that
the proposed M.L.F, will vepresent, in fact, a significant step towsrds the
further proliferation of muclear wespons, and that this fault far outweighs
any possible avguments in its favor. And ve are opposed to the current
tendencies eand suggestione for the estsblishment of a joint Burcpean muciear
force on the same grounds,

We strongly vrge the govermments of the N.A.T.0. countries to
reconsider the M.L.F. project avd to drop or at least postpone it in fever
of the sigmificant and effective measures of ron-proliferation discussed
ebove, now under active consideratvion in Geneva. We feel that the measures
wbj.ch we advocate in our report are of such great importance in prevenrting
further puclear wespons proliferation and in promoting further meagures of
ams limitetions gnd disarmsment, that it would be Lrsgic 1f the M.L.F. would
be rummibla for failure to sgree on these, We further believe thst
assurauce of the intentions of the mclear powers to maintain and retain
ultimaete control over the weapons which they produce is essential 1f we are
to succeed in gchieving any further significant measures of dissrgament and
detente.
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RECORT OF WORKENG GROUP 3

PROGRESS TOWARDS COMPREHENSIVE DISARMAMENT

We bave studied ways of appioeching the beginning cod accelevating
progrese towards general end complebe disuymmment (G.C.D.). The problen is
becoming increasingly ecute, for the arms rdace ig proceeding rapidiy ia
spite of the definite improvement in intermationgl relatioms during the poss
few years. Fresent progrems, unless checked,; will ineviiably sdd hupdrsds of
new delivery vehilcles to the armaments of the world, and several additionsl
nuclear povers may scon appear on the scene. In these circumstances, rapid
progress 1n disarmement Decomes a necessity more than ever before.

In the present circumstance it is worthwhile to consider preliminery
weasures which, while firmly oriented towards & G.C.D. treaty, need not
necessarily await its detailed negotiation. Certain large~scale measuves of
this kind bave been our mein concern. In particular, we have tried to
envisege a tlme sequence of dlsarmament measures leading to a C.C.D. treaty,
together with a parallel time seguence of verification procedures. Witkin
this general context we have discussed the destruction of borbers, a freeze
on the production and technical specification of strategic delivery vehicles,
substantial reduction in ithese vehicles, the roles of minimm deterrent and
of the nuclear wnbrella.

Having discussed these problems we reached the following conclusions:

1. The U.3.5.R. and the U.S.A, have each made official proposals to eliminate
completely, or to reduce gubstantially, their gtrategic bomber forces.
Guch a step would represent a drestic reduction in the mumber of aveilecble
delivery vehicles, Therve exist difficulties regarding ithe definition of a
bomber force, but it was agreed that for this purpose it should be
sufficient to specify the numbers of each type of aircraft to be destroyed
on each side, the type being defined in terms of essentisl characteristics.
We agreed that cbservetion of the destruction of bemwbers would provide suffe
icient assurance for the execution of this measure.
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T. We also explored ways %o relaie proposals For a stoppege of production
end gubstantial reductions in siva segie delivery vehicles to a treaty of
general and complete disarmament which might inciude the principle of a
nuclegr wrbrella. It was sgresd that efforts to achieve general and
complete disarmament must ccontinue, and in this connection there was
contimied exchange of views o the proposal to retain until the third
stage of disarwament & limited number of muclear delivery vehicles and
anti-missile and anti-gireraft missiles to help gusrantee securilty duriug
the process of dissrmement. The size and composition of such o miclesr
umbrelle were further explored. We noted the propoeal that the ubrells
should contain a sufficlently adequalte detervent element, but anit-
aiveraft and anti-missile elements as well.

8. We referred in passing %o the multilateral force. Aes a result of our
discussion we could fully endorse the view expressed in the veport of
Working Croup 2.
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REFORT_OF WORKING GROUP L

PROBLEMS OF COLLECTIVE SECURITY

Ao Cecucity Vicbleums of the Yregsent Worla

1, Increasing the effactiveness of fhe U.N. in kecping the peace

The United Nations has played an increasingly immoriant role in
preserving the peace by bringing sbout the peaceful settlement of disputes
between nations, and by other peacekeeping mesns. We have constdered various
ways in which its effectiveness in keeping the pesce cen be enhanced. The
U.N. has the ability to sct in meny ways to maintein peace, includirg diploe
matie, judicial, political, economic and, in extreme cases, military measures.
In this regard it is impurtant to place military action of the U.N. in proper
perspective. Military action is the method of last resort, and it is import-
ant to avoid the tendency to overrate the effectiveness of this type of
action and to resort to it too readily.

Nonetheless, there are certaln cases where divect military action
by the U.N. is necessary. Ir our discussions we drew & clear distinction
between the type of U.N. peacekeeping operations which have been carried out
1o date, and the eaforcement action enviraged in Chapter 7 of the U.W. Chacter
Up to the present time, peacekeeping forces have nperated on dn ad Noo dasis,
vith the consent of the governments on vhose territories they weré acting. The
U.N. has not as yet employed the iype of enforcement metion which 1s suthorized
in Chapter {. The latter type of action is pogsidie under Chapter 7 only afler
VI the conclusien of the sgvesments envisaged in Article ¥3 The immlementstion of
this provision making possible enforcement by militdry sctior ~an be carried out
only when tbeve is full sgreement between the great powers. TIn this regard ve
Welcome: the recent memorerdum of the U E.8.R, Govertment of July of thid vear
containing 1te endorsement of the implementation of thie type of pescekeepiog
machinery. This method 16 the only wechenism in the U.N. which w1l be capable
of safeguarding the territorial intezriiy and security of mations by enforce-
men! L 1Y {5



U.E. gecurity forces mave sometimes caviied out duties of e wilitary
character, but sometime have sssentialily dene wollce work, We feel that
consideration shouwld be given o the more rsgular use of civilian poliee
personnel. to caryy out the latter function.

We discussed the orgenizetion of the U.M. peacokesping forces. It
was felt desivable that there should be stand-by police units as well as
military contingeats to be provided on a voluntary bacis by U.N. members. These
forces womld botk be specielly trained to handle the typs of situstion which
the U.N. haes freguently faced in the past. It vae also thought that wider
use of U.H. cbservers would be helpful. However, there would not be a starding
U.N. ailitary force. 2}115 was Tell desivable as specific crisss ey Tequire
the use ofmd_:lffereﬁt mtioml contingents. A stand-by systen would allow the
trogps. to be stationed permanently in thelr home tersitories wntil they sve
q&;l,;.pd Jnto actlion.  However, such a system does have the disadvenisge of bring-
- 4ng ipte common operation groupe which have t.hair own national Lisses and
,wstmg,_ and this sometimes creates dicficulties. In order to build stability
into this aystem, it would be desirable if the contributing stetes commitied
thempselves mot to withdraw thelr troops witil the peacekeeping operation had
beeu comploted.

. We agraed that U.N. contingents should be drawn from all countries,
exciuding noymally the permanent wembers of the Becurity Couneil. This
includes contingenis from smaller meambers of both political blocs es well as
the non-aligned pations, which have been used so freguently in the past. Ib
this regard we welcome the inclusion in the ahove-mentioned memorandum of

. the U.G,5.R, Coverrment of the suggestlon that the socialist countries should
11 ASOsconigAbyte o the NN, peacekesping cperatious. A & practical, messyre,

‘ b 95503 reasonable that the copmenders of the U. M. peacekeeping forces ghould
ooy Be drawn from the confidbuting mations. The staff may thus couprise partici-
t“?Ei,w!‘B frop peiions of all three groups. e '
atre ylao § ve-ril Poverell pomand of the paacekaepma, oparatim- 6!!&1!1—);0 vested
1 oot A & SL0ElE casmander, | This position is not a peswanent ons and, fo ecesrdsnce
o MAEB previous practice, we think it desireble that different men rotgte: through

s peAEs position during prolonged peacekeeping operations. The bedy responsible

R K, anforcevient, measures is the Security Couscil. In the past.some,peace-

an ) Senplng cperalbions have boea carried out by authority of the Generzl Assesbdly.

e dlagli by ol this) procadure i & metter of controversy vhich we did not
-Aiscuss, 1y datall,



2. Tinencing of U.N. peacckeeping operation

At present, the question of Pinancing peacekecving ¢oerations is a
matier of controversy. The opinion was ezpressed by some members of the
growp that the required amount and the method of raising it should be deters
mined on each occasion by the Becurity Council, which decides on the character
of the operation.

As an aliermative to the ad hoc financing of cach meration it would
be desirable to have a stable income to support the penceleceping overations of
the U.N, This vwould cbviate the necessity of making an ad hoc assesswens for
each individual cperation end would thus provide substantial siebility to the
peacekecping activity. Several possible sowrces of such income weve suggested
by members of the group.

Cne of those was & divect assessment of the member states, the mag-
nitude of which might possibly be related to ihe size of each nation's military
budget. Another mechanism which was discussed was that of cbtaining money
indirvectly, for example having the U.H. cbtain royalties and lease the vights to
exploiting minerals and other materials obtained under the high seas, or possibly
introducing a U.N. tox on the use of commuication setellites in outer space,
or the cotohblishment of o sz2ll tariif on intercational irade. These and other
suzgestions require Purther study.

3. The fpecial Security Problem of the Non-Aligned Nation:

The implementation of the enforcement provisions of Chapter 7 of the
U.N. Chorter, which has deen discussed above, is of great imporiance for the
non-aligred nations, which must either carry a heavy burden of deferse expen-
diture or rely on guarantees of help.

We have considered the situation under vhich they may requive
assictance from U.N. when fovce is used against thelr territory: 'The relevance
for singlivg cut this problem in addition to the military factors already
discussed is due largely to the fact that enforcement action by the U.N. can
most casily be implemenied in cases where the direct interests of the permanent
mentbers of the Security Couneil are not affected, which is most likely in guestions
affecting the non-aligred nations.

Sufficient guarantees shenld be provided for the secuvrity of these
natiors by ihe isplementatica of the security system provided by Chapter 7 of
the Chertev. It was Pelt that even a partisl implementeiion of Chapter 7 cculd,
on the cne band, meet the nced Tor s security of the none~sligned countriecs ; and,
on the other, Turther the cause of full implementation of the Charter. Thet

ie why it was considered advissble that non=aligned countries conclude



i Uy e a{r,"cemp:.u errisnged by Articde F. :10,|"1:‘m should be mags i
i _‘.’lnr‘ﬂr‘u :m oz awrr_-m' rlbygsins e smch ;‘at;‘d’.e_,d &y aitahle xoj;&p,»,g(g._
keeping cnnmuons ard posai thly Tor esforeement antiaa. On, dheir, siga lﬂm
permnnent mmhc:rs. of the Yecuri by, 1,.Js4nu.‘l haguld, :fu': derwake ~ 1;1@:5@_%‘;3?;@_&-
tious or agreanents nol ammu:éng ko an smea.c‘im,nt of the n,np,rtg,-;- - ta .
guaraﬂwe i:c: mrt their fuJ.l weight, ben_mel the pratection of the non-aligrw]

na.tiuns pgaj.mt the uSe of force by asnotner nﬁtﬁqp 2epingt, meiéa Lerpd tory

SIve: Bloaw el JF.G 50

k. DPeciarations’ entcﬂ:hﬁﬂ&- the Uee of che

“I‘be[ 12th Puayaah Conference at Udaipur 1~ec.m1&nnecl @n (ﬁ&’é%ﬁt
to pr ohiBit the use of foree in settlement of te-tri.toriﬁn.‘l7 alsputes. ,Hegger*ognize
the wvalue of rmch an asreamam. or of simu__t.anecua aeclaz:aﬂpm by netions in
the same sense, 86 G:iacuesed in the recent messsge by, Prime mm.ater Khrushchev
and the reply from PI‘Baident Johnsen. This {9 in sgite of the fact that the
obligation not to use 'force .ls part of the U.H. Chaptar, both hﬁeause not all

provisions of the Cha:fer ha.ye in practice beep gbaervgd and because sunh agrec-

mevivs or declarations could apply to naiions which are not now represented in the
0.N., sach as the &.F:R., ¢.D.R. and the Poople's Hepublic of China. .

Ve also ﬁisci.s%eé' the desirabiliiy of & more comprehensive. agresment
ar deciaration, which would rule out the use of force ‘by any nation in violaticn

Sf the tervitoriai '}.ntﬁgri%y of another. Bueh a '&mhihitian wonld not, of

cpurse, svelude aelf-‘_t};ffﬁnlﬁg,_ or collective sctlon guthorized under the
provision of the UK. Gh,é;ﬁe}, I would noy be relevaunt to dnternal affairs
and, thersfore, wowld not apply to civil war oo reyolution.

Tn the event of internel sirife, it would, however, exclude obher
nations helping either side by srmed forze.

Wa believe that in the conberh of the U.N. resoiution for ending
colordalian; it is now appropriate for the U.F. to take an active party through
all weagures availoble to it in suwport of eolonial pepulations abtempling to

#aia freedoi:

5. Methods for che peaceful sslvidion of dispules g For peaceful change
I. The présest seapons situabtion makés the pesceful settiement of
conflicts wore nedessary than ever. while the growing feeling for peace-
ful cos~sxinfencs sakes it Wnre fessila.
It wes felt that methody of pegsatid sebtigment of digpuies and of

‘ehenge should devalop ar the: ocsme peroe as peseelssni v mashinsry. Of
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course, hoth bilateral ard multilateral ncgotiations and treaty-making

will remain the most important methed. We are aware that the traditional

means of settlement are and will be used on a wide seale. On the other

hand, the empbasis put on collective diplomacy (through collective, U.W.

or regionel, conciliation end mediation) in recent years, shows that the

solution of gpecific disputes is of world-wide interest. We considered o

muber of proposals which were faind to merit fu-ther stufy, though we

did not arrive at e common view of the importance and likely effectiver

of these various steps. ' ,

II. (a) Irn the interest of a better understanding of the nature of specific
conflicts, & proposel was made to consider the creation of international
resesrch institutes which should ~ with the congent of interested
states - aim at evaluating both the soclal and politicgl, as well as
the economic significance of specific disputes.

(b} As regerds negotiations, it was suggested that some specific
principles might be developed ~ possidly within the framework of a
code of behavior of peaceful co-existence -~ applying to the conduct
of negotiations. _

(¢} It was suggested thet the possibility of using advisory opinions of
the International Cowrt of Justice in promoting the peaceful solution
of conflicts be explored, since such en sdvisory opinion asked for by
an suthorized body, on the reguest of both parties, might well prove
useful. in bringing the parties to agreement.

(@) The strengthening of the U.N. fact-finding capacity was also
advocated, meinly by suggesting (i) standing centralized or regional
fact-finding bodies; (ii) substantial developnent of the U.N. panel
of observers; (iii) creation of U.N. offices in every member coumtry.

(e) Tt hes also been suggested that the serVice of international experte
pot camitted to any of the interested parties could be more widely
used in the solution of certain kinds of disputes, perticularly in the
application of quiet diplomecy before disputes become acute.

I, The possibility of developing binding methods of settlement in om
- world has been geriously questioned. HNonetheless some tentative suggestions
have been put forward to the effect that:

ns—



{a) A mutual exemple policy emong, e.g. Western, countries in the
acceptance of the compulsory Jjurisdiction of the Internasional
Court of Justice be advocated;

(b) The possibility be considered of using procedures of an intermediate
nature between completely binding and purely persuasive processes,
such as the use of limlted escepe clauses in otherwise biuding
procedures.

B, Security in a Dicarmed World

We noted the report on this topic f'mm the 9th Pc:gwa.eh Conrerence.
The Tollowing general principles guided our diacussiona

We believe that the achievement of genera]. and ccnmlete disarmanent
will be one of the gusrantees of security and vill moke it very difficult for
international disputes to develcrp into armed conﬂicta. e env:laage that the
control ard inspection ayatetn will be 'based on the bn:lted Fations Charter, which
provides for such meassures ns political and econmic sanctions and as & last
resort, ior military enforcement. The insrection mthoﬁs ahm;ld be flexible
and resronsive to sclentific gnd techmloglca.l develcpmt.nts. Such an extensive
internmational control system will favor the stabilimtion of & peacefnl world.
It will be necessary to encure that fhm'e is provision Tor peaceful change in
place of u}"... -.raxlitional use ot‘ arued fgrce. We fe@l that permmzent security
cannot rest plone upon {nternational milituy and police forces 'but that general
and complote disarmament will brin,;, about, and ﬁepend upon, a changed international
climate vhle.h in torn 'nill encowrage the clme?muent of new modas of inter-
mational bolovier and ne-u iustnmenta.litie.. as uell ab changes 1n the existing
ones. A uis&acd worla 9111 ba venr diffﬂ.ent I‘mm the present world. Rot only
7111 politiz.rl an econnmie 1‘e]at1<mv betwecn states chcmge, but the continued
aevance of science and uec.mo‘iog} moy have 1mn‘ications be_,rmd our present vision.

¢ believe 4iint the miost “gent ﬁu..v aof qcier.tia'rs and scholnrs 18 to make

invastigations and studies so as to assist in nrepm ing mnkir,d o live in a
discrmed world. Since the fear of disavning without the assuratice of security
for the sovercizn staie is one of the importent obstacles to the achievement of
dicormement, 1t is importent now to establish confidence that pesce can be
mointaired in a world without nationsl wiiitery deterrents. Ferthermore, in the
Jong run, a peaceful world reguires the solution of such igsnes as racial

inequalities and econcmic dispurities between nations and peoopies.
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Not only will the atticudes of sintes and peoples be changed in a
disarmed world, bui i¥ would spgear that the n=w inberraticmal situation will
reguire vew internatioral i1epstibutions vwhich shonld be within the fremevork
of the U.N. For exsmple, thers wiil obyinusly have 1o be permanent interns!icnal
machinery to watch over the observavion of the disavmemenrt treaby. World
institulions regulsting international co-operation In many Ffigldis of the
natural cod social sciences may ocour us 2 necessary eature of s dissrmed worid

¥laally, the structure af the peacekeeping wachinery of ithe U N
deserves constant study. As indicated in the first gecrvion of this report,
there is no need in the presest world for a standing U.¥. wilitary force. The
opinion vas expressed by members of the grour that in a4 disarmed worid this
may pot neceesarily be the case. We feel that special attention Trom a Pugwash
study group should be directed fo present and future interratisnal peacekeeping
machinery.

Members of the Working Group

Ruth Adems (. Kofoed-Hansen
R. J. Bunche [observer) A. M, Kuzin

G. Burkhardt R. B, Peieris
Laura Forlati A. Rich

J. Caltung B. V. A. R8ling
0. Glaser J. Botblat

V. Hanga V. Barabhai

A. Joxe K. Biska

V. M. Kovostov



CONF{ LFHTIAL

i3th Pugwash Uonference on Science ead World Affairs

Karlovy Vary, 13th - 19th September, 1954

REPORT OF WORKING GROUP S

AIMS AKD METHODE FOR PEACEFUL COLLABORATION
AMONG B/.TIONS

A. Role and Respousibility of Scientists in
Advancing the Cause of Peace

We were asked to begir by considering general questions relafed io the
role arnd the responsibility of scientists in advancing the cause of peace. The
view has scmetimes been taken that the Pugwash Movement should confine its
attertion to the decisive problems of disarmement. 1In this connection we have
the following observations to offer:

In our time two challenges have been placed before mankind; to
gbolish war; and to create a world advancing towards geeater and more universal
wellbeing. The first challenge calis for universal disarmsment apd peaceful
co=existence betweeu ecountries with different political and economic systems;
the second, for this co-existence to be not merely passive, but constructive
and co-operative.

Both challenges arise from the scientific revolution which has made
wers smong major nations suicidal for all of them, and has at the same time
given mankind the tools for an enormous increase in productivity; it has
established close and repid comminication between all parts of theearth, and b
thus ended forever the isolation in which large parts of mankind have lived ir
the past.

The twin tasks of achieving dissrmament and of establishing sctive
constructive co=operation emong nations for their common benefit are closely
related. Progress in disarmament would allow a great Lncrease in the scope
of international co-operation; while progress in international co-operation
would contribute to that international confidence which comes from working
together for common aims. 1% would thus help to reduce one of the main barr
to disarmement = the distrust Detween natiows. Thus, in working for disarme
we help internalional co-operation; and in working for international co-
operation we facilitare dibarmament.

Scientists have a personal and professional responsibility in both

thege sreas. They ere intimately suyare of the destructiveness of existing

weapons and the inereased dangers which wonld result from their further deve pweur



it the ams Face QUNLILMIBE acls s wor glive veason, and beveulRe rsnRy
problens call for seleatifie wed GechuoloFical eonsideation, seientists

can and mist Sontribuhs Lo Pleding veys tonerds disgyoseent. Pecondiy, since
seienbicts are suncely awere of che wreaive potentislilies of seience, end
because: science 18 by t1e very cwlbure a common under taking of mankind which

has given scienfigts: lomg and fruiclul experience in international collsboration,
they have a parficuler respomsivilily for strengihening co-operation betwéen
nations and for nromeiing thelr comsnr progyess towards a peacaful end Ancreas-
ingly prosperons exighence.

The increasing role and fmportance of selence in a contemperary
soeiety inevitably rvesulis in & grovwlop influecece bad iespousibility of
seienvists in the economic, eultursl and political developments of vatidns.
They should uge their iafluence to prownte further reduction of intsrnatioral
tensions, and increases in internmticral contacts and coc-operation. They
should help their goverrmen®ts in ile davelopment of policies contribating to
permanent peace pnd to the wellbeing of all pecple, They should cantribnts o
the reconciliation of divergent poiniis of view on ways to achieve copplete and
controlled disaimament; and te the elaboration and implementstion of priaciples
and metbods of peaceful co-existence. MAnd they shonld be alive to vhe changing
needs of science itself in & peried of yapld transformaticn, seeking to proucte
its Himely and balanced development fogether with educabion and technology,
both nationslly and internationally, ss an indispensable instrument for our
future.

In eccordance with this point of view, we have yeviewes msay develops
ments in interpations! co-gperation. end have reached agreement on & mmber
of specific problems ead recommerdaiions which ave described below,

i. JIoterussilonsl Uo-operation Year

We noted i {th calfsfaction that the Continuing Comittee proposes to
devote a large part of the Jth Corference, %o be held in Venice in April 1965,
to IToternational Co-operaticm in Sclesce and Technology. We believe that fhis
is partienlarly fitting for a conflerence 10 be held during the United Nations
Toterrational Co-operation Year. We recommesf that, as our contribution tn the
Internetional Co-operation Year, the Uontinuing Committee should supply the
United Navions Hconomic and Social Council with g summary of Pugwash astivities,

both in fostering internationsl co-cpevation end in studying, oa an international.
seale, the problems 2f complete and cantyalled disartament.

-



In addition, we hope that the role of science and technology in the
development of new nations, and the possible co-cperation in this field between
the developed and the developing nations, will receive close attention in one
of the forthcoming conferences.

2. _Exga_gge and Travel of Scientists

Cne of the most Important aspects cf international co=operation in
science is personal countacts between scientists from all countries. In
reviewing the present situation in this field, we have agreed on the following
recommendations: "

(a) We believe that the flow of scientists between Eastern and Western countries
for the pm-pgae of %‘t&k& :esearch m 'tigegeg mortant factor in
1ncreasm§/1nternatiom1 tension, in sps:l.te of the fact that this flow has
hitherto been small. We reaffirm the recommendation made st the 7th
Conference at Stowe, that traditional forms of scientific interchange by
irdividual invitation from scientists and scientific institutions should
be encouraged and facilitated. But we believe that this interchange,
both official and unofficial, should be increased by a large factor in
the near future.

There are many features of current exchange agreements and of their
administration which hinder existing programs and which will, if continued,
prevent an increase of interchange to the level we believe desirsble. We
therefore urge acedemies and other institutions, both Bast and West » which
are involved with exchenge, to survey their existing exchange sgreements and
administrative procedures end to simplify them ae much as possible. We bring
this situatlion to the attention of the International Council of Scientific
Unions and suggest that it consider the desirebility of calling a special
conference to discuss it.

(b} Participation by scientists in internationsl scientific conferences is
also an important element in increasing international understanding and in
decreasing international tensions, and should be increased in scope.
Scientists are often prevented, however, fram attending international
conferences either because authorities in a scientist's own country refuse
him permission to leave, or because authorities in the country in which
a meeting is to be held refuse permission for him to enter. Especially
difficult restrictions are placed on sclentists from the German Democratic
Republic by the Allied Trovel Office in Berlin. We urge all nations to
eliminate these barriers to scientific comuunication. We note with
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approval the formation, within the International Council of Scientific
Unions, of a Committee on Free Circulation of Scientists to study these
problems and make recommendetions for their solution. We urge all nations
to give careful consideration to the recommendation which may be made by
that Committee.

International Research Institute and Programs-

{a) The World Health Research Centre {W.H.R.C.)

We have received reporis from a number of scientists in the appxopriate
disciplines on a proposal considered in previous Pugwash Conferences for
the establishment of a World Health Research Centre under the aegis of the
World Health Organization, and on the plans of the Buropean Molecular Biology
Organization. We discussed them, and our observations are es follows:

The World Health Research Centre would sim to attack certain urgent
problems of health which are being encountered on a world scale. Exceptione
ally importent are problems releted to the harmful effects of drugs and
envirommental pollutants; end special problems present in developing countries
such as parasitic diseases and malmutrition. It is propoeed that, in the
early years of its 1ife, emphasis would be given by the W.H.R.C. to these
problems. Iater, sdditional problems such as cancer, cardiovascular diseases
and behavioral disorders would also be studied, and activities in such fields
would gradually be expanded.

The establishment of a Research Centre on & world scale is a great
undertaking requiring very serious consideration from many points of view,
and there are few subjects today for which such a centre would not have to
meet nany weighty objections. There must be a manifest need, and sound
scientific and technical Justification; it must be demonstrated that a
world centre, as distinct from e number of regionsl centres, is necessary;
and the adventages end disadvantages for the contributing states must be
clearly anticipated.

We are of the cpinion that the World Health Research Centre is one of
the very few organizations for which it appears that the above reguirements
can be met.

Man now faces potentially great and virtually unexplored hazards from the
toxic effects of substances which he is introducing on an increasing scale
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into his enviromument. Those substances may take the form of drugs and

biclogical prod:icts ; or of pollutants such as industriel wastes, pesticides,
 food additives and ot,her chemicels. They may not only affect sdversely che

health and well-being of the present generation, by the induction of cancer

_for example; they may also produce profound effects on future generations by

‘act'ion on the human ée;;eti_c pool.

_ An adequate gtta_c_k on theee problems requires an international central-~

ized effort, involving many scientific disciplines, co-ordinsted with

. national 1mlertakings‘, to provide the scientific base for three main areas

of work: - _
(i) BEpidemiological studies on Aiffering natterns of disease in many countrica.
{ii)) Researchon sophisticated methods for the storage, retrieval and onelysis

'of large amounts of informmtion and dsta on health research, gathered

on a world scale. Such methods would involve developments in communi-

cations sclence together with the elsboration of powerful monitoring

" technigues for the detection of phenomena related to the spread of

P | cmmicable diseases and the appearsmce of toxic effects due to chemical

o _ | uubstances. _

(1i1) Toxlicological yesearcih on the organism and tie cell, and et subcellular
levels, with the aim of developing internationally acceptable principles
and criterie for evaluating the safeily of drugs; and for testing those
and other chemicals for undesirable effecis appearing both in the shert
and long terms.

Scientific k.nowledge is seriously deficient in all these fields. The
msniwde a.nd. cmplexity of these problems ave such that they require radically
new. suentiﬁc approachea and forms of scientific organization. Far these
tasks an international research centre is needed because no nationsl or

) regiom.l effort could cope adequately or efficiently with them.

An iﬁmortant ela_nent in the W.H.R.C. would be its :.t'egi-onal research
centres, involving collsboration with netionel laboratories, which couud de
_of great assistence for the developing countries in defining their health

‘ .problms and :Lndigendtm diseasge patterns, in planning their programs for

Mroments in health and the elimination of diseasge, end in training
and asaisting their health and research workers.

The continuing sclentific vitality of a research orgenization is
intimately connected with the fundamental research in which it is
1nvol§red, and such activities must form an important part of the work
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of the W.H.R.C. For thie resson we strongly support the suggestion that
the proposed lsboratory of the Ruropean Molecular Biology OmgahizatiOn
should be closely integrated in a suitable organizational relationsh;p with
the W.E.R.C.

The sciemtific justificetion and progrem for the W.N.R.C. has been the
subject of careful study by eminent scientists for the past two years. Even
vhen fully implemented the W.H.R.C. would be reletively modeat in cost
but this will take several years of phased operation. FIRIAS. BN

A powerful research group at the W.H.R.C., esaential'fér’i%&”iire and
vitality, will be a great intellectual centre attracting weny gif%%& young
people fram all over the world. It will be very important to preVent any
widespread tendency *to drain the talent from the deve_qping cuuntries. in
this connection we may remark that becsuse of its colldhorating national
reseerch centres, and the profound importance of all aspects of health,
especially for developing nations, the W.H.R.C. will be partiéﬁlnrly well
pleced to resist such tendencies. The experience of such institutions as
the Furopean Centre for Nuclear Research at Geneva (C.E.R.N.) shows that,
even in less fevorable circumstances, conditions of emplnwment can be
devised which greatly limit such tendencies. ' '

We therefore urge governments to take early steps to ekfiiliSh the
W.H.R,C. s0 that its scientific work may st "t in the near future.

(o) Yorld Centre of Scientific Information (W.C.S.I.)

The proliferation of sciemtific literaturs raises one of the greatest
obstacles facing the efficient adrancemeﬁt of science today."iﬁffiéularly
in some disciplines, exponential growth of the literature ib};ipiﬁiy
producing cheos and unnecessary duplicetion of effort. Scienfiéﬁgware
uneble to become aware of, and meke use of, much of the scientific informe
ation relevant to their own vesearches. The scientific comminity has
evolved like an organiem with a quite inadequate centrel nervous system
for storage and utilization of information. An urgent need has arisen for
the development of a world=wide, systematic, co-crdinated and, as fnr as
poseible, integrated effort to store and retrieve scientific infnrmation.
The existing gbstracting services and systems for machine coding and
indexing cover limited areas of scientific 1nformation, they ere being
developed independently so that infbrmation.stbred in one of them 1s not
freely exchangeaoble with that in others.
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More than simple unification and co=cperation of the existing sysiems
is needed. New systems will have to be developed to cover fields of
science where none yet exist. An aciive program of experiment, triel and
¢ investigation of new methods will have %o be undertaken. The systems of
storage and retrieval should not be permitied’to freeze at present levels
of operation.

In mddition to mechanical and technical systems permitting formsl
classification of new papers by subject matter, and the storage and
‘retrieval of ‘this information; systems will be needed pernitting éritical
‘-analysis as well as the abstraction of the content of these'papers, and this
will require the active cc-operation of many members of the scientific
community all over the world.

Redical developments in the methods of secientific publication may have
to be considered to make possible & rational atilization of soientific
information, such as publicatioﬁ?ﬁicrocards of microfilm instead of journals
of the present type. Eventually an international centre should be.
supplied with comprehensive reports of all scientific work for storage and
dissemination to interested workers, together with briefer accounts to
be utilized in content analysis storage and retrieval of information.

We recommend that work be initiated without delay towards developing
a unified and co-ordinated system of scientific information storage and
‘retrieval from the heterogeneous and limited beginnings that now exist.

Ve suggest that ihez co-ordination and unification of such systems
- should be advanced by carefully phased nteps which might lead ultimately
©o cstablishing a World Centre for Scientific Information (W.C.8.1.).

These steps should be the subject of planring by experts in information
theory, communications and other ceientific fields.

We recommend thet a study group be esiablished under appropricte
euspices, such as U.K.E.8.C.0. or I.C.8.U. to underteke this task, Ferly
steps are importent if the solidification of different systems, which would
render very difficult future international co-ordination and unification,
is to be prevented.

{c) Co-pperation in Space Research

We have received s report on tha progress of the co-operation between
the U.S. and the U.S.8.R. in space research. The report stressed the signif-
icance of two features of this development: the great influence of scientific

-

co=ocperation on internationnl relations, and the limitation imposed by the arms
race on scientific co-operation.

The space research program provides a very good example of both
features, particularly the second. So much of space research is relevant
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to military planning, that the extent of possible international co-
operation is at present limited. Nevertheless, co-operation is progressing,
particularly through the intermmtional meetings of associations euch as
C.0.5,P.A.R., aerospace organizations, space medicel groups, etc. Three
specigl U.8. - U.S.3.R. meetings have taken place between leading space
scientists of both nations.

Co=operation has been achieved in space medicine and biology through
mutually planned experiments-and exchange sof information. ' f recent Soviet
experiment in which a-"space crew" sperd four montha under simulated space
travel conditions, but without weightlessness; bas revecled previously
neglected effects of human orgenisms on the surroundings. A change and
multiplication of bacterial flora was observed, together with a reciprocal
reffect of these facltors on the crew; which call for new research and
development. ; f _

Co=operation in global communication and the use of satellites has
‘been initiated, but certain disagreements have arisen. The Soviet Union
favors continued experimentation before deciding on a particular common
system. In the United States it has been decided to proceed with the
development of a system based on some successful experiments. This
systemn 1s in the hands of a private corporation, which, the Soviet Union
believes, involves the danger that less emphasis than is desirable will be
placed on culturally significant uses of the global communication system.

The exchange of instrumentetion and technologies has been progressing
and is important for the development of standardized equipment. In the
negotiations for the Allocation of Frequences for radio communication in
space -« progress has been a little slower than was hoped for at the Stowe
Conferance, but discussions ere progressing satisfactorily. Agreements
on mutual use of satellite tracking stations leave rocm for further
- progress. A Soviet-Australian sgreement hes been reached on the use of
Australien tracking stations, but the grestest deficiency is still in
the Southern hemisphere.

Greater progress towards a legal space code, covering such items as
asgistance to shipwrecked astroneuts, disposal of stranded space ships,
and responsibility for damage caused abroad by space experiments, appears
to be desirable. We recommend the conclusion of an early agreement on
these issues.

We expressed our great satisfaction with the progress of the U.S. -
U.8.8.R. co-~operation ian spece, and the desirability of its further

development and extension to other nations as their space research efforts



come into operation.

We affirm the view expressed ai the Seventh Pugwash Conference of
the desirability of an international world-wide system of communications
satellites because of its great cultural importance. We regret that
differences of opinion between the United States and the Soviet Union as
to the organization and technical nature o{ such a system still stand in
the wvay of final agreement., We believe that these differences of opinion
are reconcilable and hope that the govermments of the United States and
the Soviet Union, as well as other nations, will continue tc study ways to

overcome them.

(@) Intornational Biological Program {I.B.P.)

The maln idea of this progrem 1s to obtain data on the poesibilities
offered by our planet for the mutrition of living organisms, including the
growing human population; and to learn how to increase this productivity
by utilizing new areas, and by restoring the biological value to areas
devastated by natural catastrophes or human activities. Further, the
I.B.P. is to study humen adaptability to unknown and new envirommental
conditions. Collaboration with W.H.0. in this field is being sought.

The I.B.P. has established the following working panels:

{1} Terrestrial Productivity {Ecology; Physiology; Conservation)
(i1} Freshwater Productivity
(iii) Marine Productivity

{iv) Human Adaptebility

(v) Usc end Mansgement of Biological Resources

A training progrem of young aclentists, especially from developing
countries, and standardization of methods and measuring devices is also
being planned.

The statutes of the I.B.P. suggest financing its activities from
annual dues from the participating National Academies and from the funds
of varicus organizations willing to support its research activities. The
support of U.N.E.S5.C.0., both moral and finencial, has been secured.

We believe that the Internationel Biological Program represents
a very important activity of I.C.8.U., associating end combining the efforts
of scientisis throughout the world fron vericus disciplines of biology and

rom many other branches of natwral science.

We believe that its results will be of great benefit to mankind and
will be important stimuius towards colliaboration and understending emong



scientists, similar to that produced by the International Geophysical
Year. We asgk all biological and other interested scientists to give
it its support.

We elso warmly endorse other ections initiated by U.N.E.S.C.0.
and 1.C.S.U. promoting international co-cperation in science such as
the International Program in Atmospheric Sciences and the International
Hydrological Decade.

B. The long term conseguences of disarmament on
science and technology

The subject of the "long term consequences of disarmament on the
development of science and technology” was placed on the agenda of our meeting
beceuse it vas the theme of a proposed study group to be organized jointly
with U.N.E.S5.C.0., and it was anticipated that its conclusions would be
available for discussion. The formation of the study group was delayed,
however, and we have confined our discussion under this heading to some of
the problems already encountered in the advance of science which are likely
to become increasingly important with the growth in its scale and significance.
Such a repid growth is irdispenssble for the meintenance even of present living
standards among a rapidly increasing world population. It will have to be even
faster if we are 1o solve the basic problem of eliminating the great and
growing difference in the living standards of rich and poor countries. We
therefore urge all goverments to increase greatly the proportion of their
scientific and technical rescurces devoted to peaceful purposes as compared
with thoge for ﬁilitary epplications. For the tremendous tasks before us,
the reliease of resources and technically trained man-power through disarmsment,
and their effective redeployment, cculd be of very great importance.

For such an advance we need a balanced development in education,
science and technology in ail ccuntries. We think 1t would be particularly
timely to initiate studies, in addition to those recommended at Udaipur, to
contribute te the Tormulation of policies in the widely varied circumstances
of different countries. Amorg 2 mmber of important themes we may mention the
following:

{a) The role and support of fundamental resesrck. We believe it is important
not to see the function of basic research too narrovwly and to restrict it
unduly in the desire 1o sccure early econamic returns, a tendency which is
often observed.
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{b) Problems of the proper relations between centres of higher Jearning in
particular countries, on the one hand, and regional snd interuational
centres for sc¢ientific research, on the other hand; how to prevent the
wenkening of our unlversities througn loss of too many of the most able
young people to the research centres. Such centres are at present few
but, in many disciplines, the growing needs in gifted men and regources
required for significant investigations is likely to lead to their
rapid increase.

{c) Problems related to the re-employment of scientific and technical personnel
miade redundant through measures of disarmament. We believe that such a
study is importent both from the standpoint of fears of unemployment,
wnich could generate a resistance to disarmament, and in order to employ
the powerful forces released to the best advantage.

We suggest that the Pugwash Movement should contribute to such
studies by vromoting the formation of study groups or by their inclusion in the
agende of its future meetings.

C.__Swedish Proposal for e Peece Research COrganization

We have learned with wvarm apprascietion of the proposal of the

Swedish government to establish and support a pesce research organization in

celebration of the 150 years during which Sweden has not been involved in war.

Such an organization, independent and broadly international in its cutlook and

constitution, applying itself to concrete problems would be of great value in

permitting a range of important studies, several of which have been suggested
at previous Pugwash Conferences, but for which proper support has hitherto been
lecking. Tnus among many projecis which might receive consideration by such
an organization are:

(@) 7The establishment of a modern seismograph system, a so-callied seismic
cross, in Swedish tervritory as an important contribution to the problem
of detecting wnderground explosions of nuclear weapons;

{b} A study of economic problems of disarmament;

{c) Development of needed ressurces for a growing population;

{d) Other topics referved ©o in this report.

Members of tne Working Sroup

H, Alfven G. Jona-lasinio 5. 5. Medvedev F. B. Straub

D. Blaskovic (observer) M. Xaplan {coserver) M. Nicolescu V. P. Susiov {obs.)
We. Boyd V. Xnapp L. Pal L. Vavpetic

H. Brown R. Krause {observer) C. F. Povell

¥. M. Dobinin J. Kuezynski . Rabinowitch

J. Hoenfeld (observer) 0. Maalde V. Rabinowitch

7. Malek M, Pubinstein
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CONFIDENTIAL

13th Pugwesh Confereuce on Science ard World Affairs
Karlovy Very, 13ib - 19th Sepiember, 1g64

REPORT OF SPECIAL WORKING GROUF ON BIOLOGICAL WARFARE

A discussion of the present situation end potentialities for the

futurc with regord to biclogical uwarfare since the Sth Pugwash Conferernce

bas resulted in the following conclusions and vecomendations:

“Q

1.

3;

B,

Conclusions

Continued research and development of biological weapons will result in
compounding the difficulties in achieving general and complete disarmesment.
The continued develovment of biological weapons and their introduction
into the arsenals of nations would have & seriously destabilizing effect
by increasing the number of nations possessing major mass destructive
capabilities.

Accusation of preparations for the offensive use of B.W. weapons can be
canses of serious tension. A sultable mechanism is, therelpre, highly
desirable to substantiate actual cases of such use of B.W. weapons.

After a review of the possibilities for preventing the development and
production of biologlical weapone we consider that the outlook for con-
trolling B.W. activities may be more promising than discussions at the
Sth Puguvash Conference iudicated. In order to explore the matter further
ve make the following recommendsainions.

Recommendations

A study group should be set up to examine the requirements for an
inspection scheme for B.W. weapons and for cases of accusation. For

trial purposes, the inspection scheme should be limited to & smalil group
of Central Buropean countries representative of Eastern, Western, and
non-aligned nations.

The study group should carry out its work under the auspices of Pugwash.
Since it is expected that results should be forthcomirng within the next

few months it is desireble that they chould be reported to the 1Uth Pugwash

Donfarence.



Tne Contimuing Committee is asked to consider the firsncing of this
study group as 2 priority project smong those recommended to the
vroposed Peace Reseanrch Institute of Sweden.

The study group should consist of six to eight members recommended by
the Pugwash Continuing Committee. The study group could then draw

up a further penel of collaborating members for further pariticipation
in its worlk,

The study group should limit its work in the first instance to micro-
biological weapons. The experience geined could then be applied to the
problems of chemical end radiological weapons.

The potential of radiological and chemical weapons and problems of their
control should be the subjects for consideration at a future Pugwash

Conuference.
Members of_ Group
D. Blaskovic (observer) A. M. Kuzin
G. Burkhardf Potricia J. Lindop
F. Doty 0. Mealfe
M. M, Dubinin I. Malek
B. T. Peld M. Meselson
- D. Glaser A. Rich
B. Glass J. Rotblat
M. Kaplan {observer) ?. B. Straub
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Prospects for Progress toward Arms Limitations Agreements
B. T. Feld
10/19/64

The suggestions which follow are founded on at least two assumptions: One, that the
new johnson Administration will be interested in exploring vigorously in the next veéar serious
proposals for arms control, for further political detente and posgibly for limited arms reduc -
tions. And, second, that the new Soviet Administration will also be interested in continuing
the detente with the West and in further steps toward political settlement and disarmament,
especially in Europe. :

If this is the case, a number of important steps might be taken which would help to
reduce tensions and the dangers of nuclear war and contribute significantly towards halting
end reversing the nuclear arms race.

In the following, I outline some of these possibilities as I now s¢s them. These and
other topics were extensively discussed last September at the Pugwash Conference in Czecho -
slovakia, and detailed proposals have heen made in the working papers and reports of the
Conference working groups. Below, I give my interpretation of the main aspects of some
possibilities for negotiation which seem to me to be the most immediate and promising. It
is important that these and other proposals along similar lines be considered and discussed,
in the Administration and in Congress, early and thoroughly enough so that we may be prepared
to take advantage of any possibilities which might open up in the early days of the new
Administration.

1. A European Settlement: The U.S. has much of which to be proud in our postwar role in
Western Europe. The Marshall plan sparked a remarkable economic recovery: NATO provided
the protective shield under which European recovery was permitted to proceed without the
threat of external interference and without the imposition of any appreciable economic bhuyden

of re-armament,

But the rebirth of a prosperous and independent Europe has brought with it problems
concerning the continued viability of the Western alliance and the role of the European powers,
particularly of a rejuvenated France and a resurgent Germany, in the international power
structure. Faced with a formidable force of Soviet intermediate range nuclear rockets based
on Soviet territory and targeted on the cities of Western Europe, and faced with the developing
strategic nuclear standoff between the United States and the Soviet Union, the countries of
Western Europe have had serious reason to begin to doubt the effectiveness of the American
nuclear deterrent for guaranteeing their protection against possible attack from the East.
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The reactions have varied from country to country: France, or at least the government of
General DeGaulle, has concluded that her protection lies in creating her own, independent nuclea:
deterrent. With typical Gaullic independence, the General has concluded that even a smail
force -- capable only of delivering a suicidal "bee-sting" -~ would serve the interests of
France better than the massive force of the unpredictable Americans,

The German reaction has been to tighten, in all possible ways, her alliance with the US
and to attem pt to insure, by the continuing presence in Europe of American troops and “tactical”
nuclear weapons, that the US would inevitably be drawn into any European conflict and would,
in fact, not be able to prevent the escalation of conventional conflicts into a nuclear exchange.
At the same time, by flirting with a4 Gaullist approach, the Germans have raised the threat
of even further disruption of the NATO alliance.

Tre British, on the other hand, aware through painful experience of the difficulty and
expense of achieving a significant nuclear force and cognizant of how little benefit is derived
from the associated nuclear power status, are quite willing to recagnize the seriousness and
reliability of the American strategic nuclear deterrent against a Soviet attack on Western
Europe. However, both for reasons of internal politics and in order to be able to balance the
growing West German strength and influence in NATO, the British now appear to be reluctantly
prepared to collaborate in some scheme for a greater NATO share in the nuclear deterrent.

None of the NATO nations has been willing to accept the solution proposed in the first
days of the Kennedy Administration -- that of facing the danger of conventional attack by a
buildup of European conventional forces -- even though such an approach has for some time
been easily within the European capability. The difficulties wi th this approach have been two -
fold: first, it is expensive, particularly insofar as it would require appreciable arms expen -
ditures by the European nations. Second, none of the NATC o untries really believes so strongly
in the likelihood of a Soviet attack on Western Europe as to be willing to interrupt its ecopomic
growth by diverting an appreciable fraction of its resources into defense expenditures -- not
unless there were important gains in that natiop®s ability to achieve other national goals.

There is, however, one area in which Soviet pressures continue to be felt and where the
absence of political solutions continues to pose a threat to the peace of Europe. The area is
central Europe -- in particular, the problems involve the German division, its eastern borders
and the status of West Berlin. On the one hand, there is the universal unpopularity of the East
German regime which has led to the construction of the Berlin Wall to prevent the migration of
East German professionals to the West. On the other band, there is the continued refusal of
West Germany to recognize the post W, W.II borders with Poland (the Oder -Neisse line); the
periodic reassertion by German officials of their claim on the Sudaten territories of Czecho -
slovakia {based on the infamous Munich agreement); the refusal to recognize in any shape or
form the present division of their country or to provide assurance that its reunification only
will be achieved by peaceful means,
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In this situation, American policy has been caught between the Scylla of Russo-American
detente, in which all serious approaches to a compromise solution of the German problem have
been vetoed by the West German Government, and the Charybdis of a German-American military
alliance, a prospect which is viewed with little less than horror by the other members of the
NATO alliance and of which the prospect has undoubtedly made a serious contribution to the
downfall of the detente -seeking Soviet regime of Nikita Khrushschev.

Caught in this dilemma, our State Department has succumbed to the blandishments of the
solid, reliable and untemperamental West German ally and chosen to cast our lot with a new
concept of NATO based on the closest American-German collaboration. We have proposed, and
the Germans have accepted, to seal the bargain by the establishment of the multilateral force
{MLF}, in which we will henceforth be bound to the Germans with bonds of plutonium.

Without knowing where the new Soviet regime stands with respect to a possible German’
settlement and with respect to Arms Control agreements, it is difficult at this time to discuss
alternatives. At least until the recent changes in the Soviet government, the possibility was
excellent for a detente in Central Europe, involving the stabilization of present boundaries,
guarantees on the integrity of West Berlin and of its approaches, and a freeze and possible
cutback of weapons in Europe -- both nuclear and conventional. No one knows where we
stand now, but, considering the stakes involved, it would be sheer folly at this time to press
for the immediate conclusion of the MLF agreement, since this is likely to foreclose more
significant arrangements. The insistance by the zealots in favor of the MLF on precipitous
haste without adequate discussion ~- either in public or in the Senate -- must be interpreted
as demonstrating the uncertainties with which they regard its prospects in the light of more
deliberate consideration. In any event, the problems of NATO and peace in Europe are ones
which will not be eliminated by facile technical gimmicks such as the MLF, Bolstered by an
overwhelming electoral victory and a mandate for progress towards taternational detente, with
a Europe divided and uncertain of direction, our government can well afford the time and
the thoughtful effort necessary to devise meaningful rather than superficial solutions to serious
problems.

One direction, in which agreement now appears possible, is discussed below:

Il. A Non-Proliferation Package: The fact, that the Chinese have finally succeeded in exploding
their {irst primitive atomic bomb, reminds us that it is long overdue for the nuclear powers to
devote more serious attention to the vital problem of preventing further proliferation of nuclear
weapons and weapons technology. However, instead of bemoaning the vanishing of the time {as

if it ever really existed) when China could be ignored in international intercourse, it would

be far more constructive to try to re-establish and re -inforce those conditions which have

made it possible for nations, technically much more advanced than China, such as India, Sweden
and Switzerland, to forego voluntarily the expensive privilege of independent nuclear weapons
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development. Applauding, as we should, the far-sighted wisdom of these countries in "opting
out” of the nuclear arms race until now, we must recognize that unless the nuclear powers go
out of their way to establish and maintain conditions which will continue to make this possible,
the governments in such countries will find it increasingly difficult to resist the internal and
external pressures for the acquisition of nuclear weapons.

In the final analysis, the preveation of further nuclear weapons proliferation depends on
the universal recognition that nuclear weapons capability will no longer be regarded as the main
symbol of status in the international community. Indeed, what is required is that it shall be
universally acknowledged that nuclear weapons cannot be used under any circumstances for the
settlement of conflicts among nations -- that, pending their verified complete elimination, the
only justification for their possession, in strictly limited numbers, by the nuclear powers, is
for insurance (deterrence) against their manufacture by nations not yet possessing them and
against their use by any nation.

Admittedly, it will be some time before the conditions of political detente and mutual
trust among nations will permit the verified reduction of weapons to “minimum deterrent” levels,
accompanied by the requisite systems for collective enforcement of the prohibitions against
proliferation. In the meanwhile, however, provided that reasonable steps are being taken by
the major powers which inspire the confidence of other nations that there is truly motion in
this direction, it may not be unreasonable to expect all nations to accept a series of restraints
which are directly aimed at preventing -~ or at least slowing down -- the further proliferations
of nuclear weapons.

At the last "Pugwash" Conference on Science and World Affairs, serious consideration
was given to a group of measures which, taken all together, could provide reasonable assurance
against the further proliferation of nuclear weapons while exhibiting appropriate and balanced
concern for the military security of both sides.

Such a package would include:

1} Agreement among the nuclear powers not to give nuclear weapons, nor the materials
required for their construction, nor the technical information required for their independent
manufacture, nor the control over such weapons to nations not now possessing same.

2} Agreement among the pations not now in possession of nuclear wespons neither to produce
their own, nor to acquire them from other nations, nor the technological information required
for their independent manufacture, nor the control over weapons produced by other nations.

3) Agreement among the technically advanced nations to prevent their nationals from con-

tributingto the weapons development programs of other nations.

4) Establishment of strict controls over the transfer across national boundaries and the
utilization for peaceful (research and power) purposes of all fissile materials capable of being
diverted to weapons uses. At the present timée controls are in effect over materials utilized
in peaceful programs under the aegis of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), but a
substantial fraction of all nuclear power development programs in the developing nations are

preceding, through bilateral agreements with one or ana her of the nuclear powers, outside
the control of the IAEA.
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5) An agreed and verified cutoff in the further production of fissile materisls for weapons
purposes. Under such an agreement, there would be no further production of U of concentra -
tion above something like 10-20 percent, and all special plutonium production facilities would
be closed down. However, plutonium being the inevitable by ~product of nuclear power reactors,
it would be necessary to place all chemical extraction plants for the re-processing of reactor
fuel elements under strict international control to insure that the plutonium product could not
be diverted to weapons use.
6} Extension of the three -element {the atmosphere, underseas, and outer space) nuclear
weapons test ban to include underground testing. Such an extension and the assurance of
universal adherence to the ban may require some verification beyond national systems, and
possibly some means of enforcement to insure compliance; but the obstacles are political rather
than technical, Which is not to say they are less formidable, since it will take time and diplo-
macy of a high order to achieve the adherence of France and China to any such agreements.
Nevertheless, such a treaty, even if not universally adhered to for the time being, will have an
important effect in inhibiting further weapons development and in encouraging further measures
of arms control and detente,
7 As discussed in the preceding, the non-proliferation package will command much greater
support if it can contain at least the beginnings of reductions in strategic nuclear weapons by
the so-callednuclear super-powers. For example, substantial destruction of long-range
bombers will decrease the "deliverable megatonnage™ on both sides by a very large factor.
Even a "freeze" at the current levels of long=range nuclear weapons delivery systems will
amount t very substantial arms reduction when viewed from the weapons position in which we
would both gtherwise find ourselves after a few more years at the current pace of arms increase.

Some of the abovementioned measures, most particularly the last three, require
measures of verification of compliance if they are to be effective, or even negotiable. How-
ever, the inspection requiremens are nominal, especially if these measures are regarded as
provisional and of limited duration, pending more substantial arms reduction agreements,
Just as the non -proliferation package would appear to be more acceptable if negotiated more-or-
less as a whole, so the necessary verification mea sures are probably more acceptable insofar
as they are applicable to the entire package rather than to any single one of its aspects. Thus,
rather than trying to specify the exact number of permissable on-site inspections to verify an
underground test ban, or the number of sorties allowed for checking possible clandestine plu-
tonium production plants, or the number of factory inspections needed to verf iy compliance with
a missile production cutoff, it might be more feasible to specify a quota of permitted on -site
inspections which could be apportioned by the inspectorate (or by the signatory) nations among
the different aspects of the package in a manner which would be dictated by the experience
gained in the operation of the agreement.
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The problem of universal adherence to these agreements goes beyond the particular
problems of France and China and their refusal to accept the test ban, In principle, ifa
sufficient number of nations join in these agreements, they could in time become endowed with
some of the force of international law. Especially if the major powers could agree on such
a course, it might be possible for the UN to declare failure to adhere as constituting a
threat to the peace. In this case, it might be possible to apply sanctions -~ ranging from
economic to military -- against those nations violating the provisions of a universal test ban.

In practice, however, this course is unlikely except for the most flagrant provocation
on the part of non-adhering counties. A more likely course would involve use of the well -
tried “carrot and stick" technique -- offer of various enticements to include adherence coupled
with the threat of sanctions if the violator remains adamant.

In the case of China, owing to her almost complete alienation from the international
community, the range of possible actions permits of lots of “carrot” and practically no "stick".
For this we have only ourselves to blame; we are now reaping the fruits of fifteen years of
inane policy dictated by the China lobby.

If it were only a question of reversing present US policy and finding some means of
bringing China into the international councils, we would only need to deal with American
political myths. But the question is a more delicate one: precipitous haste to reward the
Chinese atmospheric nuclear test by rapid elevation of China to great “power status cannot
help but suggest to other nations that their national interests may be better served by the
independent nuclear weapons course, in defiance of a universal test ban, than by strict
adherence to it. There is nothing in the Chinese experience to suggest to the French that they
have anything to lose by carrying out their proposed thermonuclear test in the Pacific next
year. It is in fact not yet clear what moral should or will be drawn from the Chinese exper -
ience by the more advanced nations not yet in the nuclear club.

All this suggests how important it is that the nuclear powers agree among themselves to
call a halt on further nuclear proliferation; that extension of the nuclear club must not only be
resisted, but success in achieving nuclear weapons must in no way be rewarded. Implementation
of a common resolve to prevent further proliferation, however, will require much greater
degree of cogperation by the nuclear powers in pursuit of common interests than anything we
have so far witnessed. The big question is: can we learn to work together to halt the spread
of nuclear weapons before it is too late.

II. Strengthening the UN: Upon reconvening, probably sometime in December, the UN will
immediately be faced with a number of crises. One will concern the admission of Communist
China. A seccnd will involve the attempt on the part of Western nations to force the Soviet
Union to pay at least some of the previous assessments made by the General Assembly to defray
the cost of peacekeeping operations.
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With respect to Chinese admission, it will probably not be too difficult for the opposition,
led by the US, to prevent this once more. Although sentiment for Chinese admission continues
to grow, it is not likely that many of the unaligned nations will be particularly anxious to
reward Chinese defiance of the world-wide sentiment against the explosion of nuclear weapons
in the atmosphere by immediate admission into the UN. But this only postpones solution of a
difficult problem; sooner or later the US will have to face up to the necessity of Chinese
admittance into the UN and other international bodies.

The crisis on support of the UN peacekeeping efforts, on the other hand, is immediate
and acute. The solution of depriving the Soviet Union of her vote in the General Assembly
amounts to cutting off one’s nose to spite one‘s face; it not only solves nothing, but will
render the Assembly completely impotent.

The fact is that the UN charter vested peacekeeping operations in the hands of the
Security Council precisely because of the recognition that no action involving the vital interests
of one of the major powers could succeed without that power's acquiescence. In the long rum,
it is also in the interests of the US to maintain this principle and to refrain from undermining
the effectiveness of the Security Council, The fact that we have, until now, managed to rally
2 majority of votes in the General Assembly behind our point of view on past peacekeeping
operations is no guarantee that we will be able to continue to control a majority.

It was therefore most gratifying to observe an apparent Russian interest in estall ishing
a viable UN peacekeeping mechanism, as manifest by a Russian proposal of last June and the
interest of Russian Pugwash participants in this question in September. It should be the policy
of our Government to explore further Russian intentions in this direction and, most parficularly.
to be preparead to consider compromise proposals in the current payments crisis. There is
little to be gained and much to be lost by a hard and intransigent line; if, on the other hand, the
indications of a birth of Russian interest in UN peacekeeping machinery are borne out, this
next session of the UN may provide an unparalleled opportunity to begin setting up those
international institutions which will be essential for maintaining the peace and verifying comp -
compliance in a disarming world.
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SPECIAL ADDENDUM ON ECONOMIC CONVERSION

OF DEFENSE INDUSTRIES

The conversion of the defense industry to the uses of peace is a
task of major proportions. I have personally been very close to this
nation wide problem, Almost two years ago this week (Oct. 7, 1962) I
released a study of 370 major contractors prepared by the Foreign Relations
Subcommittee. Defense employment today is 10 per cent or more of the
manufacturing employment of 15 states. These are the states: Kansas
30.26 per cent; California, 29.59; Washington 29.07; New Mexico, 23.80;
Conn. 22.15; Arizona, 20.58; Utah, 20.35; Colarado 17.80; Florida 17.19;
Maryland 15.86; Mass. 13.22; Texas 12.65; Nebraska 11.98; Missouri 10,81
and New Jersey 10.79. This defense employment is almost wholly in
facilities built for the production of specialized defense equipment in certain
metropolitan areas such as San Diego,, with 81.8 per cent of total
manufacturing in missiles and aircraft; Wichita, Kansas, 71.7 per cent;
Seattle, 52.6 per cent; Los Angeles, 26.90 per cent.

These defense companies have given us, as a nation, new military
powers. They have shown us the path to peace with a path of strength
rather than weakness. The hard facts are that the production of the big

missile is completed. The Atlas is out of production, except for boosters

continued....+e.0.



needed for space shots. The Titan's are in silo, although advanced versions
are being used for Gemini space shots and the Titan 111 for a number of
future space payloads. The Minuteman and Polaris programs will be at

full strength in 1966. As a result, defense spending has leveled off and

the time of cutbacks has arrived. Mounting unemployment in this industry
emphasizes the need for discussing programs for an orderly transition of
defense industry to civilian work. There must be coordination of Federal,
state and local programs involving participation by business and labor in
policy-making, planning and action.

There are major civilian areas, where massive engineering
competenceJtypical of aerospace companies, is needed - large scale
construction, mining of the ocean floor, sea farming, further air and space
travel, integration of transportation systems, revitalizing the merchant
marine, improved global communications, weather forecasting, nuclear
electric power, salt water conversion, air traffic control systems, industrial
process control systems, air and water pollution control. These are fields
where joint government industry planning and programs can be fruitful in
helping mankind, making use of the scientific and engineering resources of
defense industries, and mitigating the unemployment consequences of future
cutback in defense production. I am not forecasting a major decline for the
defense industry, for we are coping with changing international conditions

social and economic problems at home, a re-evaluation of our goals in

continued.....o0..



space, and perhaps even a reassessment of the best way to achieve national
security. It is obvious that we, as a nation, cannot afford to create

a maginot line that might be adequate today but would collapse under new
technology tomorrow. Our strength cannot be stactic. We will have to search
for the means to continually improve delivery, warning and inspection
systems, and the capabilities of our defense companies will still be called
upon to give us the answer. Iknow these corporations are here to stay -
profitably, productively, and constructively. But some of their activities
will be devoted to related or derivative versions, new applications and

new markets. But, we must face now the requirement of wisely planned
industrial adjustments. No one, Republican or Democrat, favors pyramiding
arms spending just to keep men at work or wasteful unnecessary defense
production just to keep factories humming. With over 1 - 2 million
Americans working in United States defense plants, we cannot permit lack
of advance planning to cost any man his job or any plant its opportunity to
contribute to the national productivity in both defense or non-defense areas.
I have always been a believer in self-help.

Where a nation faces a problem of such magnitude, with such implications
for both our security and economic well-being, it would be short sighted, indeed,
for the federal government not to lend it,fﬁ support when needed, in the
favorable solution of this problem.

I do compliment the intelligent corporate leaders of our major

continued......



defense companies who have recognized the necessi{y for diversification

into commercial areas,%ﬁ Where ten per cent of the country's gross

national product, nine per cent of its total work force, over half the

Federal budget, over 60 per cent of the nation's scientists or engineers

are directly or indirectly involved in defense and defense-related spending,

you will agree that the importance to you, to your government and to the

people of the United Sta;tes demands attention and demands it now.

My close friend, Senator McGovern of Southern Dakota is a
prominent backer of a bill to set up a national conversion commission. He,
however, believes in the process of self-help and favors planning by the
companies themselves. I am a firm advocate of joint government industry
planning and have found wide acceptance of our administration's proposals
for action now. According to the Small Business Administration, there are
over 300,000 small companies (500 or less employees) who depend upon
defense work for their existence. These companies and their workers
need the coordinated efforts of both industry and government to help
solve their problems.

What I would like to see done now is:

(1) A warning system organized to pinpoint what geographic areas, industries
and individual plants could be affected, what the manpower cuts would be,
and when the impact would come.

(2) Federal offsetting actions such as a tax cut,public works programs

civilian research, manpower retraining, and loans to industry.

continued........



(3) The organization of a coordinative group to mesh Federal State,
local and industry - labor programs.

The President's Council of Economic Advisors has suggested action
along these lines and I am 100 per cent in favor of these necessary steps.

We, in the service of our countryl face the future, of the defense
industry and the defense of America with confidence, knowing there are
many problems to be met, but sure that we have in our possession the
human and financial resources to solve them. Any industry which can
seng a man to the moon can send a man to a job.

Any industry which so quickly provided the free world with the
weapons to win a war against our enemies can just as quickly provide
the leadership to win a war against unemployment.

And any nation which rests its hopes and its fears, its national
security and economic prospect, in this industrial complex will, I am

certain, not be let down. The record proves it!
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November 2, 1964

Bernhard G. Bechhoefer, Esquire
1710 H Street, N. W., Fifth Floor
Washington 6, D. C.

Dear Mr. Bechhoefer:
Thank you so much for your statement on "Disarment Negoti=

ations and Our Nationel Security." It was quite helpful
to us in preparing gemeral position papers for Senator

Humphrey during the campaign.

I know he appreciates very much your taking the time to
bring this material to our attemtion.

Best wishes.

Sincerely,

John G. Stewart
Research Director



Law Offices
Sc}larrelc],Beclil\oefer. Baron & Staml:]er

Arthur W. Scharfeld 5% Floor, 1710 H Street, N.W. Telephone
Beml\arcl G.Beol'\l\oefer Wasl\ington G,D_C‘ 298-6030
T}zeo&ore Baron

Arthur Stambler October 16, 196L

Mr. John Stewart

Office of Senator H. H. Humphrey
The Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Stewart:

At the suggestion of Senator Humphrey I am
enclosing a "foreign affairs statement”" entitled
DISARMAMENT NEGOTIATIONS AND OUR NATIONAL SECURITY. I
hope that it will be helpful.

In this statement I have not referred to
Goldwater by name; however, the reference to ultimatums
in the Hungarian Revolution -- as well as the reference
to extremism -- obviously come from his speeches.

While my work in international affairs since
leaving the State Department six years ago has been
heavily concentrated in the field of disarmament and
arms control, nevertheless I am closely in touch with a
number of our international problems. If it were use-
ful I should be in a position to furnish statements on
a number of topics,

Sincerely, a2
1 8 /4 ,‘ .
Bernhard G. Bechhoefer

Encl.



DISARMAMENT NEGOTIATIONS AND OUR NATIONAL SECURITY

Ever since the end of the Second World War the United
States, regardless of the party in power, has been carrying on
negotiations with the Soviet Union and other powers in an effort
to 1limit the arms race. The fundamental objective of all of
these negotiations is the security of the United States. The
military strength of the Soviet Union is so vast that it is diffi-
cult to visualize security for any portion of the free world in
the absence of security for the United States.

Before the development of nuclear and thermonuclear
weapons, it was possible to obtain a high degree of military
security for the United States solely by strengthening our weapons
systems. Then, theoretically we might have developed our weapons
systems to a point where without endangering our security we could
have indulged in the luxury of sending ultimatums in a Hungarian
Revolution or any other revolution in order to assist the fight
for freedom from Soviet imperialism. In the world of today our
military strength alone will not shield us from destruction in
the event of nuclear war. We have to be careful about our ulti-
matums. We cannot count on the Soviet Union because of its fear
of the horrors of nuclear warfare withdrawing from positions of
strength, any more than the Soviet Union can count upon the United
States yielding to its attempts at atomic blackmail. The time
is past when any nation can insure its security solely by in-
creasing its military strength and throwing its weight around to
accomplish its international objectives.

The United Stated while maintaining its military strength
must therefore look to other means for ensuring its security.
One of these other means would be the effective limitation of the
arms race. We have no illusions that a bare naked agreement to
limit or reduce all armaments without assurance of Soviet observ-
ance would in any way strengthen our security. Ever since the
Second World War we have successfully opposed Soviet attempts to
create world sentiment for such meaningless gestures.

However, in the world of today, we have found some
areas where the Soviet interests coincide with our own interests.
The Soviet Union and the United States have a common interest in
avoiding a situation where a large number of additional states
would have extensive nuclear establishments. Specifically, the
Soviet Union seems as anxious as the United States to prevent the
Chinese Communists from becoming a major nuclear power. Also the
Soviet Union and the United States seem equally desirous of avoid-
ing a situation where a nuclear war might arise contrary to the
intentions of either country -- such as a mistake in reading
radar screens. All nations -- and that includes the U.S.S.R. =--
are likely to abide by agreements in their mutual self-interest.



Then some agreements for arms control are of such a
nature that we could immediately detect a violation by the Soviet
Union and could take timely action to prevent any prejudice to
our position as a result of the violation. The limited test ban
treaty is an example of this latter type of agreement. Addi-
tionally, this treaty seems to be mutually beneficial to both
Soviet Union and the United States in that it hinders even if it
does not absolutely prevent additional nations from developing
nuclear weapons.

The Hot Line between Moscow and Washington reduces the
chances of war through miscalculation.

Both of these agreements are riskless to us and in-
crease our security. There are other similar areas directly and
indirectly related to the arms race where agreements with the
Soviet Union are in the interests of both countries. Thus,
negotiation of agreements for arms limitations and arms control
is a means for increasing United States security and, indeed, the
security of the entire free world.

The attainment of such agreements depends upon modera-
tion by both sides. We in the United States realize that if the
Soviet Union takes an extremist position against our fundamental
interests we shall not back down even though the alternative may
be nuclear destruction. If, on the other hand, we take what the
Soviet Union considers an extremist position threatening its
fundamental interests, what right have we to assume that the
Soviet Union will be more moderate, less extremist than we and
will back down? The only way to avoid nuclear destruction is for
both sides to avoid extremism and practice moderation.

President Kennedy and President Johnson have mobilized
some of our best diplomatic and military and scientific talent to
explore this highway of arms limitation leading towards a greater
national security. We have moved forward and can move forward
much farther. We should not reverse our course.
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Bernhard G .Bechhoeler Wasl'lington G.D.C. 298-6030
Theodore Baron

Avrthur Stambler October 16 3 196]4'

The Honorable Hubert H. Humphrey
The Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C.

Dear Senator Humphrey:

Thank you for your letter of October 7. In
accordance with your suggestion I am sending today to
Mr. John Stewart a statement covering one aspect of our
foreign affairs. I should be glad to furnish either
additional material on the subject of this statement --
arms control -- or on other foreign affairs subjects if
this would be helpful.

Sincerely, o /
\ > 8 // / b
}/’ r__)“‘ ..--...._.-é-. ,._\'__{ { - /_ﬁ;—_ﬂ -é/-‘-'y' b= __J
Bernhard G. Bechhoefer

cec: John Stewart
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Law OFFICES
RAUH anD SILARD
1625 K STREET. NORTHWEST
WASHINGTON 6. D. C.

JOSEPH L. RAUH, JR.
JOHN SILARD
DANIEL H. POLLITT

HARRIETT R. TAYLOR 737-7795

November 16, 1964

Mr. John Stewart
Legislative Assistant -;%aw égfi
to Senator Hubert H. Humphrey o l/

Room 1313, New Senate Office Bldg.
Washington 25, D. C. /W{/)jff*

Dear John:

Is it all right for Feld to send this letter? {/
Please advise before Thanksgiving.

incerely, (

4]

|I L( (L

\ n Silard

Enclosure



The President

The White House
Washington 25, D. C.
Dear Mr, President:

In reviewing the assignment of responsibilities to Vice
President Humphrey we urge you to consider his unique compe-
tence and experience in arms control and disarmament matters.
Mr. Humphrey was certainly the acknowledged Senate leader in
this area of critical national and international importance.

Within the Government chief review responsibility over
arms control is vested in the "Committee of Principles"; it is
presently chaired by Secretary Rusk, who we believe would
willingly relinguish this burden. As Chairman of the Committee
of Principles, Vice President Humphrey would be in a position
to give increasing emphasis to our hopes for achieving arms
control measures to halt today's frightening race toward world-

wide nuclear anarchy.

Sincerely yours,

Bernard T. Feld
President
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March 9, 1965
MEMORANDUM ON ARMS CONTROL

The Need

Progress on arms control is an urgent necessity
in the next several years, This period will very
likely tell the story on whether or not there is to
be widespread and irreversible nuclear proliferation.
With India and several other countries on the thresh-
old of a decision to develop nuclear weapons, preven-
tive action by the US and other nuclear powers is
essential,

Likewise, the arms race in strategic delivery
systems has reached a pause, so far as the US is con=-
cerned, and the further procurement of offensive mis-
sile systems has been temporarily halted. However,
in the absence of any agreements between the US and
the USSR, the race will inevitably move into its next
phase, with the installation of anti-missile defense
systems and responding mutual buildups in offensive
missiles, Measures must be taken now, not only to
prevent this development, but also to indicate to the
non-nuclear countries that the nuclear powers are re-
straining their weapons developments and thus to demon-
strate to these countries that the US recognizes the
futility of nuclear arms races,

Other measures are also needed, With the growing
erosion of the existing alliances in Europe, other forms
of European security arrangements must be sought, pre-
ferably involving stabilizing agreements between East
and West, In addition, there are incipient arms races
in a number of the developing areas, and the US should
be giving greater attention to the possibility of limit-
ing these through a variety of cooperative arms control
measures, Lastly, the application of arms control
thinking to the Viet-Nam problem is long overdue.



-2 =

Government Organization for Arms Control

In spite of the urgent need for action, arms control
in the US Government today is moribund. No new policies
are being suggested, and there is no discussion between
the interested agencles looklng toward new initiatives.,
Difficulties exist both in the interagency machinery and
within the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, which is
responsible for initiating and developing arms control
policy.

1. Interagency Problems

Although the Director of ACDA formally has
direct access to the President, in practice he has not
made use of this channel but has preferred instead to
work through the Secretary of State., The Secretary, be-
cause of the press of other matters and his personal in-
cllnatlons, has not chosen to give arms control considera-
tions the weight they deserve, The result has been nearly-
complete governmental stagnation on such issues as a
world-wide non-proliferation agreement and strateglc force
limitations, As for the Defense Department, in a number
of recent instances the DOD has ignored or directly by~
passed ACDA in actions having a direct relevance to arms
control, and ACDA has not been informed of recent DOD cut-
back plans so that these could be fed into US arms control
policy,

Unfortunately, there has also been an absence
of direction from the White House. Because of the very
weak position of ACDA and its inability to shift the views
of the State and Defense Departments, progress on arms
control will be possible only if there is clear direction
from the White House, It will be necessary for the Presi-
dent to make clear that he wants action in such areas as
non-proliferation and measures to limit the strategic arms
race, and it will be necessary for him or other members of
the Executive Office to keep a close watch on interagency
developments. In the absence of this, short-term parochlal
interests will defeat arms control considerations in almost
every case,
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2, ACDA

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency lacks
the internal machinery and personnel to develop the kind
of realistic, forward-looking proposals which are needed.
The internal structure of the agency prevents any ratiomnal
process of policy development, and most of the experienced,
capable personnel who were once with the agency have now
left. To the extent that substantive responsibility for
new arms control measures lies anywhere within ACDA, it
resides in two bureaus headed by an ambassador and an Air
Force lieutenant general, neither of whom is noted for his
interest in arms control,

If new policies are to be forthcoming, one of
two courses must be followed: Either ACDA must be directed
to develop new arms control initiatives, with the assist-
ance of other agencies, and experienced, motivated person-
nel should be provided from these other agencies, where
necessary; or the White House must take a direct hand
through a special staff assignment or an interagency task
force, As noted above, ACDA is not performing its policy
formulation function, and it lacks prestige and influence
within the government., The first path does not therefore
seem very hopeful for the near future, and direct White
House participation seems mandatory,



Minnesota
Historical Society

Copyright in this digital version belongs to the Minnesota
Historical Society and its content may not be copied
without the copyright holder’s express written permis-
sion. Users may print, download, link to, or email content,
however, for individual use.

To request permission for commercial or educational use,
please contact the Minnesota Historical Society.

14 www.mnhs.org



