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rJIrv Pre:::ic:ent) eighte en y~ars ago as the pj lot of an American 

B-24 bomber 1 corr: p:! eted the 11.st of 35 miss:"oY13 i~ ·::.h t; Eu:copE'ln theatre 

of World vvar II. h fmv ja,y~ after the ' completion of -l:,bat ~our of duty 

the war in Et..ro~e €":nded . 

Our crew climbed into a battle scarred bomber to return to the 

United States with the ~rim knowled~e that we had us~d t he most devast~ 

ating weapons in the long histo.ry of wa.rfare. Our four-engine bomber , 

had day after day dumped 5 tons of TN,T on i t.s targets bEloi", . 

But we had scarcely r each ed horne beirre news stories told of a 

fantastic new bomb t hat; had inc~_nerated 100 ~OOO JaVanese men, women and 

children in a single searing flash. Suddenly, our 5-ton monster lost 

its significance in the shad ow of that 20,000 ton destroyer of Hiro-

shima. 

Although the new diMensions of death were beyond comprehension, 

book titles in the after~low of Hiroshima One \,Torld. or None, Modern 

Nian Is Obsolete, Fi va ~~inutes to I:idnight att8Mpted to assess the 

meaning of the nll.c ] e3.::: age . 

Reco gni'3:1.t1.E; trlat h~lmFnity stood in deadly peril ) we dre-I"! com-

fort only in t ne ( ( Jr..., J.rd.:,i ':m -;.,r 3. l:, tJo e ne\,! tech nigues o.f destruction were 

so t<H'rlf'ying "'::1~'~, liJctYl. ~ur~ly would never use theril -- would he? 

Five yaa~~ l~te~ , ~hc A-bGmb of Hiro8him~ passed into obsole-
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,scence, not because it was too fearful to use, but because it had bec:n 

~'epJ .. f , C' ej by the H-bomb -- a thousand times more powerful. 

· ,l r~ar1W~1il.e , the Soviet Union became a nucl ear power, and in 19 57 

3putr.jk J': l lshered in the space age. Today, the two super-powers, Amer­

ica c.i.:) Lt'lss ia, have piled up nuclear weapons w:.th c? n exp :.osive power 

.)f 60 b';_:L} iO!l t ons of TNT -- enough to put a 10-ton bomb at the head of 

eve-.cy h,lm~:1.n be i T' g on the planet . 

A single warhead from the American or Russian stockpile if ex­

ploded over a great city would instantly transform it into a r~ging 

fireball 3 miles in diame ter wi th a direct heat and blast capable bf 

burning human fl e sh and collapsing buildings 25 ffiilGS from its cent er. 

Above a smoking crate r 3. wile wide and s everal b locks deep, a gigantic, 

poisonous radioactive cloud would rise 20 or 25 miles to rain down tor­

~urous d eath on millions of human beings not fortunate enough to be in­

:inerated quickly in the initial firestorm. 

In spite of this grim prospect, tte accumulation of more and 

10re devastating '",eapons continues. The gr eat powers are spend.ing over 

ilOO billion yearly on arms -- each side justifying its inve stme!lt in 

J,1G Darn :) cf iidefense ll • Yet, modern science supports the ancient bihli­

.' '3.1 wisdom, ilthere is no place to hide n • 

Speaking to the United Nations assembly in 1961.~ Pr9s:.dent 

(ennedy said: iV Today, every inhabitant of this ple.n e t rlUst contemplate 

the day when it may no longer b e habi tabl e. Every man , 'V'loman, and ch ilc'. 

_r~es 1l~(1€~ 3. nuclear sword of Damocles, hanging by the slend.erest of 

" 
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thr.eads, capabl e cf hei11?; C1~t at a~1y mcment b:r accident, miscalculation, 

inherent i!1 an ~!nlL ;t:Lt-.ed Cll\Y;S :ca.ce .'.' 

VIe Clcc 31,t; ·:::hc.: l crsi.r:; of Mr. Kennedy's \fJOrds, j1.'. c.-t a~ we a.c cepted 

any alt ernatj.~!'3 t e· 1.: (~t1. C 8 . li \lmy, then, does th G arms l'ac ~ with its 

mounting iniJ it':\,X,:r ·c·').'.f:e ts ccntinue? 

Doubt.l (~.:; s! ,1, [,)Etjor .factor is the unc ertain quest for s8curity 

through SUpe r l.0:·: r:ili tary strength. The COI"'.gress and thG P s.t.i ')]'1 ha7e 

willingly res pr)l'''c:P. r:i ~o t..'le architects of our rr.:'J.tt·:l:':'Y ce~ll:d.tJand have 

granted them t:.nprec. etjer. ted sums to insure the def8!lS:: of · :'l1 ~.r shores. 

Americans have felt tlta t the growing t echnic .s.l (;c' ~ilpleYi t :, of the mili-

tary art has r e(J u~.reri leaving the main judgmencs abou '\:, s ecurity to our 

military offic ers. 

As a fr eshman Congressman in 1957, I was tempted to raise some 

questions about what s eemed to me to b e a sta ~gering m 'ili~ary approp­

riations bill. Bu.t I laps ?d into silence wh en one of the r.ost r espect­

ed Congressmen took the floor to say: l'If our military l Gade~s are 

~"rong and ~~e 1 iste:1 4-.0 th e ir advice, it will cost us So:118 me.ney. Put 

if these 8xJ=er': :3 ere right, and we do n,Q.t heed thei:- requests , it may 

cost us our COlJ':tr y ., i! 

Giver: +. : lClt CS:':i.m choice, it is a reckless man ind eed who would 

challenge tte J ("r;. E'l'1j i or more military spending. Every pa ti'iotic ci t-
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izen desires that his country bo pr epared to defond itself against at-

back. Even the most ardent economizers -- men who vot e with zeal to 

cut funds for education, conservation 2nd health -- are quick to shout 

YIAye li for mor e billions for ar ms. 

I share the conviction that America ou ght to have a defense 

force wh ich is second to none. 

But, lvlr. President, has the time not come to question the as-

sumption that we a r e adding to defens e and security by adding more and 

more to the nuclear stock) ile ? I suggest tha t vTe ne0d to examine care­

fully the assumptions on whi ch our mi litary budget r 0s ts. vie need a 

thoroughly honest discussion and debat e , not so much about competing 

weapons syst ems, but r ath-Jr about tho basic postulates of our defense 

strategy. 

Have we r emember ed that th e defense of a gr e!3. t nation depends 

n.,ot only upon th e quality of its arms , but also on the quality of its 

~conomic , poli~ic al, and moral fabric? 

Have vIe cO!1sidered the i mpac t upon these oth er sources of 

strength of our 7ast mili t ary invi stment? 

Is the~e a point of diminishing r eturns in the race for security 

through ar!"tls? 

Have we made the wisest possible allocation of our material and 

Are we ~l]lii .~g ~a~j .c n31 ~~rencth by creatin~ a ht~hcr ?iJe of 

r'ucler'_r '00:-1.1)2 a':.c} a.iLi.rg J~() 01:_-_~ Y!ov el';cill" C 2p!3.r~ity - \;l1~le fcili.nC t :> 
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ma tch our milliorls 0:: i ile , untrain ed yout h with the n2.t i on' s needs ~or 

construct ive er:cY"C'lTIl.; f;:C (j'lvt.t? 

. Is cur. 'IC'ttL)p.:J . s e curity je')pc:tr di..::; cc: by 2.~:' ,:n~. tfJ .)N of gold tha t 

I s the 8~?G Ul cnr mi lit a r y bu c1 get the cb.. ie~ cY'i -:' e ::.-ion of eff e c t ·· 

\vha t .L; i tJ S n :'u:1ting arms r a c e doing to our f:ree1. 'JJ'!1 a::d t h G 

qua lity of o'Jr :1.·:'V ':? 3? 

And !i.. 'x, '; hnnJ"tant of a ll, ar e we follovving a bluepri n -:. fe r 

peac e or r qCiLi:'; ~-('iri'?lrd ann i h ila tion? 

For thi~ f:5_:-:5cal yeCJ.r, v-T0 ar e a sk ed to approve a D8pF'Ttmen t af 

Defens e budget of ~ 53. 6 billion, plus additiona l billior~ s fer ~h. e Atom­

ic Energy Commi s sion ;~m d the spa c e progr am . Tha t i s ,,!e i ~ ove· .. ~ half of 

our entire Fed er a l budget. It r epr es ents more t han t h e c omb ined cost 
'. 

of all t he soc i a l and e conomic pro gr am s of the New Doc.l period from 1933 

through 1940. 

Soon, we will be calle d u pon to vote on the ap pro pria tion of 

funds for this enormous .::t r ms budget. This is a tremendouR~·Y :L~portant 

vote for a ll of u s , not on ly b e cau se it r epr esents a gr e:..t c 8a l of mon-

ey, but becaus e it can giv e us an opportun ity to eX:lmin e SOInS of the 

ba sic assumptions tha t now guid e our na tional life . A f eder a l bud get 

is, af t er a ll, a ca r eful listing of the public prior i ties and goa ls of 

the nation. W~en we d evote mor e tha n h alf of tha t entir e budget to one 

purp os e , we c erta i n ly ne ed to b e r eason2.bly sure of our gI'o1.~nd . 
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My limited effort to , r epar e myself for this forthcoming vote 

as a Sen ator whoso chief conc ern is the security of our country and t he 

peace of the world has l ed me to certain tentatitive conclusions. I 

s et th em forth now, not as final judgments, but simply as one man's con­

victions about a most complex problem. It is my hope tha t thes e sug­

sestions may stimulat e in some way the l arger debat e \'lhich needs to be 

waged by thos e Senators and Conf,ressmen with gre~t er experience and 

lmowl edge than mine . Perhaps th e insights . of others may lead me to a­

bandon or modify some of my pres ent judgments. 

In that spirit, I suggest the fol l owing propositions: 

(l) The Unit ed States now has a stockpil e of nucl ear weapons 

in excess of any conceivable need. 

(2) Bringing the arms race under control involves risks less 

dangerous than the proliferation of nuclear warhe ads and the acceler­

ation of th e arms race . 

(3) Pres ent l evels of military s pending and military foreign 

aid are distorting our economy, wasting our human r esources, and . re­

stricting our leadership in the world • . 

(4) Diverting some of our pres ent and proposed military spend­

ing to constructive investments both a t 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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Those Wl10 adlocate: sprrfmder or passive submission to the 

forc 3s of internClt i on::J. CO!.1fi1un ism will find little or no supp')rt~ in 

the United Stato::~s. Eost of us ar e willing to ri3k d -.3ath r athc"r tr.an 

~ive the world over to a tyranny that is alien to nll that we hold of 

value. 

Like\'lise, few, if any , Americans would support the concept of 

an all -out military onslaught initia t ed by ourselyes to wipe .out the 

inhabitants of the Communist world. This, in another equally r<lnda-

mental sense , would be a surr8nd or of our values a nd . traditions. 

As a na tion we havu r e j ected both the conc ept of aggressive ., 

war and passive surrender. i,v e h1ve op8 rat ed from th e premise that the 

Communist threat is checked only becaus e of our cwesome military machine. 

This is the theory of "deterrence" which has guided our thinking for 

most of the period since vJorld vJar II. When one looks for a more 

specific answer 2 S to how that policy would be applied in the form of 

military strategy, he cmcounters some r ather confusing and conflicti,ng 

assumptions. 

It has ~ener~lly b8en believed that the deterrent or retalia­

tory power of America's strategic air power was targeted on the great 

d, ti (> ~ of J(vs.sia to 'be t~s ed in the event of a major Soviet attack .• 
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On June 16, 1962, howover, Def ense 30cret a ry McN~mara, one of 

the ablest and ffiOSt courageous men to cone into government in mod ern 

times, made an important speech J. t Ann Arbor, Hichigan. In this ad­

jress Hr. McNamara spell ed out the "controlled count er-forc e il or "no­

cities " doctrine. The Ann Arbor speech s et forth the theory that in-

3tead of seeking first the mass destruction of the Russian populace , 

ve would aim our missil es rund bo~bers a t Sovi et nuclear weapons in an 

~ffort to cripple th eir capacity to hit the United St a t es. Only if the 

30viets attacked our cities would we stri ke a t t h9irs. 

This s peech touched off a wid e-rangi ng cont roversy, partly be­

~ause its succ ess would s eem to d epend upon the United Stat es launch­

.ng a f irst strike against the Sovi et Union. 

If th e United States wer e aiming at the eff ective destruction 

)f Russia's nuclear forc es, how could we apply such a strategy unl ess 

Ie knocked out the Soviet missiles before t hey were l aunch ed from their 

>ilos? What mili tary obj ~ctiv e could we a chi evo by knocking out empty 

aissile l aunchers aft er their rockets had hit Americ an t ar gets? 

Secre t ary J.liI cNar:1ar a flatly denied t hat th e United States has any 

i.ntention of l aunching 0. first strike , but the fino cities lt or If con-

~rolled count er-forc a Vi th eory s eems a mos t unlikely o.nd impr2 .. ctical 

·r.rategy. 

In l engthy t estimony before the Hous e Armed Services Con~ittee 

;arly this year, Mr. McNamar a s aid : 

nWhat we Qr e proposing is a capability to strike ba ck after ab-
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sorbing a first blow. This moans we have to build and maintain a second 

strike force. Such a forc e should have sufficient flexibility to per-

mit a choice of strategies, particularly an ability to: (1) strike 

~ack decisively at the entire Soviet t3rget system simultaneously; or 

(2) strike b ~ ck first at the Soviet bomb er bases, missile sites, and 

other military installa tions associated with their long-r 3ng~ nuclear 

forces to reduce th e power of ~ny follow-on ~tt~ ck -- and then, if nec-

essary, strike back at the Sov:i_ot urbc.n md industrial complex in a con-

trolled and deliberate way ." 

The Secretary's own t estimony, then , soems to make the c.bove 

strategy highly unlikely. Mr. McN::tmar 'a pointed out that the :Saviets 

have always insisted th at their nuclear power is ~imed a t the great 

urban , industrial, nnd government cent ers of America . HG thon stressed 

~he virtual impossibility of either side destroying the other's harden­

:;d ICBM weapons or Polaris-type submarine missiles . And th en the Sec-

:etary add8d a third point whi ch would S8em to remove any real f easi-

l ility of c on centrating our nuclear power on Sovie t mis3~le sit(;s rather 

0han cities. In his words : I? Fur th ermor e , in a second s~rike situation 

.ri e would be attacking, for the most part, ,empty sites from wnich the mis ... 

3ilos had already been fired." 

It might be reassuring to draw the conclusion from the I'no cit-

ies 11 strategy that it is poss:ible to fight a nuclear WClr c (;ntered on 

destroying mi,')si les r ather than people -- if only we could build en·· 

O~eh missiles to destroy th~ enemy 's nuclear capacity . But anyone who 
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is laboring under the impr ession that our Defens e Department believes 

this to be feas~b le shoul d r ead t he Con~ r8ssion~1 t e3 tix0~y of 8ecret­

qry I'!cU2:nQ':'D, of J. Cl st february. 'l'he fol l owing br:Lef e:zccr pi'.s frum tha t 

~mr: ,,:<'ta.~:' 163-p,1ge sta t ement should bo pondered c2r efull '.v, es peci:llly 

oy th e member's of Con~r es3 who ar e r esponsible with th e Pr esid ent for 

the def ens e policies of our nation. 

Said Secr8tary McJ acara : 

"Even if we were to double and triple our forces 

we would not be able to destroy quickly all or a lmost 

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

if we could do tha t, we know no way to d es t roy the en­

emy's missile launching submarine s a t th e same time. 

We do not anticipate that either the United Stat es or 

the Soviet Union will acquire that capability in the 

forese eable future ••• We could not preclude casualties 

counted in the t ens of millions. 

******************************* 
ItThe expanding ars enals of nucl ear weapons on both 

sides of the Iron Curta in have cre2t ed an extr8mely dan­

gerous situation not only for th eir poss essors but al­

so for the wor] d. As th ,-, e,rms race continuGs and the 

w8apons multipJ.y and become mor e swift and d2adly, the 

Dos2ibiL~ty of a global catastrophe, eithe r by rr.iscC1,l­

ul!' tj em or d c s iSll ) bcc');no ;:; mor G r Gal. 

****~******~¥****~************* 
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"More armer.J.ents, w~! 2~~her offGns i ve ur dGf~nsi 'Te, can 

to prc cl~de a d~vast ~ting bl~w. 'T1' -
J n~.::, 

ual dGt 2J'~GIl ,>3 but i t is still 2. 1c un-

if nnt tl.' eliminJ. t e th ';s e de .ui.Iy Wear 0rl3 cOl;,~_: l c t '2 ly, th8D 

at l ea s '::' to s low down or halt the ir f urth E.. r ac curruJ '~ i;:"ion , 

and to creat e iflstitutiona l Ctrrangemcl1"l S l,vhic:l liVOU2.rt r e -

due e t he need for e i the r side to ros') r-t t.o t~1p.~_ r i mr.1E>c. -

i :l ~ e use in mome~ts 0 '[" acute i r.tGr n ·':!·;-.:i.oTI .-tl t ensi on ." 

I thin~ ~ . t i s ~,_m lJ eJ.~Ct tiv ~~ tr .. a t every j..mGri( ;D ~ 1'ully understand 

1...;ha t our S(-J cr8t a ry :) f Dc..i'ens e ha s told us. If nuc l SHr ",: ::lr cernes -- no 

mat t e r v::-ho s· tri~~ es fir e t -- both S Li o3 Hill count the i:r 1 :)s ~ esin t. A,;'1:1 

of millio~s of h'...~r.12 n live s . Thor e is no such condi tion as t rue nu cl gEtr 

?tsu pario~ityl1 iYJ. t he s ense the t eithe r th e United St8. tes or Russia c')H:d 

si t e s :::nd {l1) e 1 3flr~·ar-mGd subm c> rine s h a ve made the so "':c :ilJ e d if COUYJ.t C' I'-

foreel; cmJ ;fnb citi es lf do ctrines obsole te b Dfor o t,h2Y WE. r e fLll] cy-

pre S'3 2rt.. 

Even b efore Mr. Me?l'lma r 3. spelled out the Ann Ar bo r C.Oct:.'1Ee -::>f 
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a nuclear strike confined to mili t ary i n.stall.'1tions , th~ distinguished 

cha irr.:an of the Sena t e Armed Servic es Committ ee wRrn ed thnt this notion 

was 2n empty hope . S2id Senator Russ ell on April l!, 1962 : 

"Th er e have been some estim::l. t es and some so-called 

m~th ematical computations of th e casualities tha t vtOul d 

r 0sult f rom a nucl~ar war under various assumptions, in­

cluding a positive 2 t ~ empt by the advers aries to limit 

targeting to military installations and f acilities. I 

have no hesit ancy in s aying, however, that to me these 

extrapo l at ions, or proj ections, or hypoth es es are exc eed­

ingly unr ealistic." 

The highly r espected Sena tor from Georgia concluded: 

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

a war of ext er mination." 

The unprecedented condition of today's s tra t egic military power 

is this: neither the US nor the USSR can prevent the oth er from wield­

ing a socie ty-destroying blow, r egardless of who ntta cks first. Offen­

sive military power has been made so v'1ri ed and strong that 3.11 conceiv­

~bl e def ensive systems can be overwh el med or bypass ed by the power of 

1uclear weapons. 

Under these conditions, the cl assic military task of def ending 

~he shores of our country can no longer be performed. 'l'he pr es ent ar­

'ay of milit ary doctrines gives a design for emer ging from a nucl ear ex­

:hange with more missil es than th e opponent. But this sort of win would 
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be par'alleled by the loss of our society • 

. :r'h e Russians do not have a nllcl ear c apqci ty equfll +,0 ours, but 

our if superiori tyU is a largely lfleanin,sless concept in vie!., of their 

" l!relnti ve pnri tyll. In th0 dfl.ys when warf,qre '/m3 limited to rifl os and 

cannons and tanks aiid planes , the side with the most ,,,,eapons and sold-

iers had a great milit2ry advantage. But in the space age, when a nuc-

lear exchange of f~w hl inutes f dur a tion means instant death and indes-

cribable devasta tion to both sides, what consol~tion is th ere to the 

dazed survivors ' to know tho.t th :;r e r ·:;m=,ins under th e pOisoned skies a - ' 

midst the rubblo some unused "ovorkill" capa city? 

. \'llien 2.sk ed nt the Cc.mgrGssional hear ::'ngs VIhat the military sit-

uation would be a ft er a nuclear exchange betv-!0en Hussia and the United 

States, Secret3.ry lv:cNamara replied: 

1Y'r1.is i ·s n qu~sti.cn we h rw e consid'3X'cd . And I can't 

anS1'ler i t ... I think probably... th e fa~ Cl~. ::' ti ~ 3 j ,n W\.Jstern 

lTnit.ed S~3.tes ill ·uld approach lOG nu'J.io:,l, a ..... ti ~ ;he f a tal-

Now iihe n yeo'] con~i d cr on t.he ')I'der c f 3 ',)0 million 

peo?1 e d J; t~'. hl ':-1109 e ar 3Cls, it is very d~. 1 ficul t . to con-

eY-.l ~ .~. vie h3·~'"e LO:'1e ·i~heless f aced thn. tissue, 2nd we have ' 

But it exceeds the oxtent of my imagination to con-
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ceive of how t hos e forc es n:ight be us ed and of what 

ben ef i t t hey ,",ould b e to our n 'ltion at th ,s t point. . If 

It might be argued by some th ::t t our exc ess ive nuc l ear sp endine: 

serves wn incirect purpos e in thnt it forc es the Soviets to strain their 

l ess afflu ent aconomy to match our effort. Sut t he Russ i a ns s eem to be 

avoiding cons truction of h i ghly sophistica t ed weapons beyond wha t they 

regard RS enough to dostroy th e U~ it ed Stat es in the event of war . 

During the l a t e 1950's wh en t he Sovi ets could ha ve built hun­

dreds of th e l 'lt est t ypes of l ong-ran ge bombers they constructed less 

than 200 as against our [j~ or e t han 1600. Ther e is no i ndic 3. tion that 

they intend to try to narrow t hi s gap. , At th e pr es ent time , while we 

have a capability of a t hous and ICB~~ 's arid a r e building ma ny more , the 

Russians have built only a minor fraction of thnt number. Indications 

ar e tha t they wi l l improve and r epla ce r a t her than gr eatly increase the 

numb er of t he ir missiles. 

The question '"is whether th e United St a t es cC1n afford th e vast 

"overkill" capacity which s eems to underly much of our military budget. 

My own conviotion is that we cannot af fo rd this policy econom­

ically, politically, or morally and tha t if we persist in following it 

''Ie will weaken our na tion both a t home and abro ad. 

The United St a t es has us ed its gr eat power in the period since 

'Jorld vlnr II wi th a s ens e of r esponsibility and r estraint. We h ave done 

3. r emarkable job of providing a d2f ens e s hi eld to war-torn Europe and 

,:?ssistine; th e r ebuilding of that continent. We have sh ar ed our human 



-15-
md mat e:rial r esourc es ' .... i th thp. d ~ ': ~~, C'p1n2; cc"mtri '1s around the world. 

tance sinc e 10;:-5 . 

But if cur l eadorship is to r emain affective , wu ~us~ ~ak3 c er-
t a in th a t we do ~'1')t f a ll ir:to a rig id p:1 tt ar'~" , t ha:. jg.n.Jr (' s :1(:;;'.,' c ,)! }.I_~i t-

Lons in the world. I submi t th a t the c ontinu i:r~r:, ':J"l:~2t ":'l,r cl ':1 t.v e' ~ :.3.1"'-

;G1' measur e of nucl(;ar ov erkill mJ.k cs no S e;1S (~ L l the :n0n :. p c ::1..iv3 cf ~o'-

No infor me d person doubt s th a t If>le hJ.v c th p pC"''l~l.'' to c. p. st""o~r Sov-

et socie ty s ev er a l times over. One rec er.. t ~tud;r c: o.:1clllde i 1"h E',t '1m cO'.lld 
ow e r a SG the bul.k of the Russ i a n popula c e morc '~h::ln a th ollAe.nd times. 

ven if that estimate j s 100 times too hig~, we ltT0111d b e ahl e to des~ 
roy th e Sovie t Un i on wjt~ onl y a p8rti a l us e of o~~ ~ecpo~s • 

. ut that tor~Cty, cur 

urprise atta~k( I' 

l. ' .. - l""" :::l ..... Arj ': ,.... ,,) "_ Go. J ~ . ( __ .L_ 

Spe ak::'ng of our pr E.sen '~ capc.t ili-t:y, 1v.:-. McNamara said on Febru-
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ary 6 of this year: uAllowing for lOf:ses from an ill.~ti ~~ eUQI'Tll': attack 

~nd attrition e n route to t arget, we calcula te that our f orces today 

could still d estroy the Sovi et Union without any he lp from the deployed 

\:'a ctical air units or c :trri er t a sk forc es or Thor or Jupit er IRill/\, s. 

Now, Mr. President, I ask what possible advantage th er e can be 

to the United Sta t es in appropriating additional billions of dolla rs to 

build more missil es and bombs when we alre~dy hQve exc ess capacity to 

destroy the pot enti al en emy? How many times is it necessary to kill a 

man or a nntion? 

If th e Secret ary is correct th ~t one quick nuclear exchange 

would now l eave 100 million Americans dead, an equal number of Russians, 

and nearly as m3.ny West Europeans, is tha t not enough to deter anyone 

other than a madman from s etting off such a holocaust? 

And if either side yi elds to madness or miscalcula tion, can any 

numb er of arms s ave us? 

A PROPOSED i.R.ES BUDGET j~DJUSTI~EN T 

I think we need to t~k e ~nother c :tr eful l ook a t our enormous 

·'3. rms budget, asking ourselves: '!JIh F'. t part of this budget r epresent ad­

ditions to an already surplus overkill capa city? What alternative uses 

can be made of surplus military funds for strengthening the economic 

and politica l found Qti ons of our s ecurity? 

Our highly able Secret ary of Def ens e ha s eff ected many needed 

economies in oper ation. Con gress can encourage him to make much l arger 

s avings by limiting th e furth er pileup of ov erkill cap3.city. 
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I have pored ov er the ,~ralplic.s.t ed t ?:t l es and cha rts of the 18-· 

plic ations. Indeed, the da t a 3S made available to Congress in tt e ', ~-

f ens e budget do es not en'.lble one to perc (a i ve th e full functional P 't~­

't ern proposE:d. 

But I lliu fully convinc ed that ther e is enough talent and brain-

power 2.mong our milit ::; ry and civilian '.lrms exp erts to elimin2,te five 

billion dollars of proposed s panding that gO GS beyond our defense needs. 

A front-page story in the Sunday New York Times of June 30 r e-

ports: "The administrati /n is giving s erious 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 th 8 current study is a belief that the United 

States with an arsenal of tens of thousands of atomic weapons has a suf-

ficient 3nd perhaps an excessive number of nuclear arms t o meet its mil-

itary needs." 

Th e article r eports "rising c onc ern in high administration cir-

cl es over the multiplying numb ar of ,.,arhoads that h A.ve been assigned to 

the military forc es in the last "five years • . The maj or f ear is that con-

tinuing profusion would "only increase the chances of accidental explo-

s ion or unauth ,)riz ed us e 'of the weap ons." 

The Times report ed a gro'\llTing f ear of the members of the Joint 

Committee on Atomic Energy that the pr oduction of atomic weapons is 

tteoming to be based m0r e on ' the capabilities of the h.tomic Energy Com-
,"; 
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mission t o ma~ufacture th0~ ~~nn on the ~ ctu al r c quir emen~s of th e mil-

'1'; 18 !~ tOPlic .l..'.Int::rgy Commiss i on now h2.s an annu2.1 b-..ldget of t l. 8 

bi1U Gn to prJduce new warheads t o add t o bur 8.1ready on.') rmous stock-

The TimJs ass erts thnt a t a r ecent Pent :lgon pr,-ss briefing 

VIa highly plac ed Defens e Department offici 2.1 Vl estimated tha t it might 

be desirab l e t o make a ~l billion cut in this expenditure . Lnother 

"policy-ma king offici al" s a id: "We have t ens or hundr eds of times more 

weapons than we would ever drop even in an all-out war, And we have had 

'TIor e than we needed f ecet least two years . " None of the s ections in 

th is important news article have been challenged by 2.ny administra tion 

spokesman so I think it is s 3fe t o a ssume tha t they ar e well-grounded. 

I bel i eve tha t in addition to ~ cut of $1 billion in the 1l.t omic 

Energy Commission's weapJns procurement progr~ , we could wis ely cut 

an additional )~ 4 billion from the pr oposed budgets of the l.ir Force, 

Navy, and ll rmy without r educing th e s ecurity of the nati on. Indeed, 

such r eductions could enabl e us t o strengthen our overall national s e­

curity. Any substantial cut should, of cours 2, be applied and admin-

ist er ed with the expertis e of the Secret ary of Dof ense. I will list en 

thoughtfully t o the pr es entation of our j.ppropriati ons Committ ee and 

oth ers. I int end to f ollo'\'>J th e coming d2bate .and discussion with a 

frank willingnes s t o ch ango my vi ews if ther e is compelling contrary 

;=.:videnc e . 

It may be argu ed tha t th e economy of many of our communiti es 
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has become so intertwined with milit~ry s pend ing that an ~rms cut 0: 
s ever a l billion d.o l lars which I have pr 'J pos ed would r esult in a pa::n­

ful economic dislocation. 

It is true thnt mnny hlTIe ric nn communities h"'.ve come to l ean 

1eavily on the economic stimulus of nrms production and military in-

3t a llations. We need to accelernte : and expand our (; ff orts on the f ed-

3r al, sta t e , and l ocal l evel to p r ~ pc.r e thes e c ommuni ties f or a conver-

3ion to a mor e pe rmanent economy ap ?ropria t c to th e conditions of peace. 

Competence f or converting frJ m a military t o a civilian econ­

)my is a basic requirement f or the economic nnd political s ecurity of 

the United Sto.t es. 

PLi.NN ING TH E': CONV~RSION TO 1'. PE1~ CE ECONm,~Y 

Capability for e conomic conversion must b e developed at all es­

t ablishments -- m:'3.nufacturing, r es earch, 2nd others -- engaged in ful­

filling contrncts or otherwis e working f or th e Dep:rtment of Defense 

or the il t omic l:!.nergy Commission. 

In order to: minimiz e dislocation; f acilita t e industrial ex­

Jansion; r educe regional dependence on single m2rkots; r educ G r egional , 

ie~end ence on single gov ernment markets; nnd pl an f or growth in employ­

len t, I recommend the following proc edure: 

First, ~ ll establishm)nts tha t fulfill Defonse Department or 

:\t omic Energy Commission work for at least one c ~ lendar year ~nd whose 

)G rsonnel ere 25% or more so engaged, should henceforth be required -­

as a condition of contract fulfillm~ nt and ncceptable tdministration --
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to establish in th eir managements an oper nting conver ci on co~mittee. 

'I.'his committee should actively engA. ge in planning f or conversi on of t h3 

f2 ~i:i.:ty f r om military t o civilian work as r equir ed in th e event of 

t e:::-'mi.:-.ation , eu t.b:l cks. ctret cnont; Or' othe r c'lr ~ c:l ilmont of Def ens e or 

liES : .' o(1)ir em8n ~. s. 

Second, in or a.E:. r to e 3 tim3. t e t he suppor t th 1.'::. may be r equired 

t o (: ompl ement l ocal and I' -.; gi onal conversion, an E:conorLic Conversion Com­

mission should be established by th e President under the direction of 

the Secret ary of Comme rce and i ncluding experts from oth er conc erned 

<s0vernment departments. Our ;'crms Control and Disarmament J .. gency al­

~eady has a small but able gr ')up of peopl e giving thought to this ma t-

t er. 

The Economic Conversion Commission shall have r esponsibility 

for blueprinting appropria te action by departments and agencies of the 

Federal Government tha t ar o r equired to f 2cilita t e conversion from a mil­

itary t o a civilian economy. 

In addition t o s uch activities ' as it should deem ne cessary, the 

Commission would pr0par e sch edules of possible privat e and public in­

vestment patterns cmd the employment and ,i ncome eff ects to be expected 

therefrom. The information would be r eported t o the President and to 

the Congress in proliminary f orm within six months aft er the enactment 

of authorizing l egislntion and in final f orm within twelve months. 

Th e Commissi on would t ake couns el with the Governors of all 



,..,~ 

- 1':. •. _ -

States to encourage nppropri'3.te nr:i time17 stTj~:.l~ C D.11G. cO'l::' er ences by 

omy. 

Third, the CCFlmis:tj.oYl. \'Vo1}.ld, Ki th i:.i tive".V E' r£l ")nths of 8st<1blish-

nent, convene a }J~ tio!:2.1 Con f er en.ce on !:!,c')Yl CTL1J ! r. "; P.'T t~y' si on nr.d . Gr o1'lt.h 

to fO ~l!s na ti onwide Rttenticn ')n th e probl o ffi 3 o -:~ ~ G n'Tl:;r5i on a~1-:i p:;8 1'l);nic 

al so c ie~iG~) r epresentatives of appropriate 3gencio 3 of t he F8rt ( .r~1 

and State governments , and select ed indi viduaL~ wi thspe :tc:t lized know-

ledge. 

Through int elligent p~anning we c an ma~e a satisfactory trap si..,. 

tion to an e conomy less de pendent upon arms spen dihg. 

WEi,KNES SES IN i ,N -' RMS Er.ONmlY 

il closer look a t ou:::- present le·v e l of a rms spending will show 

that it is not an unmixod blessing n ow a s 2. stimulus to our economy .' 

Fj.rst 0f all, ~e have disibrt ed our economy in allocating such 

3. high rercGPta~e of our highly trained manpower, r e s earch and t nchnol-

)gy to We~t?OL3 prodll~tion 2. t the e::qJens e of our other innustry. Japan 

3.r:.d our W-;st E'u'cI-,ean allios ha v e all moderniz ed the:Lr civi l i an indu3 t-

.'.:"'ial rlome :It. 1 TIlt:.r;n l!~_gh Gr r ec tu th ::m th e Fni t en 8t!1t es, l argely besapse 

prod~cti ,):l CO'3 ':,s, d ·J ~r OD S eel C:1: ef f i ciGncy, undercut our C OIT'p~ t::' t i. 'le 
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position in intern3.tional trade , and aggr ava t ed th8 bal !"1 nce of payment.s 

probl em. 

1.m8ric nn ma chine t ool production was onc e the envy of the world, 

Jut t oday "lIe have slipped t o f ourth or fifth r ank :unong th e na tions. 

)ur best scientific a nd technical compet enc e is g8ing into arms, not to 

t.he moderniz:1tion of our civilian plant. 

Building weapons is a seriously limit ed d evice f or building the 

economy -- partly bocc::us e it cannot be c,)unted upon as a permanent sys­

tem 8nd partly because a military it em l oads t o no furth er production; 

it is an end in its elf. Disarmamen t chief William C. Foster s a id re­

cently tha t lIdef ens 8 sp ending of t he typ e we n O"'T h1ve has no intrinsic 

merit in t erms of its ability t o crent e pr oduction and income as com­

pared to other f orms of demand ." 

Many U. S. industri es nr c l osing th e ir capacity to compete not 

only in world trade but also in the Unit ed Sta t es. The concentration of 

capital and t echnical skill in arms production is a basic cause of our 

jeclining competitive ability. 

i .. s matt -.;rs now st '1nd, th e U. S. Government is financing 65 per 

cent of all r es earch nnd d evel opment and most of that is f or military 

)urposes . In Ger many, by contrast , 85 p8r c ent of r e s earch is privat ely 

f inan ced and n early all of it is being us ed t o modernize civilian in­

iustries which compet e with ours. Thos e who view military spending a s 

an unmixed bl essing t o our economy should t nke J. l ook a t th e gleaming 

up-to-date civilian plants in Germany, Belgium, Holland , Italy and 
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Japo. n -- plants that a re surp.:lssing our ·)v.Jn n e glGcted civilian product­

Lon in b j th qUFlli t Y nnd l ow-cos t oporo. ti on. T·1h ~r e will t hi s kind of 

:_mb\lEtr~: e 1 e3V~ us in the t:mgh cning c'ompc t.i ti ::n '.J f int erna ti ·on2..l tr '1de ? 

T~.8 U. S. Gce nomy is j eor ::n~dized further by th e fl ow of our 

-so ~_ci ov er seas 1.nd th e under mi:.1ing of the dolla r as : unit ... f int erna ­

tional exch3ngu . Todo.y, we ha ve ~ f a vor:b l e tr~ d e b Al a nc e , but b ecause 

of our military inves tmdnts ov ers eas 2nd th e fli ght of inves tment cap ­

it J. l we are suffering em unfavor J.b l ,; bCl. l Cl.nc e of payner..ts. He.:lvy arms 

spendin £?; h~s 3.ggr a v:lt <.:;d Cl. U. S. fisc a l s i tl~a tiun t "lCl t ha s led many i.mer­

ican invest ors t o s eek m0 r e Q ttr~ ct ive 0v er s eas outl ~ts f or th eir c o.p­

ito.l . 

Our traditionally 3trong curr~ncy. h a s b e en n ~owerful instrument 

in i.merican e conomic 2.nd politic 2.1 l ec.d ership in t he world. But the 

3tra in impos ed on our gold re3~rvs s ~ s J. r e sult of h eavy military com-

.11 t i":lents a broQd [md oxcessive ",rms spendine at heme is 3. threat t o our 

intern<1tiono.l position. The l oss of .i.merica n gul d CD.n be halted by re­

i ucing s ome of the burd en we h~ve b een c arrying f or the defens e of new 

pros pe r ous a lli os and by enc ouraging the c onv~rsi on of foreign cla ims 

on our gold into inv .J stments t o modc:rnize our indus tria l syst em. 

Whil e r et a in i ng our m3ssive milit ,:try pOI'Ter, th e overriding 

pres ent n,;ed of L.m,2r i can .security is pr ompt r e inforc ement of the eccm ­

omic and politic~l ~sp e cts of s e curity a t h ome a nd abroad . 

THE r-= I LI'i';,Ry-nmUS TRL '.L COMPLEX : .. ND :.?]'~RIC.i .. N LIFE 

It is admittedly difficult t o c alcul a t e th t: impact of the 1.rms 
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budget on our civilian economy. It is even mor e diff icult to measure 

th e impact of ~·"hat fo r me:- President Eis enhower called " the military­

industr i al compl exiT on our mor a l strength nnd the clim8t e of fr eedom. 

;l.meric ans hove nl ways f ear ed t hJ.t any trend t owJ.rd militJ.rism "'laS a 

threat t o t e e quality of our d(.;")mocra cy. I be lieve th :tt this is still 

J. l egitima t e conc ern. ~~. Eisenhower, whos e life ha s been devoted to 

mil~tary matters, was so conc erned about the gr owing imp J. ct of the mil­

itary-industrial combination on i .. mcriccln institutions tha t he devot ed 

his f ar ewell address t o this d,:mger. "We must n( ver l et th e wei ght of 

this combin2ti on endanger our l i berties or democratic processes," :he 

warned. 

Democra cy is bas ed on a fundamental r espect for the dignity and · 

worth of human life. lts greJ t stren "" th is tha t it opens the way for 

t h e full flowering of man's intellectunl, 111 ..;ral and cultural devel op­

ment. 

lATheD a major perc entage of th e public r Gs ources of our socie'ty 

is devoted to the accumu13tLm of devasting weapons of w:lr, the spit-it 

of democra cy suffers. When our l a boratories and our univ~rsiti es and 

our scientists and our youth ~r e caught up in 1~r preparations, the 

spirit of free man is hamp er ed. 

i1.meric a must, of cour s e , ma inta in a fully a dequate military de­

f ense. But we have a rich heritage and a glorious future that are too 

precious to risk in an arms r a ce that go es beyond any r easonable crit­

Jria of need. 
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~ve ne ed to r ;;.; mino. 01 ·.Y5 '3J. '1 (:S t lvJ. t ~,vG h crv G E' ,)UrC8S ·")f strength, 

of pr ..; sti g~ and ir.t ;'} rn.:;.tiuna l lnad (-; r:::hip bused 'JTI 'J tdor them nllcle3.r 

hombs . 

CO:1vc:-se J_y, ' .. Ie ne :::; d to rcm etntl\.~ r t tl :.lt the; grent6st Ccmm;mist 

vict t) ~'3_ 8s j_nc-. i. '_l(} :i..::g th (~ CI:.~.r.~se; CO:TltlE.:rJ.:i s::, t.::- ke)vor C ,3.!':~e at tr" e moment 

1'1',0 ~:lUl12 1 e.m t 83 ~ I'C:: ~ing bofor e our 3Yf:S t 0 d(l.y 1'1ill d ,:)Ub tl ess 

CO:Tr:. ~_nu2 ~' (: J' a~; long r,s ,'1e c .qn see into the futur e , but it n eed not, 

~!1·j ,3~(~ uln:r:. ot) be settled by nuclear "';~rfp.:l:'e $ 

Tl1 8 United 3tc.tes must be pr c p:-.red t o lec.d thc: t c:ontest into 

2re~8 th~t draw on our true s o~rc e s of grG2tness -- politics , e con omics , 

ar;.d :;]. i:. r a l1.ty. Ther .~ is 1. r:;r owin g inrl.icQtj_ on tha t t he cours e we f oll ow 

ma y play ~ major pa rt in d~t ermiping the c ours e which our a dv0rsaria s 

t3ka f or 3cod or ill. 

TIle s e Jf-def ec. ting nature of tho a rms r a c e is that ea ch side 

r ea0t~ t o the other's m'Jv c s in a const9ntly risin~ sca l e of nr mement s . 

Ir. hin C Ol"ltl~ ,:;s si c n3.1 testirr.Jny e- a rli e:r t hi s year , SGcretary lVIcNc:mara ex ­

r18in((~ r,(l~.'T tr. ·3 Unit 0.d Stt.' t e s tries t o C:'laluat(~ expected 30vi e t 2. rrns 

mc.·-/ (; s SJ tr.3t ':ve can r- l~n t o c ount~r th Qir Gfi' orts by move s of our own . 

; ,T ,ip' '"'r c , jn e::foct, VI s Cl id th e S(}cr'') Jc.:-> ry, Ylattof.1ption t o !1nticipa to 

TC )tll- (: t -i...O:1 and dep l oymo n"t:. decis i ons vlh ich our opp '::men ts thcrns ~l ves may 

:0 i.:; yet ~".c: ve .nEc.e' . iY 

I~ it DGt roasJn~bl ~ to 2ssume thc.t just ~ s we at t empt to 

:!ounter :-> r ms Mov es by ~ho Sovi ets, so do they try to g,"'ar th e ir eff ort.s 
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to counter ours? Could we not then well afford t o make a s erious eff ort 

~o put th e arms r '3. ce in r evers e by ca r efully c,qlcula t ed moves desif;ne d 

::'0 shift the c ornpetiti cm with hussia away from arms sp ending into more 

)eaceful pursuits. 

OUR UNNET Pl,iB1I C r,TEEDS: ;.i'J ;.1 TERNA TIVE TO OV J:t,RXI11 

We. helve rr:illions of idle youth who could be empl oyed in exist­

ing job vncancies if only th ey had sufficient trai ning 3nd educ ati on . 

~ siz eabl e pr oporti on of t 0 eSG ar e Negr oes and their idl en oss is at the 

bas e of th e explosive ci val rights crisis now cr-, nvulsing the n.:l ti on. 

Wh!l t bett8r use cuuld we make of s ome of our excess military sp 8nding 

than t o divert it t o em eXp" .nded pr ogr Clm of voca ti onal and t 8chnical 

training? 

Our civil right s problems r equir f or their s olution a ma j or 

Gxpansi on of employe~ent opportun ity. Th8 economi caJ_l y d8press ed r e­

~i ons of th e country r oquire fr 8sh capitAl and t echnic 'll t a l ent. Both 

~hes e b~ sic pr oblems of eca nomic d8vol opment r equire sizeabl e productive 

~nve stment. 

We have a n urgont need f or mor e classrooms, l '3.bor a t ori es, li­

Jraries an d capab18 t e~chers. 

We helve millions of citizens, p~rticul Qrly Qmong our older 

people, who need mor e adequ ~te hospit2l nnd nursing home car e . 

3ume of our l-'r ~ sent defense install 3.tions mi ght in the futur e 

be c unv~rt ed into vocational sch·~ o ls, c ornmunity colleges, or h ealth cen­

t ers. 
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powe!'. 

to use an in~reas ed "rolume of f ;>. rm pr0d -ucts 3nd 2gr :Lc; u1tu!'E..1 assist3.nce 

'rh e reCE.nt li'Jo rl d Food C ong~ ess held in 

Wa 'Jh:,Dgt;on '~ ,1 't e :t· s c 'J:r ::.'(:~ th (~ fact that n1a nld,nd n uw has the scientific cap-

."" " . ' . 
=' \..f,. . V 

I 1.-. ' 0 , 1.. Oil ~ 'c."· r ~_'. 0'. 51'/ c nnslo G~er dl've r".:'l.ng ,dt»- tl' ,_:,'oon t. ! ,:: i1Y: t..1.:l -t:-, . i'! 2 .'::; l , (~j ':" ;:-.", '_ _ . '-- ,w -
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)f th e applianc es, aut oDot iles, attractive cl 0thin~ and per3 n n p l ~ 0r-

fo rts whi ch we t 3lc e; for .~r 3.nt ed . 

The col d Hal" is now sh owing some; signs of '1 possibL; limit ed 

thaw . In his ins pired addr ess t o the nation l ast Friday even ing, Pres­

ident Kenn~dy described in cautious but hopeful t ~ rffiS the larger mean-

ing of the pr opos od nucl~ar test ban as a first i mnortant st ep t o pea ce. 

I trust th a t after car eful c0nsid er 2ti on the SenatG will l end its sup-

)ort t o this initiative f or pea c e . 

~s we weigh the pr opos od test ban agr eement, we c ~n us efully 

;ake int o account three f3 ctors t h2 t I have discussed t oday. 

First , wh en ba th si des alre~dy p0ss ess ~v erkill c2pQcity, that 

.6ssens the t empt:ttion f or either side t o break the t est ban. 

Second, SOlJ1e ilmericans ma y wond er if the nGxt steps, after a test 

)an agr~ ement, might not mean de clining military s pending and a s ag in 

)tir economy . I am confident that pr 'J. cti cCl l s t er-s '''lhich I have outlined 

for preparing 2nd supP Jrting Gconomic conversion will reassure our 

people on t his c .)unt. 

Th i r d , the test ban a~r eement can l ead t o s avings of anny mil-

lions of dol l ars from th e funds hithert o us ed f or l ar ge-sca l e testing. 

Ther e Clr e hopeful signs ~thGr than th e propos ed t est ban. The 

11th of a s oli dly unit ed , monolith ic Communist bloc WJ.S l on e; :tgo thrown 

.n d.oubt by Tit o . But how much more si gnific,:mt is the mounting evi-
\ .. 
'enc~e of Cl ma j or convlllsion of the Sino- Soviet Bloc! vJe sh oul d w::? tch 

< 
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these n ew rlcvlopmE:;n ts wi"':.h cauti on, ' ~'=no'~Ting well th a. t 1(rhi:'e Commlmist 

pm'le:':'3 ma y diffG!' wir.,h e'1ch ot ~1 c r, they c or.tinuG to follm: a tyrannical 

s ys t em tha t is a lien t o Lmeri~an d8mo~racy. But we mUet also keep from 

a rigid diplom:lcy or exc essive relian c e on " rms tha t mi g:1. t .ieopJ.ro. ize 

our capaci ty t o expl oit f or peac e t hese f a st-devel opir:g ch.:trlgss ::..D. t.he 

internat i onal climate . 

Thirteen yea!'s ago , th e lat e Senator Brien McMahon, r.'1.a tr'm2n of 

the J oint Cornmitt ee on :.tomic En(;r gy, made two memorable aciCT 2f)3 8S from 

the fl oor of th e Senate. The Conr:e ct i cut Senator w3rn cd th~t a contin­

uance of th e 3.rms r a Ce; w·ou1d. l ead s ')on8r or l a ter t o ca t a s 1..;roph e , and 

in any event would induc e Q clima t e of f 2:lr and a go ver r.mcnt-c ontrolled 

allocation of res~urc os tha t woul~ dry up th e wellsprings of Amer ican 

f r e2d ()m and d ignity. Th e Scn2tor c oncluded , on JvI2rch 1, 1950, with t his 

war n:.ng : i'Mr. Pr esident, tho cl ock is ticking, ticking , and with each 

s1(i ing of the pendulum the time t o s ~ve ci viliz~ ti on gr o\'!s st orter. When 

shal l we get about t his busine ss? Now, or when Russi a ~nd the United 

Sta t 8s ~lower at one ~nother fr om a t op competin~ sta cks of hydro sen 

UCITJbs?f! 

We have 2rrivod 3t the point in history VlThe:i.~e we indeed 7!gl oTtler 

.::. t one anothe r from a t op competing stncks of hydr,:, ge~ h Orr;'JH r IT I~nd if 

tte pl' C S e~lt trend cont.inu es , in a few short year s a. hCiJ.f dllzen .'?. nc t~en 

2. CJZ8n ~e1'T powers wiL:. cli~b .3t op their hydr og '::?n sto (; l:'p i les t o GlOWer' 

~t t~eir fr: ght ened neighbors. 
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The clock ~",hich Sen a t or lV!.c1'hhon heard ticking thirteen years 

ago is still ticking , but our e~rs h ~ve becom8 s o a ccustomed to the s oune 

that ""e scarc ely h~ar it. Yet , scientists of our day fl a tly :tss ert thnt 

if we do n ot reverse t,h e o. rms r Rc e , a ma.j or nuclear c,ccident w7..11 oc cur 

bef or e th5.s decade ,me.s ev en without th e iflt ent cf the nucl e:t:::' powers. 

~nd how can we r es t secure kn Jwing tha t any one of three, six, or a 

10~en nat i ona l ~efense ministries or subordino.t e military officers could 

set off a nucl ear hulocaust thruugh mi sc n lcul~ti on, impulsive madness , 

) 1" simply human wickedness. 

There nr e po",rcrful optiuns of peace 2 S well as options of war. 

3till alive in th e world is n faith tha t ca n move mountains if we will 

Jnly seiz e upon it. From our own h eritage the philos ophy uf Jeff ers on 

2nd Linc oln spea k wi th a vo ic e tha t is mjr o effectiv ely h eard in l.sia , 

:.frica, and Latin i.merica than any number of nucl ear expl osions or moon 

3hots. 1. consci entious effort on our p~rt to eliminate excessive nuclear 

st'')ckpiling will g ive th l t v :) ic e of peace a nd r e 2..s on an ov en clearer t on e 

I pray tha t our c ountry will in e v ery possible way use its unique 

puwer md influence .)n th e side of pea c e . I know thnt is what President 

Kennedy and his aclministra tion seek. I am suro t h1. t is th e sens e ,of the 

Con "'r ess and th e .l:i.mericcm people . I ev en dare t o believe that is what 

i:lir . Khrushch e v nnd his people h :lve come t o acc 2pt as the only c ondition 

)f their survival. 

Both •• mericans and Russians must make a ch oice between the quick 

~nd th e dead . Nego ti a t ors of th e t est ban propo s ~ l have cast their lot 
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on the side of hope and life . Th e furth er steps t o peace will be t or-

turous and hard, but t hey l eo::d , h ')wever sl owly, D.v.!2.y from c atas~rophe 

t owar d s alvation. 

If we hol d f .:1st t :> tha t cours e , t aking intu account th e new 

conditions of hmeric an s ecurity, gener ations t o C0me wi ll call us 

bless ed , and , as peacemakers, we shall know the Scriptura l promise: 

"The Lord will give strength unto his people ; the Lor d will bless his 

people with peace . 1f 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

COMM>T~E ON FOR" GN RE~TOONS (j// 'f!!':: 
August 14, 1963 WM!1tC U1Vi 

~.~-

RE: 

John G. stelJf,tA 

Carl MarCyv~\ 
S. Con. Res. 47 (McMahon Resolution) ?r~ 
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 
• • • disarmament and control CQvering (armaments and atomic 
weapons). II 

The resolution also provided that the Congress when 
"an effective and enforceable system of world-wide disarma­
ment and control takes effectll would appropriate Ira 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; II. 

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

In the 83rd Congress, 1st 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 limitati on of armament ••• to 
the end that a greater proportion of the world's productive 
capaCity may be used for peacef ul purposes and for the well­
being of mankind • • • 11 

And in the 84th Congress, 1st SeSSion, Senator 
Symington, for himself and 44 other Senators, introduced 
a resolution which called for a ceiling on the proportion 

--
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Page 2 

of each country's resources which "may be utilized for 
military purposes. • •• soas 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. 

Copies of the three resolutions are enclosed. 

Enclosures 



r 

, ... 

, ) 

.. ; , ' .. 'J 

... I' II. I 

...... ""I : 

, 82D CONGRESS S CO 
1ST SESSION • / . RES. 47, . , 

, . 
", 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES . " 

SEPTEMBER 18 (legislative day, SEPTEl\IBER 13)~ 1951 .. 
. 'I t 

MI'. McMAHON (for himself, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. MO~SE, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. ' 
HENDRICKSON, Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. BENTON, Mr. ;HILL, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr .. ·, , 
MOODY, and Mr. MURRAY) submitted the following concurrent resolution,; ~ 
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations ' (j , , , 

" ~ , • 
~ 

( 

lJ 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION" ,', 
. 

'Whereas the peoples of the earth are plunged, against their ~ill, " 

in an acceler~ting armaments race that involves atomic ' 

bombs, biological and chemical agents, and conventional 
, , ,I. 

weapons; and 
" , 

'Vhereas the prospect of the hydrogen bomb propels the peoples ' . 
\. \... I 

of the earth into 'danger above and beyond anything h~reto~ , ' :,, " ( ... . 

fore conceived by man; ,and 

'Whereas, in nistory, armaments races have always led to ,war; 

and 

" rhereas 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 ',~ 

\Vhereas United Stat~s efforts to achieve international control 

I _ _ ~~~_----------=------ . , ., .. -
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over ull weapons do not flow from craven fear or weakne , ' 

but rather from the strength of democratic institutions, fllith 
in freedom, belief in the value . and worth of 'the human 

/ 

individual everywhere, and from trust in Almighty God and 
His laws: Now, therefore, be it 

1 Resolved by the Senate (the Iiouse of Representativr" 

2 concurring),' That the Co-ngress of the -United States appeal 

3 to the peoples of the world t9 join in a great ,moral rJ'llsadc 

4 for peace and freedom; 

5 That the Congre~s . of the United States advocate and 

6 recommend that the next session of the General Assembly 
. \ 

7 of the United Nations devote itself to the single purpose of 

8 stopping the armaments race by speeding agreeme~t upon 

9 effective and enforceable disarmament and control ' coverin ., 

10 conventional a.rmaments, biological and chemical agents, and 

11 atom,ic and hydrogen bombs; 

12 That the Congress of the United States, as tnngiblc 

13 evidence of its good faith, pledge itself to . appropriate and to 

14, . make available to the United Nations-when an effective and 

15 enforceable system of world-wide , disarmament and ~'control 

16 . takes effect-'a substantial portion of all money saved for a 

17 period of five years, such sums to be expended by the United 
t - .... • f-

18 Nations for peaceful development of atomic energy, tech-
• 1 

, 
19 ~ical-.assistance programs to underdeveloped areas, and gen-, • ~ • • ~ f . • I 

20 eral economic aid and assistance to all war:rayaged countries; 
., 

.. !: r' :" .' " 
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1 That the C~:mgress of the United ' States call upon all 
"-2 other governments to make a like pledge; ahd, therefore, 

3 That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Sec-
t 

4 retary-General 'of the United Nations and to each United 

5 Nations delegate a,nd also that copies be transmitted to the .- . , 

6 presiding officer of every national parliament, congress, and 

7 deliberative assembly t,hrough,out the world. 

" . , 
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788 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY 

people's minds the ideo. that the United States seeks war that it. 
soldiers lust for blood, that its strength is devoted but to th~ bUildin: 
of military might which threatens peace, and the construction for 
itself of luxury items at the expense of the ill-fed, the ill-housed and 
tho ill-clothed of this world. ' 

Hard as it is to believe, the constant din of Soviet propaganda 
an effect on some people despite the fact that American act io 
completely deny Soviet propaganda. Soviet words make p pi 
forget the fact that tho United States has fought two world wa ' i 
defense of free men and fights now in Korea to protect all independ · t 
nations from the threat of military aggression. Vitriolic Communi" 
words make people overlook the fact that the United Stat<'S I, 
poured forth its wealth since the war to rebuild devastated EuroPf' 
to feed the children of this earth, to help by technical assistance Ih' 
underdeveloped areas all over thisglobe. They make the people &f 
this earth forget that it was the United States which, after Wond 
War II, as after World War I, waS one of the first to lay down i 
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 learnt J 

\ in these years since the war that Soviet designs which cannOl I 
accomplished by subversion may be sought by military force. W 
have learned that efforts in the United Nations to provide fo r II. 
control of armaments and to set up a reasonable international impl'('o 
tion system to assure free people that malevolent force is not buill 
behind their backs have not been acceptable to the Soviet Union fwd 
its satellites. We have learned that the only defense of freedom Ii 
unfortunately, in building adequate defense against aggression. Wto 

- have learned that until communism mends its ways freedom 111 11 t 
rely on military defense if it is to survive: It is for these reasons that 
we, in cooperation with independent states the world over, hay h~ 
to see to our defenses. 

\' And yet this very defense we must build if free men and stales 
to surVIve, is distorted by blatant propaganda which uses words Ii 

. "warmongers" to describe those United Nations who defend frc(·t!"m 
in Korea, and applies the words "peace loving" to those nations whirl.. 
behind the backs of the United Nations, pours arms into Koren I 
support naked aggression. 

It is these facts that move the Committee on Foreign Relation. I 
urge the Senate to adopt the pending resolution so we may begin no. 
to repeat the fundamental desire of our people for peace and fo r 11., 
reliable control of armaments, to the end that freemen may put th, ,­
backs to the job of building a peaceful world devoted to tho well-Iwu .. : 
of mankind, 

,-

208. LIMITATION OF ARMAMENTS RESOLUTION, JULY 29, 1953 1 

Whereas the peoples of the earth are plunged into vast armament ('t­

penditures which divert" much of their effort into the creation 
means of mass destruction; and 

Whereas the American people and the Congress ardently desire p. 
and the achievement of a system under which armaments, exc pi 
for the maintenance of domeStic and interna.tiona.l order, will ~ 

1 8, Res. 160. 83d Cong,. 1st BeSS. 
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come unneCCSSll.l\y while at the same time the national security of ."' 
our own and other nations will be protected; and " 

fhercas it is the policy of the Government of the United States to 
seck the honorable termination of present armed conflicts, and the 
correction of oppression and injustice and other conditions which 
breed war; and 

rbcrens progress in these, respects would strengthen world trust so 
tbat 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 

itates to seck by all peaceful means the conditions for durable peace 
Illd concurrently with progress in this respect to seek, within the 
enited Nations, agreements by all nations for enforceable limitation 
tI armament in accordance with the principles set out in the Presi­
jent'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 a.greed limit upoo 
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 

(5) the enforcement of all these agreed limitations and prohibi­
tions by adequate safeguards, including a practical system of 
inspection under the United Nations; 

10 the end that a greater proportion of the world's productive capacity 
cay be used for peaceful purposes and for the well-being of mankind: 
IIld be it further 
Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Presi­

lent of the United States and the Secretary of State, and that the 
Prc~ident make known the sense of this resolution to the United 
~at\ons and to the heads of state of the nations of the world with the 
!!quest that their people be informed of its contents. 

m. REPORT OF THE SENAT COMMITTEE -ON F REIGN REJ. TIONS 
ON APPOINTING A SU COMMITTEE TO W RK TOWA THE 
GOAL OF WORLD DISA 

The Committee on F reign Relations havi nsidera-
lion Senate Resolutio 3 authorizing a subc mmittee of e Foreign 
Rclations Committee, n conjunction with ot er Senators ot members 
el the committee, make a full and co plete study of proposals 
I.loking toward dis rmament and the trol of _ we ons of mass 
acstruction, report the resolution to t Senate wit amendments, 
and recommends t at it be agreed to. .' 
IU. 8. Congress. 8enat Report No. 647. 84th Co 
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

MARCH 2, 1955 
Mr: SYMINGTON (for himself, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. BARltErr, Mr. BEALL, Mr. 

,BRIDGES, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. CASE of South Dakota, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. 
CLEMENTS, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. :ERVIN, Mr. GORE, Mr.lIAYDEN, Mr. HILL, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. In:s, Mr .• JACKSoN, Mr. KEFAUVER, ']\lr. 

' j KERR, Mr. KIWORE, Mr. LANGER, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. LONG, Mr: MAGNUSON, 
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. MCCL]:LLAN, Mr. McNAMARA, Mr. MON-RONEY, Mr . 

. I MORSE, Mr. MURRAY, Mr. NEELY, Mr. ~EUBERGER, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. PAYNE, 
Mr. POTrER, Mr. PURTELL, Mr. ROBERTSON, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. S1IIATHERS, Mr . .. j ,', SPARK1IIAN, Mr. STENNIS, Mr., THUR1tfOND, Mr. THYE, and Mr. YOUNG)' 
submitted the following resolution; which was referred to the Committee 

.', I on ·Forelgn Relations 
L . 

'. t 
r 
I . ) 

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 , 

r • " in increasing amounts to peaceful purposes; and 

'¥hereas 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: Thetefore be it . 

V 

, " 

-. 
-,. 
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1 Resolved, That the President of the United States be 

2 reque~ted to present to the United Nations this proposal 

3 to explore the -possibilities of limiting the proportion of every 

4 , nation's resources d~voted to military purposes, both direct 

5 and indirect, so as to increase steadily the proportion 

6 devoted to improving the living levels of. the people; and I 

7 be it further 

8 Resolved, That any such limitation provide adequate 

9 means of inspection and control and be made part of any 

10 comprehensive regulation, limitation, and balanced reduc-

11 tion of all armed forces and armaments; and be it further 

12 Resolved, That the exploration of the possibilities of this 

13 method of disarmament be pursued to gain recognition for 

14 the principle that the way any government divides its re- . 

15 sources can be tak~m as a measure of its peaceful or aggres-

16 sive intent; also for the principle that high living standards 

17 constitute an automatic built-in deterrent against aggression 

18 and that any nation which deliberately and persistently 

19 holds down the liying levels of its people to build military 

20 power is a threat to world security; also for the principle 

21 that the conversion time' that must elapse before resources 

. 22 can be shifted from peaceful to war purposes can be used 

23 as a basis for preventing possible aggression before it takes ' 

24 place; and be it further 
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1 ReSolved, That to implement these principles cousidera- -' ~' 

2 tion be given to the following: 

3 An adequate number of key resources be selected and 

4' standards be drawn up fof determining what ratio of each 

5 of these resources should be set as a maximum c~iling 

6 limiting the proportion of each of these resources which 

7 may be utilized for military purposes. 

8 Along with each such ceiling adequate measures of in-

9 spection and control be enforced to prevent the diversion 

10 or conversion for military purposes of resources committed 

11 for peaceful uses, also that any such acts of diversion or . · 
'0' 
J 

" 12 conversion be considered automatic evidence of aggressIve 

13 ip.tent. 

14 The ceilings limiting. the possible military uses . should 

15 be set to attain a major 'increase in living levels, to provide 

16 adequate warning before any of these resources can be con-

17 verted to war production and to contribute to other arms and 

18 armament controls. 

-19 These ceilings be subject to periodic revision by agree-

20 ment among the participating nations with the view of pro- . 

21 viding balanced security and progressively to increase the 
I 

22 proportion of all resources to be committed to peaceful uses, 

23 provided , that it be recognized a ' "freeze" of existing re-

24 sources allocations cannot be tak~n as a starting stage because 
I 



'. . . 

1 ' it would freeze a pattern of continuing aggression for some 

2 nations, while keeping others relatively defenseless. (. 

3 Ceilings upon the military uses ' of these key res'ources 

4 be established to th~ end that no. nation's economic expansion 

' 5 be curbed. 

6 In setting such ceilings, allowance be made for the 

7 special economic needs of individual nations, particulaily 

8 those with underdeveloped economies; and be it further d 

9 Resolved, That ' the President be further requested ·to 

10 direct the appropriate Government agenCIes to complete 

11 studies now underway, or to undertake any new studies that 

12 might be needed to carry t~ough the objectives of this res: 

13 olution. 
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August 20, 1963 

Memo to John s. 

cc: John R. 
Bill C. 

From Senator 

You may recall your memo to me of August 14 that came from Carl 

Marcy concerning the so-called McMahon Resolution and other proposals 

dealing with disarmament and the ultimate savings from reduction in 

arms. I wnt you to discuss this matter with Jobn Rielly and Bill. I 

wnt you also to discuss it in light of the splendid message delivered 

by George McGovern about two weks ago and of course my own concern in 

this whole matter of the economic impact of disarmament. What w would 
if 

dol any disarmament 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 w 

fail to really pin down this genuine desire of the American people for 

peace in our public pronouncements the more determined the defense 

industries become to maintain the defense program and t he arms program. 

There is beginning to be a vested interest in this anns production. 
r 

PreSident Eisenhower's farewll 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 wnt to read it again and again 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 background, I suggest that we start to prepare 
"'--------

an appropriate resolution relating to the desires of the American people 
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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 humanity, 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 ow. Then expressing our belief that if nations could 

turn their s'WOrds into plowshares and their spears into pruning hooks 

that we 'WOuld soon have a better 'WOrld and one that was moving ahead 

as D.ivine Plrovidence had hoped it 'WOuld. To put it more simply, 

armament 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 armament. It 'WOuld be 

of interest for example how much money is being spent in Latin America on 

armament. The rate of illiteracy is staggering. Poverty is everywhere 

and yet countries and governments spend money on armament. How ridiculous 

this is! And then take a look at the Middle East/and 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 W'Ork 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 armaments. 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 res01ution 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 tha*~ 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 ta1king 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 $14 million dollars per hour for 

armament. Think of thatt That the United states and the Soviet Union 
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were responsible for 70 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 steVlSl't of August 14 is helpful. 

But I want t~Uild 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

'N 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
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1 France, the 18th nation, has not participated in the conference since
its initial meeting in March 1962.

iii

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 
PUBLICATION 23 

R.I.as.d J.ly 1964 

For sa1e by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government PrInting Olllce 
Washington, D.C., 20402 - Pr10e 20 cents 

I I 

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 1 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 la~d, 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 

1 France, the 18th nation, has not participated in the conference since 
its initial meeting in March 1962. 

iii 



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.

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

J.HERE IS ONLY ONE ITEM ON THE AGENDA OF THIS CONFERENCE

IT IS THE LEADING ITEM ON THE AGENDA OF MANKIND AND

THAT ONE ITEM IS 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
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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

(c) 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.
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" . . . The United States, the Soviet Union and then- respective
allies should agree to explore a verified freeze of the number
and characteristics of strategic nuclear offensive and defensive
vehicles. . . . "

—President Johnson

As expanded upon by William C. Foster,
Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, on January 31, 1964, before the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament

Geneva, Switzerland.
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J.HIS PBOPOSAL 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.S.S.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 increase 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
witli 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
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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 I 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-

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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". . . 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. . .

—President Johnson

As further expanded upon by Adrian S. Fisher,
Deputy Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, on April 16, 1964, before

feighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma-
ment at Geneva, Switzerland'.
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D,'URING THE PAST FEW YEARS THIS CONFERENCE HAS BEEN LIVING

WITHIN THE LENGTHENING SHADOW OP 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. In 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.

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.
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HALT IN THE PKODUCTION OF FISSIONABLE MATERIALS 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 hi 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 moving
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.
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" . . . a verified agreement to halt all production of fissionable
materials for weapons use . . . while we seek agreement on
this measure, the U.S. is willing to achieve prompt reductions
through both sides closing comparable production facilities.
. . . We have started in this direction. . . ."

—President Johnson

Steps being taken to turn down the arms race
in the area of fissionable materials production
.aken note of by Adrian S. Fisher, Deputy

Director of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency, on April 21, 1964, before the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament
at Geneva, Switzerland.
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JT RESIDENT 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.1 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 production 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 MinisterDouglas-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 Khrushchev 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.2

2 In 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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" . . . to stop the spread of
controlling them. . .

to nations not now

President Johnson

As elaborated by William C. Foster, Director
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
on February 6,-1964, before the Eighteen-
Nation Committee on Disarmament at Geneva,
Switzerland
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JL HE 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
implement 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 nonacquisition 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 can 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-
tion of national nuclear capabilities. Those steps would logically
follow upon the nuclear test ban.
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". . . to stop the spread of nuclear weapons to nations not now
controlling them. . . ."

—President Johnson

As elaborated further by Adrian S. Fisher,
Deputy Director of the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency, on March 5, 1964, before
the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma-
ment at Geneva, Switzerland.
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XXT 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 IAEA 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
IAEA as rapidly as possible. In pursuance of this policy, the
United States and Japan, for instance, have recently transferred
to the IAEA 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 IAEA. 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 IAEA 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 IAEA safeguards on certain of its peaceful-use facilities,
as I have described previously.

As a second step, the United States will invite the IAEA 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 IAEA 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 IAEA 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 IAEA 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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13th PlJGWASlI conFERENCE ON SCIENCE AND WORLD AFFAIRS 

STATEMENT BY THE PUGWASH CONTINUING, COMMITTEF.' 
~ ... -- --~~-- '""'" 

1he 13th Fugwash COni'erence has now concl uded . I-c was attended 
by 86 scientis'c;s and scholars from 19 countries. Ou1' discussions have 
bean f'ra.llk and co-operative.; 'lbey have been chie:t."ly concerned with 
disarmament and related questions I but they have also dealt with matters 
such as the responsibility ot: scientists in the lL."Odern world. OUr 
confidence in t.he value ()f the Pugwash Confp.rences has been f'ur-cher 
strengthened. 

The discussions have dist:tnguished a gI'eat many wasy in which 
prompt action coula attain and then consolidate an improvement in the 
international 8i tuation, both military and political. They have also 
identified some of the more distant targets at which it beems reasonable 
to aim, and some of the problems raj sed by the development of science 
and technology . 

This statement has been drawn up by the Continuil'1.g Committee 
on the basia of the reports submitted by the Working Groups to t he 
Conference as a whole. 

Several 'means o~ relaxing the present ~ens~ons, of reducing the 
danger of war, and of paving the way to more lasting agreements, have been 
identified: 

1., It would be valuable if the nations concerned 'With -the German problem, 
and in part1cular the former occupying povers together with the Federal 
German Republic, ~lould promptly recognize and guarantee the existing 
:frontiers of Germany vIi th its neighboring states. 

2. A non-egression treaty between the North Atlantic and the Warsaw Treaty 
Organizations l/Ould be most valuable 0 The treaty would require that 
~der no circumstances would the armed forces of one countr~ violate 
the frontiers of another, ,or pf West Ber~ip, or the accesses, to that 
ci ty. Access to Berlin shall. not be interrupted pending a final agree~ 
ment' upon the complex Qf problems embracing Berlin and Germe.l\Y 0 

3. Tile idea of a nuclear freeze in Central Europe, applying to an area 
on each side of the demarcation line in Central Europe, deserves urgent. 
consideration. It HouJ.d help in :the reduction and elimination of nucle-aI' 
'Weapons in Europe.' ' 



4g Governments concerned with the establishment 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 ~eapons. 

5. To avoid nuclear proliferation, a number of interrelated measUY-e6 are 
desirable: 

( a ) International agreements commdtting the nuclear powers not 
to give, and the non-nuclear nations not t o accept, nuclear 
weapons, materials for nucl~ar weapons, or aid :i.n their 
development would contribute substantially to the safety of 
the world o 

(b ) Governments should seek means to prevent their nationals t'rom 
assisting other nations in the development of nuclear weapons 
and other weapons of mass destruction. 

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

(d) 'rIle 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 
be an obstacle. It is very important that ways and means be 
found to convince the governments and the peoples concerned of 
the inadvi.sability of any further atmospheric testing. 

\, e ) A cut-off of further production of fissile materials for weapons 
uGe, with a treat? stipulating verification procedures would 
a l so be most desirable. 

FIJR'13iER STl!!PS TOWAROODlSAmAMENT oot-_ ... 
The steps outlined in the preceding section could be implemented 

in tte near future. other measures which !llS.Y need more time include: 

1 > ~ Illcre are a number of regions in which it would be possible to ban the 
~renence of nuclear weapons. Scandinavia, the B9.J..kans, Africa, Latin 
Ameri l!a, the ~"dddle East" and the South and East of Asia together with 
-~strnlia, are all potential nuclear free zones~ 

20 (n Cent ral Europe there is a strong case for seeking to reduce the risk 
,")f surpri se atta.ck by the establishment of demli tarized strips on either 
si de of the line di viding the arIl1~ forces of NATO and the Warsaw Tr'eaty 
Organization . There would_ have to be accompanying agreements on means 
of detecting violat ions and on the strengths and chara.cteristics of 
bOlder police . 
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J. 'rte r't!::Tent proposals 1'or the elimination OT' sUbstantial :::'if!duction 
'1 c" .. :rategi c bomber forces are promising and should be further 
k!"!=r,lcred. It wa.s urged that a.r.w resources freed by such measu':I'es 
~.::,I}u ld he balanced 'by eomparahle allocations of reSOll.1"ces to f.']?ecie. 
t':.G>C. 'peaceful uses. 

4" A stu~ group is to be set up to E'..xBmine the requirements for an . 
il'''!'''pect1on scheme for biologiC'.,al 'Weapons. For . trial purposes the 
ir;..3peC't1on scheme will be limited to e small grOtW of Central Europea.!l 
tClmtries representative of Ehs"tern, \"estern .. and non",a11gned nations. 

COLLL'CTIVE SECURITY --·--1..--· ........ -.-......-,--
It is plain that measures '1>1111 ha.ve to be taken to increase the 

effectivune:ss of the e.xist:i.ug peace=keeping machinery of the Uo~o In 
dle l..:usr.ing military measures by the U.N. it was stressed 'chat these 'IoIere 
a metl'.1oo of last resort. The U.N. has not yet employed, enforcement a ction 
l.lllder Chapter 7 of the Charter, which requires agreements \/ith member states 
about the provision of mili ta.r.Y contingents, and depends oX! the appT'oval crf 
the GrE'.at I'Ol~eI'S~ In this respect '>16 ~welcOltle the memOrandUill of the U.So~LR~ 
Government of 10 'July 1~4 'Which endorses t..'he implementation of tb.is type 
of pcnce-keepir~ aL~chiner.y. 

There should not for the present be a standing U,. N. ruilltar,; 
1'01"(' ';; 1 but 1ru;tead there should be specially trained cotitingents :in various 
;::ountr:tes . There should be in addition stand-by police units . Both these 
i-lould be specially trained to handle the type of situation whi:!h the U.N. 
hal, t'requently faced. It was also thought that wider use of U~N . obse:r.vers 
would. be helpful. 

~e possibility of enforcement action by the U. N. is of 
special importance for the non-alLgned nations. It ~y be a advantage for 
them to conclude tIle relevant agreements ahead of other nations. They co~lld 
thus provid.e the U.N. with the means to protect non-aligned. nations, gi '/en 
the good will of the Great Powers. 

The possi"bill ty ·was cons1dered that, instead of .fj,nancing each 
peace-keeping operation 'ad hoc, the U.N. might be provided for this purpose 
wi th a steady source of incO!l1e.. Several ideas for raising such an income 
were suggested, such as a levy on member states according to their military 
budgets, a. royalty on mining rights under t.he b1.gh seas , a tax on the uOt:' 

of c:omnru.nj cations sater 1 tes, or even a small tarj rf on i nternati()nal trade. 
lhese and ot-her ideas need further stlld,V 0 

Besides the idea of prohibi ttng the use ()f' f of.::.e i.~ t,h(> 
settlement of terri torial dispu toes, whi en Has PI'1pOSed in t he message from 
Prime Minister Khrushchev of 31 December 1963, and the reply by aesident 
Johnnon of 20 Jarruary 1964 J we consider tm. t the cause of ':::)lle('tive oecuri ty 
would be lIe11 served by a more comprehensive agreemen·t or liecl ll.:ration that 
wcruld ban the use of force by any nation in violation of thp. te~"r.'itorial 
integrity of another. , This should ex~Jude neither sel f-defense nor 
collective action under the prov:isl.cms of the U.N, Chart,.. , T'le r ight of 
self-determina.tion in internnl affa.irs is In no 'Way pre,j'u ' i ced hy such a ban . 



In the ,'!ontext of the U.N. l"e£olution for ending cclon.1.aJ.isID, 
4..t. :i. • nc~ D.,?p;r>f')priu.te for the U.N. to take measures to implement ~t. 

A study of thE' seC1....I'i ty problems of a disarmed. world h. urgent 
::, (!ce; .. u;a ; 14i thout confidence in the stability of such a worJ,.d, Rlld in thE.' 
.;(;r·u.:-:: r;i of 'the so lercif,"Il states in U, fear of tbe future' woull remain an 
(·bt~ ... ~('lt: to dlGarmament. In the long run J B. peac.i;!'f'ul. world will reqUire 

'''"'.he I;c:::"u'tion of such i.ssues as racia t inequalities and econoilli c 0.1. spari ties 
'h~tw~en nations and peopl es. 

In the changed circ..'UJ11.Stances of a disarmed world onE< wlil require 
'1 thin 'the f:ramework of the U, N. 'ue'W or d.l8nged institutions, to'[' example 

peTIlVUl.ent. machiner:; for continuous verificat.ion of the fact oftise.rmamento 

TftE' :t.SPO.NSIB!UTIES OF SC:tENTISTS _______ i ___ ·~_________ . _ 

~nough disarmament ba&been the chief ~oncern of the Pl~ash 

(;on:ferencl;!!: ~ it has always been rectgn.ized tbat there is a. mutu>u influence 
1>etw'Jen l1:1sal'1 :tament and !.nt~l"'Il.ations..l co-operation. D'isatln::unent can permit' 
the scope tlf internatione.l cor- operation to be enormously enlarged, and in 
it,s tn.1"tl :f nternational C'o~operation can incI'ee.se confidence bet-",een nati'Jns 
and thus fad 11 tate disarmament. Consideration bas, thereforE-, been given 
to n Ilt1lliber cf meaSUt'es which wOl.ud strengthen the international ties 
beween ~' .. ~i,mtists and P)'omot('~concl'etE' measures of international cOc.operation 
in se':erf<_·'. fields. They incJ'lide ~ 

1. G-':.e-ps to strengthen i nternational exchanges between scientists. It 
present the participation of scientists at international conferences 
.... often i'rustrated by passport or vina. difficulties which !Ila:Y prevent 
them from leaving their o\m or en~ering another country. P-articulex 
::-Ufficulties ar1se f:r.'om the operation of the allied tra.vel. offic:e in 
Berlin ,.,hich issues the travel documents needed by the sci entists of t.he 
~ D.R. fer travel to NATO countries. All such restrictions should be 
.t"C:r::l(J',' eG. • 

2 The scc1p€' of internat10nal e:xcha.nge arrangements permittiIl8 the flow of' 
.... dentist.s bet"'een countries to work ill research . centers Eobroad should 

1:0.::- ~eatly increa.sed. This could be done both through the officia~ 
e;{cha.r€e program and by an increase in the traditional method of 
1ndi."id.ual invitation. 

3. 'fi.e Unrld Health Research Centr~, now UIleter Q.j scussion fOl the study of 
.J'~.ort.a"t me<lical prollerru., m.et. on a world scale, shonJ;d be e6tabl~ rhed 
'.:i·tl',out !u.rther delay. rt wl.:w.d promot~ the study on an e.dequate r.ceJ.e: 
(If' urgent Jjroblems such ilL Ule 1,ox1 c ef1'~ct.;; ~)f c...""'UglJ and ~'U'1()us 
enV1.romnen'tai ppllutants, epidero::l.ologica..1 patterns and m,(·'tttod.s of analysis 
Jf'inf<..·:rrnation and d!~fu on hes.lth research. . 

. !j. . Steps flhottld "be taken to devE'lop a cc<·orCinated. and unj fiP.d system of 
.;cienti fic information storsge anti retri.£'va.l. New methods based. on 
m:;de.dl compute·r techniques ere essentHl] At~he moment :5. many 
dJ sci ii' i es n(>w -purUcations acC'umu.lete so tast that scierltists al"C 

"l(lt made .r'9..~ ~dl.v a1of'l.!"e of' much of t.he publir.hed. informatim. bearing 
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COIWlDENTIAL 

3th ~iash~.confcrence. 0 Science and World Affnirs * _ e _ Is: .... l2' 

REPORT OF \-10RKlnG GROOP _ ---- .. ,. ~ -- .. - ,.~-

14EASU.RES FO 

Central aU'ope is still a principal focus or international tenoiOll. 

In Ol di.:;cuss1ons we h":ve sought me surcs, political. find. tec!hnictU 1 t t 

would eo 1C tension el'.5 lessen the danger of ""Ql'. We lu'~c concluded that GC'illlC 

of the steps which could be taken are immediately practicable and urgently 

necesslll'Y. Other steps also promise great beneti ts, but require more ele.bora1:e 

preparations, political and technical. We ha'Te also been able to single out 

for discussion some of the major pohtical probleI!lfl \-Ihose solution must be a 

pre:Liminary to lasting peace in Cen"i-ral Europe; thetic are m£rtters \oIhich call 

for continued discussion between {$overmnents and ill groups such as ourSo 

lu The Pl'Ompt ccnclusion of a non"'aggt'cssion treaty beti-Jeen N.A.T.Oo 

o.l:sd the HeISe'-] Trcat-,i Olgal'lization is dcsirableo We reaffirm the cone> 

viction of the llbh ~gHash Conference that such a :pact would lead to a 

:f'ul'ti1er ir.!:proV'cment of !'elations bev.lcen all the states concerned. The 

t ~eaty \>7ould require tha.t under no circumstances 'Would the armed forces 

of one country violate the frontiers of another '~ithin the zone, or of 

~Test. Berlin or the accesses to that city. Access to Ber1:in shall not be 

interrupted, pcmdir-:.g u rir:nJ. agreement upon the complc.."{ of problems 

cmb~aci~~ Berlin and C~rmanyc* 

2. 'He con5id.cr it urgently neccssa.t-y that those no.tions concerned 

~-Ji th the GerlUElTI Problem Hhi ch have no'l; nJ.ready done so, and in part:l culer 

the former occupyir~ powers together ~ith the Federal German Republic, 

* P Hess e.nd G. Riedic}~er made reservations in respect -Co mentiOning the 
issue of th~ t".('ce~'Jc" to Pc:-t Bc:-l1.n i r. "":~ ':; CC:l:;C.~~.> cir,cc :'hcy hold ~ .. ~:lt 
the question can Ol'l..ly DC solved togethe wi' h the solul-;ion of' the West Berl:in 
Pr;,blem in its enti.rety . 



s'.1ould recogni.ze ana. glla:cantee th~ ex' at· ng front i.e] s of GermSI);\, '-1i th 

.eighboring G tates. 'This l'ecogni. .;i.orl could and should CC1J19 ~ 11 , 4 'r'!(!e 

of tbe slgni ng of' Co German Peace T'roty rind oultl, Je beli ve, re'!!!)ve 

some of the obstacles that at. pre.sent st nd in th y 0 a trctli',y 

3. '-Ie end. rse, as at our J.1th Pugwash Confeccnce; t e idea of 0. nuclear 

f:rceze in Central Europe on bol;h sides of the demarcation line and lIe urge 

toot the govel'rnncnts concerned shoulll give urgent attenti 00 to it· Such 

d v u ble step ~4ards e reduct· on, elim1nstion 

of uclear weapons 1 Europe. Toe techlli-c pect of control ';lill requtl e 

further study by the goverlllllents com~ rncd and i!ltiepencient gI"""Ups. We ask 

tbe ContinuiJ'l-8 Committee to arrange fol' a study group on this subject to be 

established. 

4. We urge tlat the governments concencd~' th the establishment of ~ 

¥.ult11ateral FoY"ce {MI:F} should abandon it. \-Ie are opposed. to this project 

l)ecause it adds nothing to :military fJecuri·r:;y while "l t increases political 

tensions or.d the dangc..!.' of r!uclear pl'oli ferution,;:f 

\le would welcorr:e i;he establishment of nuclear free zones ill 

Scandinnvia, the Balk£'ns, Ai'!'ica, t'1-G1n America, the Middle East, and in 

South and F<l1st Ante. together vli th Anstl'alasi.a. These zonen could be 

established either through treaty or un:i.la:teral declarations of the 

countries in each rg;j,on. 'I'he nuclea.· :po-wcrs, ncting separately, in 

cOO'.bination, or th.rough the Uni ted Nntj orlo"., Dhould be prepared, if asked, 

to guarantee "the l::.art.iclpatir.g nations against the D_Legal ini..roductj on 

of nuclear weapons into -these zoneB} or an~r consequences ari si!'.g ~Cheref'xom, 

Part..ici!>:::r~ing TIntions should conBide:r the 6.U'ficult techp.ica) problem of 

establishing 0. 1.'eliable control l1ye1·elli .. p:ceferfl.b.ly under i;he e.egis of the 

U'lited tlat.ions or I')nc of its egenci(>s. 

6. We have cOl1s"lderccl the questi on of' demili t~ll'ized zones 1 big and 

smaJ.l,;o in CentT8.1 E\.1l'O!Je and specific mcnsures to prevent sUl:."Prise attack 0 

We believe it to be poss5.ble and expecltent to esta.blish fully demilitarized 

st!'ips on ejther s:~de of the linr= d.:i.vlcli.rJjS the armed forces of N.h.T.O. and 

the l1a::.~sa'I-J Treaty Orge.ni~a.Gion. In the d.6nj,li tru~izecl strip .. 'l<lhose size 

S11d boundaries "auld be defined. by ngreCme)1t between 'the pal'o:.ies: control 

E. Ki.ssi!lgcl did not parti.cipai:.c in til<" discilssicn of tills "l;opi.c. 
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of cOf"'i:;ingen~' s .)f bo.o.f:'j' p')11ce, and the sneci fi.cntio!ls oc the!.!' al'ms,. 

sh.:mld })e the subject of negotiaU'Jn an(i e.r~eeHleT1/:;._ 

IT. ~.J0111d be por:.lsible and expedteflt. f"'w' the In.u~'pose of preveptil)g a 

surp"ise jj.l.!:f.?c.", t·) 1 i!ill t f he numei~l cal s t!el".g ch of aI'n1ecl forces in 

dei'tni. tE' ag:t"eed z;:mes ext.ending east and "'est beyond. df'mLU -carized sb:lps 

established on ei the:!.' side of the 1j ne divi.ding N"A ·'l'vO, and thE; ?lersa'W 

rI'reat;y O:t'ga-'lization , Control pos'cs 1<[ould be estabU shed ;i n these zones 

at comr!l.unicati.ol1s hubs, in majm.~ pores, a.nd ae a:i..rfields, and the c'"'mnID.ndr.; 

of the two sid.es ¥l')u1.d exchan~e rep!:'esentRtiveso 'rhere ~JCul(l be edva-.... ce 

!l0t:U'ication of suostantial t.roop ll1DVerreats.) 

We hsve thQroughly alm ve',y frant{ly discussed certain ot.her probleriis; 

among them the pl'oblcms of the E'.>::tstence 0f 1'o't~ces on foreig!l tel''l'i tories 

and of foreign bases, He ~Je:re able to geJ.n a better underst-e.ndiug of the 

aJ."guments in favor of the evaclls:ciOlJ of forces a.nd the abolition :)f 

mili tary bases as ~lell as t.he arguments in favor of maintaitu. ng t.O('!Il, from 

:political ana. from milit'ary cons"idelattonso 'l'het<e js a need fox' :f'Illther 

study of' this problem at the next Pug'W';lsh Conference 0 

Orl the pI'oblems of Berlin, the s1grr.ing of ;. (",erman Peace 'Preat.y and 

tbe Lmifi entio:n vf Genna.''lY) morE' discussion ar..d study will also be required. 

We recCJn!l1lend tha.t a Study G!'oup be estabUshed to examine the problem of 

Germany and to )'eport, if possible) ~Q the next Pt1@laEh Conferenceo 

We elso Y'cconnncnd that either a general study group or local gr.:>ups 

gl ve attention co the moral and .legal aspects o'f t.he possi.bl~ s.cti.vi tiE'S 

of scientjs'(,s in tbe prv.ill.::t;1o.L1 .j:f uc:!p:::r!s of mass destruction ou-,:s'lde 

their mm countries. 

H, Afheldt P. Hess H. ¥.orgentbau 
P. V. Ant'J:reyev I,. Infeld G~ RienRcker 
L, R. E" Elton H Y..i s sirger A. Snejd.arek 
K. Fmrlcr J, IJ!a.dd.ox F, Sorm 
B. Glaes J. Moch No Talensky 

H 11.0 ·fo.lhoek 
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CCl!Illon reG~l"e of ~b" U. 1 Ll'O. l/aUOtl( to he) t th? f'o1'thp7' 
spread of nuclear wea.pons \~!!S expressed by t!1E" unl;;ni.rl·'0nb adoplion ill Octobel 
196 1n l.h ::meml Assem'J:l,Y '""If a resolnt.l.Jn i!ltll.~.(hl('(>d by l-.:ele.nn ce.Ui ng fN 

I ... the c c us10n of en Internat-"nal ngf'pC:'.lnelC co(.taining 
'H .lch the .!1ucl~!F: states ~0U d un"le)·ta.'ke to 

re.Li'lQuishing cont.,01 nf nucleal" we'lp.:ms and -r om 
SIn.l tting the ; llfo~'IDat;io.!1 [:~t::cs~at'y for cheu' manufacture tl') 
ee not -possessing such \-iean ns. and pI 0V i f:) i.on:; UIY"! pr 1",h i ch 

tea not. po sesstng nuc.leal wea;,.o'1ns ";OU let under tskE" not r.~ 

mrmufacture othenri se acqu.lrE" cont.,-. 1. of s'lch wlC:'apom7" 

e Ic sb resolution \--!i\S passed almost tbree yc·arG ago . b'-it the 
J'IUC.lt?aI' ens..dissem.i.ootion h. eaty it proposeFo ilas no-r; yet been conc.ludooo ~'i" 
is ose of tb 6 Ieport of Ylor'!.ri '1.~ Qrono 2 n. the nthPu~~ash COhfereJ1ce 
on 8cJelce and rlo"'ld Affai!5 to sug,ges a ~E't of pr p sals \}hich, ::if s,dopted. 

thes 

r in oubsta tj al. al' ~ > could prov:i.cl.e a basi. s .for a f'aH' arid 
eem"'nt to preven-t fut thet· nuclear pro.lif"'ra'tto1l. 
t of' l:nesE" pMpose.lc are n~);Y under c nsicieT'ut,j on i'1 1"he 18c. 

ent Cent c ce iLL Geneva. Hc believe "ther the ndopt--iQD of' 
s by the eoevn Con.fcr ence, l{iucl1 w. hope '-Jill S00T! be joined 

by i '" mtGS TJg ruemberc.F 'aIlCC, ,li11 provld"" st 'ong impet.us tcwaros progrpss 
on co-au '{'s of more 6 S ta.n -1al at d €:vem;ually colTtp.cehensJ ve ill sarmamerrt. 

no ee hcw, withou G ch progress, ploliferatlon call be prevented n 
tlle long run. 

Ihe first and most d:i l.'ec·r; steo l.;ould bp. the COTjclus i on at the 
ear est possible daLe ~f agre~~nts' 



technical inforruat.ion relnt:i.ng to them to any other state or O"Oup of 

states; and 

2. whereby all nations not pOSGcssing nucl.ear weupons ,\lould undel'tul.e 

not to produce such weapons or to acquire the:-;} Q:i.' control ave:.' t,hem or 

the special technical inforJTtQ.tion necessary for thcir pl'oduC'ti rm, 

For obvious reasons it would be much easier for "'~he nonDnuclear 

powers to undertake such an obligation if the major POi/CI'S ha egreed on Dome 

substantial dissl'mament measures 0 But pending ouch on agreement it 'Would 

contribute to the speedy adoption of the non'-~dissem:l.nution agreements and 

render them more effective if a number of collo:tcl'al measures could De simul ... 

taneously umertaken by the nuclear pO';lers. 

30 All governments should take whe.tever measures msy be open to th to 

prevent their scientists, with eA~erience in the field of 'clear eapons 

techr!ology, from contributing to the dcvelopment of the el.ear'''1:eapons 

capacit,y of any foreign powers; 

!~o The government of each of the nuclear powers should under '0 not "to 

transfer to other countries fiSSile materials of nucleax' pons grede, 

eJ{cep"i; that it shall be permitted to transfer small quant1t CG of plut­

onium a.nd elll"iched uranium £'01" nuclear reseaxch pm'poscs.. ;the d gree of 

enrichment of U.l'~jiUll1 for use in po~.;er reactors should be lJ.m:1. ted. The 

tran3fe~!~ of enriched lll"anium and pluton.i.um for pOl/er reactors sh01.!ld 1>e 

subject t,o stl':l.ct internat;ionnl controls. 

1,"no above measures bear i!lOst directly on the acquio1tion or nu­

facture of nuclear i-1C~nponz by nations at present vlithout them. In ad. t10n 

to t.heBe, hOHeYCl', thCl'~ ere 2. mnniJe::.' of very import:mt meaG".lrCS hich vhould 

be undc.i.'tal~en in :[)t3 'uJJ.cl ifith the above, anel ",hie have a very dire<! ing 

OT! the r:on-prIJUfcr.ation of Imclca:;,~ -wet'iicns and ,,teapons techno o~n 

50 Tile negoti1.1t.ion oi' a tr'~::ity e::tending the p,,·~t1al T£uclco.r .t-;eGt b.,. to 

5.l1cludo test_r..g tHKi.e:i'gro"r.cl. 

S-o.-:cce::ml'.ll nego'\jtation of 'i;11e uP.de:cgl'Olln tc:..-jj "0011 would lIiSkc it 

ille~o.l for any sl¢naJ.;ox'.f nation to -I-cst ~ nuclear 'uenp0116 artd 'Would, 

therci'ol'e; :;;tl~ong)y inhi1Jit the Pl'oO.uctj.on of nuclem' weapons by nat10na 

not nO\1 pos[;;c::;sing them~ 

I:in:thel'lnorc} by Dl'CYcnting ar:y fl.'~~thor tes'~!'l fOl' "t~he improvmnen.t 

of l1uclcnl' weapons; -i;he tlni vCl'so.l test ban uil1 slow down the arms l' ce 
i 

be"b.-!Qcn the nuclear po·were. 

For the totol teGt ban to be cOIrr.!?lct.cly effective, it might be 

dcsh'able to o.evise a. syctcm of gl"ctli:c.tcd sanctions {poJi ;;iccl, ecol!omic 



and pos;:3ibly even mtli tary) to be applied in accol'dance 'Hi th the United 

Nations Chartel~ -GO states not acting in conformity with the provisions 

of the tree:Cy', be they signatory or not 0 

Extension of the Test Ban ~reaty to include underground explosions 

would be an essential step. T"ne major obstacle to the inunediatc signing 

of a total. test ban treaty is primarily poli·tical ra.ther than technical 

and concerns the problems of verification. We do not believe that further 

improvements in the detection Gyctems should. be a precondition for the 

conclusion of' the treaty 0 ITe'lm"i;heless ~ i\u'ther research may be expected 

to improve the systems for detection and identification of underground 

nuclear explosions and to help to resolve the problem of verification. 

We thel."'efore welcome the initiative of India in settil1g up a neto1 seismic 

detect:i.on laboratory for re3earch on this problem; and 'tIe are pleased '~i th 

the Buggestion presented at this Conference that Sweden ~s considering 

a proposal for a. ne-w Il\.st1 tute devo·l;ea. to research on problems of peace 

at 'WhichJ among others J the seismiC detection problem might be onc of the 

reoear~ problems imdertaltcno Such programs 1-1il1 be most effective if 

carried out in co .. aperation With existing facilities in the nuclear nations. 

\Ie yould l.iko to see the total test ban treaty come into effect 

immediately 0 But, pending the f'inal negotiation of the treaty, lie :feel 

1 t \lould be most desirable for the nuclear pouers voluntarily to refrain 

fioom conductill£ further underground testing in the inte ~ests of' halting 

this aspect of the nuclear arms l'ace at its present stage 0 

. . 
In the mean'time a smUl mmiber of nations remain outside the partial 

test ban treaty. Further nuclear ~esting in "'he a.trr..osphere by these 

nations \lill scr10uG~ uellken the prospects for universal and continued 

accepte.nce of the test ban. It is very importallt -Chat lIay-a may be 

found to convin~e the governments and the public opinions concerned of 

the inad'7ioabiJ.1 ty 01' these contemplated tests. 

6. A cut-o ot production of flea ono-glade fiosil.e matc.l."'1al.s. 

As haa been discussed at a number of our p ev10us contel'enCeB I 

stDl'tiIlg as fal' back as the 8th Conference 44 1961" the present stock .. 

piles of fiSSile materials possessed by the nucleex p~~ers are sufficient 

to satisfy all the llorld Os needs, both milJ.tary and peaceful, for ~ 

years to cane. It uould be most d~sirable to cease further production 
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with a lim1t to b'" eSGablisheu en t.he otaL (Iumbe:l' ..>1 on-site ilspections 

rela:clng to al these a -mB ltmt tadons 11'easu: .. es.> and. "i th ths- di'li.sion of 

these inspections betweca the vorious di.Garmru..'lent mf'o.surcs left fJ.e.:~:i.uleo 

Such a.'1 s:pproQ.ch m.tgllt overc~'1lle sume of' the dU'f1clu:ties on both sides 'With 

"aspect to tbe amount of ve:rificatioll and i uspection permitted or required. 

We have d scussed the Pl'opoSE:'d, N.A" T. O. 11!ul t'; .. 1a te',:'e.1 nuclear 

force (M.I •• F .. ) ~ It particular, 'He havebt.:'e~l concer .. ed \:1th 'the steps 

towar.<lS the furthel' prolife!"atiol1 of nuclear Hcapons and wea.pons technf')logy 

Yhich 'Would be represented by the creation of tb.J.s force. .tn addil~ion, lIE' 

have noted that the prospect of the creat.ion of this force 's, at the 

'present 'time, placi.ng a serious bstacl.e In the uay of the conclusion of 

non .. proliferation agz'eements c 

We have examine-l tho arguments of proponents of the M.L. ~ 0 .. that 

it is in ended to plovld~ Q. balance of strategic nuclear 'Weapons in Euope 

and. to inb1b1t tendencies towards the c eatiofJ of 11dependeni' Jk9.tto al 

Duel for-ces "by ELlrOpean powers. But we are l.manimous in OUl agreement that 

th roposed .f.L.F. will # ~esent, in fact, a. signif1can step t ards the 

fur her prollferation of nuclear ,,'eapons, and that t.his fault far outwei.ghs 

eny possible a gum nts ill its favor4 And we e..re opposed to the curre t 

t cles and suagest10ns for the establishment of a joint European nucle r 

fo e 0 the ssme grounds. 

to 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

.!3th F~.sw~~~ _ Coni'erenc2...E.2..§21:~ and_ v!£:lL1!!-1'...2'& 

Kar~'y TorL--1JcEg'" }2,th S~}~~~.; l2§ll-

PROGRESS TalAR.DS COHffiEHENS.fVE DlSAl\MA.t.mNT 
_ ~~..,.-._ .... __ rf" __ ~ ........... 

We na.ve etudj.cd l;ay yO lppl'oac11ing the bczirm.ing (\1 l a.ccc lel'atl.J'Y 

progr GS to\~Qrds general and cOm1?J.(~te di13l.U.'l'.m.ment (G. c. D. ). '£he pr'Jblcr.:l is 

bee !S increasing~y acute" for the 811:13 race is proceeding ranidly in. 

of th dcfinite 1 • oYcr.ient :i.n intcl'r,ationul. relations dUl'tl1C; the pus c 

few rt'~scnt pn"G1 s, tmlens chcclr.cd, '1ill :i.l1(:vitulJly Had hur.fu:ecls of 

new delivery vehicles to the m.'mamen'·s of the T..Io)~ld, Gnd sevc:!e.J. ndd.:l j;ioncl 

nucl • pO\:er3 may soon appear on the scene. In these cil'cumstnl1ces) rapi.d 

progl ss in disarmament becomes a necessity more than ever before. 

In ·~he )JJ:esent. circums~~ance it is worth\o-:h5.1e to consider prelimi.nary 

measures which, while firmly ..)Yiented towards a G.e.D. treaty, need no'!; 

nee eerily await its detailed negot1~tion. Certain largcnscalc measures of 

tb . S 1m have been our in conCCTn ~ In particular, we have t!'ied to 

envi 'c a time sequence of disarmament measures leading to D G.C.D. treaty; 

tog her "Wi th a parallel time sequence of vCl~if'ication procedures. Wi thin 

tbi en 1 context 'We have ~.iscussed the destruction of bombers, a freeze 

on tIl producGioll a.nd technical specification of £ti'ategic delivery vehicles, 

subot ntiQl reduction in Lhese vehicles, the roles of minimum detc..crent and. 

of t Duel ar umblel.la.. 

:v1ng discussed "thooe problems tIe react-cd -the following conclusions: 

1.. e U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. havt' each made official proposals to elimi.mte 

c .letcly, 01' to r duce z1.lbstantia.lly, their stra.tegic banber forces. 

6 ch (l utep l-10uld reprezcllt n drastiC reduction in the numb r of (lvailnble 

livery vehicles. There exist difficulties regarding the defin:it:ion of a 

bomber :r~rce" bu'- it was agl'eed the.t for this purpose it should be 

"'ufficlent to spec' fy the numbers of each type of aircraft to be destroyed 

on each side, the type being defined in terms oT essential characteristics. 

We agreed 'chat observation of the destruction of bombers would provide suff .. 

icien .. aSGUrance fvr the execution of this men8\.ue, 
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7. We also e:x.:p10.Y'ed mews \:;0 .I.eJ'Li: p:ropC'GaJn f'0T a stoppage of production 

and. £ubstuntj.aJ n~ucl:.~Ol'8 j.11 st. ai.;efj:: e delj vc:cy vehicles to a treaLy of 

gene:re.l a.nd complete u.:i.SB.r'r.!UI"'.;mt -;-,lr·i.ch might j.nclude the principle of a 

nuclear U1!'Ilrcel1ao Xl; \'laS .vg-rE'Pr.t t.hee effm'ts t() achi.eve genera.l anu 

co:nplete dist:'.rmament l'!IUS"G (;c'ntinue: adJ. in tb5.8 connection the.!'e we.s 

continued e:xchange of vie}]s Oh the p:roposaJeo retain ui"1til the thi.rd. 

stage of d:i sa.ctt:.3lilent a lim:;.ted number of nuclear deli very vehicles and 

anti-missile eml ant.i-aircraft missiles to help guc".rantee sE'curity durit;e 

the process of d.ls9.l'mB.ment 0 The size a.'1d cOll\Posi tion of such a nuclear 

umbre1.i..e. were further explored, W'e r..oted the :proposal that the umbrella 

should contain a 8uf:ficiently ad.equate o.eter.rent element, but. ani t~ 

aiT"crnft and anti~mj.ssi.le elements as '-Tello 

8. We referred. in Jiu.ssing to the mUl.ti,lateral force c As a. result of our 

discussjon we could f\lD.y 0ndor'se the view exp.l:'essed in the l'epox·t of 

Hor.king Gl"'()1..."J) 2 c 
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~1!lXlHT OF \fU-<K1UG GTIO lP 4 .........,.~._____ 4 _____ 

The Uni-ted Nat ions has f'J..~ye1 an inc. eas ugly 1.m:!.lor'-eant. Tol 1. 

preserving -the peace by briugi .11g ObO\.lt the pE."sceful settlement of d.:' sp t s 

oen.'een nations i and by other peacekeeping means We haVE." conc1dcr~ Vclr CUB 

ways in 'Which its effectiveness in keeping the peace ce:n bE." enhanced '.rhe 

U.No has tbe abj l1ty to ct in many ways to maintain peace" 1nclu:Hng dtplo" 

mat c, jud c1al, polio 1ea1, economic and, in extre .e casfls., military ee.sw'es. 

In this regard it. is i1i1> )rtsno; to place 10111 tary action of tl U •• in proper 

perspectjve~ Military -tiOT! is the method of laD resort, 1 t :I 8 import.~ 

ant ;0 a'lo,d the tendency to verrate the effectiveness ()f this type ()f 

action and. to reso1''i; to it too !,prulily. 

nonetheLess, 

by the U N 1s nPcessary 

ere rue certaI.n cases 'lhere direct mi. ry actIo 

In our discussions we drew e. clear distir cion 

be ween thp. type of U. N. peacekeeoi ng operat10ns vhich have be carrIed out 

nfo~ nt nv1~aged tn of 
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character, but SOID!:Un:O nave €<.lscr. -i.r)l1y J:')ne ~)oli ..... ",·,lrl'". We feel ttut 

considc:t:ntion ShU,11d be siver to tiC! rn(~'C .... ~;0U~ar 'l~(> of civi.lian l)olice 

personnel to car;;.-y out (.~E latter f\mct ion. 

Pc disC:ulJsed l'.le 0:" gtlnlzutior: of '(;he U .1'1. p~[' c:::eep'lng fo'-ces. :tt 

"'as fel~ dcsiJ:able that there should be s :;:'P1d.~by POliC0 nni.ts :ell> 1,;('11 as 

military cont:i.ngents to be -provid.ed on 3. vol;mtary bar;·.1.s by U.N. meniDers. ~L'hcsc 

forces vould bo ell be s~ ecisl1y t ... 'a:i'lcd to handle the tY1)(~ of 6i tu;:;."i.;:i 011 ~ihj ch 

the U.N. has frequently faced in the past. It 'Iar alno thol1n;ht thut Hider 

use of U.N. obscrvers -would be helpful. Hm:c .. rer, thCl',) 'Would !lot be 0. ot3l1dine 

UeN. milit ,. i'ol'ce. This !w .. s felt desirable GB spcc:lf5.<! (;1'i5...,S me,y require 

the w:e of different r t tono.l {~on.tir.gentD. A st,and .. by systeiTI uould 3.l1o~·: the 

tr s to b_ stationed erItMently in the'Ll' home t.cl'l.'l tOl'ics until thc'y arc 

c~ed ·i.nto nctJ.on, H011evcr 1 such a s;y"stem docs l1(WC the di::.adv81 tegc of bj1 :i.ng-

1ne i.nto common OJ?eraJ~ion groupE. \~hich have their own oot:i ona.!. biases and 

cuatoms.1 eJld ·this son:ettmes creates di fficu ties.. In (}i'del' to bU.tld stabil:i.ty 

into thin oystcm .. it ~w lId bc c.cr.irablc if the contributing stc.tes commit'i;ed 

thEmlselves not to td tha.ro.~-1 their troops \.'ll'til the peacekee:p:i.ng operat.ion had 

been c~ . ted. 

We agreed. t~t U.N 0 contingents sho'.tid be drawn from nll countl'ies, 

exe. ud1..ng J:Wl'ma~r -',he erlDanent membe:..'s of the Secul'l ty Council. 'dJis 

tncludeG contingents from smaller mer.'lhers of both political bloCG 8:J 'Well as 

the non- ~ nat:lons, which have been used so req'tently In the past. In 

this rel:rar.~ ",'e ":eJ.come the inclusion in the above mentioned memorandlli!l of: 

tlle U.S.S,.R. Goye:rnmen'1; of the suggeotion that the socialist countries should . 

b 

• HI peacekeeping cmcl"atiQIlS. As a pra tic ss e, 

the cOllIJl:lIldel'S of -the U. • pencese to • 6 ahould 

the contr1b t1ng rta t:'.ons. The staff may tIm& crise p. rtici e 

'lons at all three groups ~ 

ni of the cekeepj 

s posit1o is not 

ero.t-lcms 

ent one 

~s..c,eJ e. think it deSirable tha" diffcl"'e t 

uld 

, 1 

pro.1onged peacekeeping O'J?er ti,ons. Tae body re 

~t urea is the Se~l~ity Council. In the st 

hrou8h 

ce-

ell car:ded out by llutho 1 t.y of the llerc:.l 1y u 

PI durc is c. tter of ('0 oversy whl c.-h c did not 



2. Fil'lallcing of U.No J>eacel~eeping operacjen 
-.; .A..<_. ~ 

At pl'csent, tne question of financing peacekeCI>ir-~ op~rlltlom; :i.S a 

matter 0 r controversy. Tae opi ~ion 'l.40.S e "f/ressed by sor:-e me:n' ers of the 

group that the required amount and the method. of raj s:i Yl6 i. t sn')uld be deter­

mined on each occasion by the Security Counctl, "lhtch decides on the charC'"~l:.er 

of the operation, 

As on alte"'natj.ve to the ad hoc financing of cach opl'rat'ton it would 

be (Psi able to have fl stab .C income to support the pence ccpi"'g ope .... a.t· 0 13 of 

the U.N. This ",ou1(l obviate the l1€'cesoity of maltillg n 1 ad hoc (\fHJCI3~t:!.~nt for 

ea.ch inUvidual opel'at1 0n and ,.;ould thus provide oubstantioj. stubiHt-y to the 

peacekeeping act! vi ty. 6cycral possible sources of ouch incC'.nle ,!(->l'C suggested 

by m~e~& of the group. 

One of those W£l.S a direct n~ncsmnent of the m(;mber Gt~.:tC'G, the mag-

ni tude of llhich might possibly be rcla.ted to the oize of e<:,~ch nation's mili tnry 

budget. Another mccill;nisDl l:hich was discussed was that of obtQining money 

indirectly, for exampJ.e hav:!ng the U.N, obtain l'oya.1ties and lease the l"igbts to 

e,.~l<Jitillg mineHus and other I!1:lccrials obtair.cd under the high seas, or poss1bly 

ini·t'oduci.ng a U.N.tllX on the use of' cormnl.lllicatl.on satellites in outer space, 

or T~e C~ ~.:.bli:~=r~ of ~ n:..:.11 t~ iIf on ir.tc~·mtic:.al J~l"lde. These and other 

13twrastions :require fu-r ther stu~y ~ 

3. rhe S;eecial S~q,urj ty Problem of the Non"'lliFJled""Nat10n:J. 

The it..i>le~eut!.l.tion of the enfol.'cemcnt pro1Tisions of' Chapter 7 of the 

U.N. Chaycer .• 'Hhich has been discu=>scd above, is of great il'lport::mce for the 

non~n1izn0d nations; wh1.ch n:u.:;t ei the};' cmTi'Y a. hea"lr'Y burden of clefense expen­

diture or rely 'iA ) e,uarnntees of hellJo 

Ue have considm'cri the situation under uhtch they may :require 

tlGsio-(;,nncc from U.N. when force is tts'2'd against thctr t.e-rritory< The relevance 

t.'Ol' sir.3ling ont th:i.G i'l'oblc::l in aCwJ.t:i.en to the miJ..i.t:.L.-y facto;cs alY'eady 

diGCUG::;cd is due la.; gcly to the fact ·::.bat enfOTCeEent action by the U.N. can 

moot easily 'be implcl:lented in cases l1hore the direct interests of the :perI'l.lallent 

members of the Sccu::ci'cy C()ul1cil al~e not affected, llnicn is IT.OS t likely in questions 

affectin2: the non"'al:igr:ed nat-tone. 

SuffiCient guaranteeD should be l'rovided fo,c the security of these 

!ltl.t;1or~ by the implcme!lt!lticn of the sc(;ui.'ity system pi'ovided by Chapter 7 of 

the C!-:z.l~tCl·. It. \r':::1I3 fel t tlUlt e"IC n 0. P3.:rt:i.c.l il:IplenentaUon of Chapter 7 cotl...ld, 

011 the one h~nd, I'xct ~~he nc eo. :fol' a sccul'i ty of ',ne nOl'l",alignnd CQunt:;:ics, and., 

on the other., furthc:t1 t::.~ C.c1use of inDo i~.!?lemcnt~t:i.on of the C':'1arter c That 
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it ne;,lf1X...£!-ion~ ~~ 1~1h-; i'sc 2L} '-.S:.fl. 

'l'be 12th Pl t sh ('on+'(;'.I'(,11 ;~ at Udaipt.r l ecommeno.ed an agret..juent. 

to • Johibji the use of f'1 C'P ~n se tlt,pent 0f' tctTlloTieJ. a.is,pu,'t€>S. ie 1;'cf'ogn I 7.€' 

th(> vc· 1 'p of such an ~ ecme '; or 1)1' sLr 1u.ltanecP6 aecln.cutions by nntion. in 

l.he &t me f,pm::e J Go di seu ... sed i it the ncerlt mE'Gs~ae by PriTD.c l-lil11.6ter KhrustY:hev 

ar Q ne t. ep .y fLam Pre j C!.e It JOh1tsnll TpiS i~ 1n splte of the rac~ that th~ 

:>blif:,ati;)t1 not to l.'se force is part of tpp U.N. Charte.i.'J uoth becausp lliyi' an 

P(·N1~>1.0IlS of 'Ghe CnorteI have 1n pro.C'"L1(e bC'E'n observed ruld because such "lgree­

meuT"s ,)J: dpc)ar~tions ('mUd app.ly to lx.!'iorw wlnc:h are P.ot '(:.Ow represented ir. ttl";! 

UN, sl'ch a.n the G F.B." G·.u R £,nd tljr I=' 0,Ple'6 : e nblic of Ci inn 

\-1(" also ni SCUliflCd tL1€' cle.~J. nb.l. Li '.y of 0. mor ~ compf'chenai veo agreement 

f)T' d.,,,~.,~~?t ion, which w'"'l.lJd rule l.t ..,'" t se of force by a .. :.y natIon pj v-JolaGton 

)f ~t1:' F..trll.OriaJ. inL{'~'ty of 0'1()t!"1er 6uC'n n tJ hibition ·.;auld oot. of 

cr:·lX!'''''''1 E' <.'tl1fle bclf .. ctefenfH', /"\r ('OJ 1.e"tJ. ,I,; ~.l; ~lc).1 tlUCb0rizea. under tnt" 

It. ~ ')\ l< f.'2;1. Of'> reJ.cvu(d; to lnterna.l affairs 

and, thel.~"'fo.r(:', W-1l1~(l not agp'ly to ci Ij 1 var Of revolutLO!l 

n UH' cvC'nt of irJterr.~ I r,t, i fr,>, .i.. t vlouJd, hm:ever: €.XcI1loe othel 

nations hC'iplng el dler siue by ~rl'1e('\ f'l("<'c, 

i-I'o belie!"" th'l i.n (he rc.r'",E'xt "f the U.N re ... o.t.uU,!1 for end.ing 

I. ('. ! r.r~q( r.t "": .. (1)<)1., rl t"Ll.,1.1t)1 'o",,"'p, the lIe' c.e ( 11. [(:ott !(>me'1t I)f 

conflit.:::; ~'')1'~ ':C'f-t.;£"u:. t)d.' q..-.Y', "~J,JE' tIP gl~,,,,'nr ff(>11og foy 'Pence~ 

,- I ,,.., ~ rn , , r ~l.P ;':;1. J "'~.('ll:inery. Of 



CO'lL. '1e, both bilate '81 and muli,ila:ce:col negotiations end b·caty .. mal£illg 

~il1 remain ·'he mos'c imyortant mc·;;hO<..l.. We are a't::J.:'e that the traditional 

means of settlement are ar.d \1111 be used on :1 ~"ide GenIe 0 On the other 

hand, the emphasis put on ~oJ.loctive diplCrnE'.cy (through collective; U.N. 

or resional, concil1a'l;ion and mediation) tn recent years, sho,.s that the 

solut1on of specific disputes is of world .. wide interestQ We considered. c. 

number of proposals lIh! ch l1cre fro nd "co meri ~ fn ,Other s tu.c1y, though 'ole 

did not arrive at n comn:on viev of the i.mpOl'tallCC and ).ikcly effective:, 

of these various otcpso 

II. (a) In the interest of n better undcrs'i;ol1ding of the l"!atUJ.'c of specific 

conflicts 1 a proposal lH1C tr.nde to conaider the cre:lti~n of international 

research institutes "'hich should - with the consent of interested 

states - aim. ut evaluatil}{t both the eocia.l and political , as well as 

the econanic s.ignificance of specific diSPl.lteS. 

(b) As regards ngot1at5,ons, it wao suggested that sane specific 

principles m1S1ri; be developed - possibly lI1 thin 'tho frame"tolork of a. 

code of behavior of peacof\a co-existence ~ applying to the conduct 

of' negotlatlonn. 

Cc} It was sugge:.> d that the possibility of using advisol'Y opitlions of 

the International Court of JU!Jtice in prCi!i1otill8 the peaceful solution 

of con:fl1cts be expl.ored, since such an s.d.visory opinion asked. for by 

4n authorized ~ I on the req\mst of both par Giee I might well prove 

useful in brilJ8ins the parties to agreement. 

(d) The strengthonins of the U.N. fact .. f1nding capacity was e.lso 

advocated, nly by suggesting (1) stam1ing centralized or regional 

fact-finding bodies; (i1) substantio.l development of the U.N. panel 

of observers; (1ii) creation of U.N. offices 1n every member cO\mtry. 

(e) It has ruGO bef!n suggested "that the serVice of 1nte.rnational. expertc 

not c<mn1tted to any of the interested parties could be more widely 

used 1n the solution of certail1 kinds of disputes, particular~ in the 

application of quie t diplomacy before disputes become acute 0 

III • ~e possibill ty of developing bir.ding methods of settlement in our 

"lorld bas been s 'iously questj oned. N01'letheless some tentative suggestions 

have been put foruard to the effect that : 



(a) A mutual example policy amo~: c g~ Western, count::.'ies 111 the 

acceptance of the compulsory jurisdiction of the Intez'nattonal 

Court of Justice be advocated; 

(b) The possibility be c;onsidered of usi~~ procedures of eL~ intermediate 

nature between completely b i nd.ing and purely persuasive processes J 

such as 'che use of liiIli ted escEI.pe clau8':!s in otherwise binding 

procedures . 

B. Security in a Di3~ed World 

. 
We noted the report on t.his topic fl'om the 9th Pug\olaeh Conf'erence. 

The following gener~;t princ1p1es g~ded our diSCUSGlons: 

We believe that the achievement of general and 

Hill be one of the guaI'~ll1tees of secur! ty and: '1.113. nmke 

i l1t01'national disputes to develop into nrmed conflicts. 

'"'J 

complete disa~~Ament 

it very di ffi cult fo~ 
r 

He env:i.sage that the 

control a nd inspection Ays'cam l-ti1.l be based on the tini ted jlatiOlls Charter, whi cll 
I • 

provides fol:' such measures a s PQli t:i cal and e~n ·1c sanctions and, 8 S a. las t 

r esort, :Cor military eni'orcement. 'l'he inspection mcthoo.,s "'hould be fleXible 

and resIonsive to scientific uud te~~~loglca1 dcvelqp~cnts~ fr~ch an extensive 
I 

i:..1terna.ldonal control system will fa.vor the atabil1.zation of a peaceful ~lOrld. 

It wil l be necessary to enOUl~e that there is l?rovi ion for peaceful change in 

place of -(;11~ t:r£l~i tiona). use of GTlL.C'd force. v7e feel that perma.nent; security 

cannot I'C'G>':; clone upon lntCl'iiatiorw.1 tni 'Ii tal'Y al d police forces but that geT4cral . 
and complete (lj.cal'!1lQment will bJ.'il"lg ~ bou,t., and depend upon) a. cho.r.gcd international 

climate . hi ch "in turn .Jill encoru.'3gc the dcve~_tll)mcnt of ne\,1 modes of intel"~ . 
tl8.tional bCL'lo.vior and nell inotnm.eu·coJ.i ties o.s 'We)~ as changes in the existing , ~ 

ones " A uis"'xi:icd ,,01'. (t • ... 111 be \"c,y different frorn the preoent uorld. Not on,ly 
, ~ 

Hill politiccl c.n~ cconomi0. i'e ationn between states change, but the continued 

<levance of se' E'!1CC and '~ec{H101ogy m::y 1107C iffiPJ. cat.iono beyond our present vision. 

Ke believe ti ·- . the ~05t ul~gent duty of ~>ci er.t ets and scholars is to make 
1 

inv<3s-t1gation ... rnd st.tclier; so us to aosin-i:; j.n :p:cparing mankind to live 1n a 

di3~rmed world .. Since the fear of dism:-url.ng Hithout the assu"ance of security 

for t he sovel 'c:.iEn state 10 on of tIle :i mpol'tc.nt obstacles to the achievement of 

dicormament, i'c is i!';1pOrt::lI~:i; no~,' to estoblish confidence that peace can 'Qe 

iimntsined in a 'World ~li tl1aut national mi l i tCl'Y d.ctAr:rents . l"ur"-hcl'more, in the 

long n ID, a peaceful ~w'dd rc-qill,l'ct, the Golution of such issues .as racial 

inequalities ~nd econo!").-l,c d:Lcp 1'i t' cs bct:leen na:;;ion13 and r;~oples. 



ti,)t ol11y ll:ttl 'Of> a~t1,!.wjE.'·S _,f s fll(S (lY,fi ~p )}:lE·r- be> chan~i?d i.n a, 

dj s9.I"med Hor'Ld. b·.l j- 1. J WOI..!1I'l ~I)'::'e:-l', th ~t I f' 1 "'w l n ten:~~' .I.t)W1.1 f~j "") ... -(l)P ~'i 11 

of the U" i 

, s tl.1;ut.ioos regula J rog J.nterna I 1.ot'lsl c.:>=opepE<:i:.ii)l1 i,\ I!ld rl.V ["'1 pla.s .,fi-h" 

natural and social scj ence-s may occur as a neC!"'SSB.i'Y fe,) i't}(e of a a.i sarmed V01'to 

F;lnally, the structure of the pence'keep:!. iVs T:Jf;lchinel y ,)1' i he lJ N 

deserves cDnst.ant study. As if,'(ilcated 'in the fJ!"st section of this rer"lt, 

tllere is no need in the \,Hesellt H01'ld fuT' a StS,ll<l5.IlR U.II. milit.ary forcE>, 'Tne 

opinion was expJ:essl~fi by members of the 13,'0111' THat io '1 aiSaY'IDe>d ,wTld i:his 

may not necessal"i.ly he t,tE' casE'. We feel thar. special s.t'ten t.~Ol"j from a f-u~wash 

study group should be dtrpctp.d i~o present ant3 fu+ure inte).-nai:;H)na,l pescekeepi'1!1, 

machinery. 

Members of_the Working=Or0EP. 
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• J 0 Ga1tun~ B v. A • R61ing 
D. Glaser J_ Hotblat 
v. Hangs V Sarabbaj 
Ao Joxe K Siska. 
Vo }., , Khvostov 



!'ONF dlENTu\L 

A1Me.Jg!!L, M~rHQ££ F0!i.. PEACE!:!!!. £O~ORt\!f~ 

AMO!lG NI TIONS 

A~ Rolf> and Responsibility )f SClent,lsts iT\ 

~,....;.A.,:.,.d;;;.;~;.<.:B£.£i..ng the Cause...Qf k'eace =* 

We "Were as.ICed to hegip by consider1ng general quest.ions re aled : ) rY!e 

role arid the I'esponsibili ty of sc~ent1 sts in advancj ng the cause of pesC"e 0 Tbe 

view ha& S..llletlmes beell taken that the Pugwaeh Movement, should cooflne its 

at.tentiotl to the decis~vp. problems of dj sarmament , In TbjS connectj on we have 

the foll~ing observations tr\ offer: 

In our i..1me ~o challenges have been pla.ced before mankl..od; to 

ahell.sn war; and. to create a world advancing towards g'(eater and more universs'! 

wellbel ng" Tbe flrst chaJ.lenge calls for uruversal disBrrflame ~t. and peaceful. 

c()~e.5I:istence betwE'en count,ries with different poll.Tical and econom.1c sysr·ems; 

the second, for th1S co·~ex1stence to be not merely passive, but constructive 

and co~op€:'(ativE" 

Both challenges arlse :from the scie.tiftc revolution which has made 

"Wars among major na-rio.ns suicidaJ for all of them, and has at the sp.'1e' time 

gJ.vea mankind. the tools for an enor·mous j-oc'tease in product1vHv; it has 

establ1 shed closr- and rapJ.ci cOO!l!!I.!,{,ication between a:U parts of the earth , and 1'. 

tnus ended f,xevel" the iSvlation j n whi ch lare,e parts of mankj no have lived it 

the past 

The tw"in tasks of achi E"vi ng oj sacmoment. and I)f establ iahing B.d 1 ve 

const.ructi ve co=opera tton among natlons for thelr c rnmun bel!efi t ere closely 

relat.ed. . Progl'CSS in dt.sarm81nen r would allow a grea',· iocrease in th£:' scope 

of intelnational co-ope:ratton; ~Iblle progress :in ~at.ernat:\onal co.,.opexation 

\lould con'c'ribute to T,;ho.t lnte:rnati.oasl confl.dence 'Which comes t):om "Working 

together for common aims. T .. would thus help to .reduce ~:me of the main ban 

to disaxmament = the: distr ubt; bel~'Weet1 nations 0 'I'ous, in worKH'g for d1.S&..rTl4·, 

'We hel.p interna-clon.:'11 co ... ·opero:t:1on.; and J n work.; ng for i"rJterna:t.ioLlSl co'" 

operation we facili"(:a'c t? disarmnm~llt 

SCler,tis to ha.ve e. persor!S 1. and prof(>ssiortal respollEjj btU ty in both 

these areas, 'Ihey e.!'E' Jnr,i.mate L.y a.wa.re ·;)f t.he desi::,Tuct. iveness of existing 



r h.l\Y 

i Ire lor 1 C' . ~ '.( r, ~ r· l t' G t" 
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scJt.,-'r,Cic:. .. S t: : ~ .... {!{ ,~\[t ~ \."" ~., I ,. \I. ~ !ic- j l 1 • Ii'.'. _ ~ r; .... 1.(>.1 'C. and 

has gl ' .... -,.·1 !' .... ' i "l L st, t II. ~ q r 'i fi: 

sccietvicevituhly !eslUts if, c l'Siv~,itlrs ~·q£'lUCI1\.!C' ~.!d. !espo! ~:,L)i I t.y )f 

sci nt'1 s s 111 t.he eC'1nvn:.ie, eu It'lH 1 ().wl p"iitical dCv-elr)pID(!1 t,;c ~jf pati.rms 

They sh )1J..l'1. use tneir lllflucnce t') l)r~l!l J (' l\u--ther reduction of in.~!·Ii8·l"iornl 

t.eJ.1siI')JJc, Ell'd i'1CrE'U os in intc'll.'ltio fil cor~tacts e. d 'v-opC"'u'tt()n. '['Iley 

shoultl l .. elp (tleil gu e (l11!e rr,s i Uf dev~l(lo-r:.eni ·-)f p.)lic~"'G c'ntr~btltinq; to 

permanent ~nc e-nd to the \-'elllJ, ing r,-P a ;,1 )eop.Le. It'.py sl • .)u..l<1 V)Y,; nbllh:> to 

the recoTlcil'o,tion or lvprgell1 .. [ioiUl .. S )f vi.t.\oJ Or) WHYS to f".chi(>'r .... f"'.(){'plE'te 8aC! 

cf)ltLol1ed dLsalinament; and to ,he (o1"t1' )r •• ti~)l1 and_ :i.mplemr"-'I:Jf LUll vI !fi.nctples 

anr mothod.s :)f pea.ceful co,-,extscence f r,d thE"y sh )i.l.ld ce f\ '.iVt to rile chnng1 fig 

nped.s )f r.eience ttse.lf' I n a. pp.rttYi /"\-1"' lap let t1 cns?oJ fna·ci0I,l, see ~"- ng tl) 'Pi o:notE' 

l t& t- ~ 1y &nri bcdaTlC'P1 ~velnpn'cn ',~~C'thE'l \.l;. h e.1ucation und t.c(!hlnlogy, 

vtb nat10nalJs und interl1utloLalJ.,l', ;:;.r; an lr.di.5re(1sable ir1strumel)t fCt,- our 

fucurA , 

tn o.ccOldancE" i-lith this l,:>llit of Vie\l} t-l€ hm'e levic\\'~v ,laDY develop· 

n·crlt.S in interna...1 "nn 1 ('o-·anel'utturl. Ulld hq· ... e rench,?l,t ugrt'emenc on €I. l!lL"lb(!. 

)l spec! -ric pr.b PDS and rec(JL,'Phdd.~ i '), I:. "l'i ch aJ e dr:scrlbcd belo"'. 

loterrJ tl(,~_._£~rI"\ ,Utt~~~!!.. Vr:E-~ 

\.01", !l('tP(i ',~"!",:,\ co:''':!bfac"ti..n (,b~" t·rr:· r'!or.rir,ul n !!. ConmrLtter> proposes r) 

deviite 11 lcul$e 'Pf.Jt ')1' rlt l4ti , '0nfecencE', "0 bE' bela. in llenic~ tn l~prn 1~-65, 

to r~ tt:>rr,e.t;j""na.'l Co ope'rati ':,'" i., 8'if>,l('!£> and 't'ed1J)olngy Fe bellE-Ve that rhie 

'IS pa LjcuJo.rly fit~ir:g for a cot\t'<~·(; ce to be hela. dLri1'g the United NstivoS 

fnter r at'ol')o.l CO-'I-pe~'nti,)H YE"ar 'vs- recomlT!er:d t~aG, as 'JU~· C0:-1t.ribUli)I1 to tile 

rotc reli,)rat ('0 of'c.rati N \ 'leu, tre Cont''1uiTU?; Committee shr)UJ.d !3U1Jp-'_Y t-t1E" 

T!'i:f'd ltat .. cl1G J;<;"_n')1'IIi"" aro(t :-'r)l'\nl Councl 1./ t~ a SUU-"I:U'Y of I'U~;'ill£h ucti'rtties, 

11) hili Ot tf'ring it r,er'rlat'on-at >0) (','elL, 1::)11 end in stl-dving, ()rj an Interr,at'ioYlal 

EC··'t~. ~t> i rolJ1E"lrs )f' ~ 1'mpLetp Uld. c<~'.Tt-1Jpc. dt&a'tr,.:.<':'1le11. 

• <~ 



In addition, we hope that the role of sCience and technology in t.he 

de -elopment of new nationo, and the possible co--operation in this field betw€en 

the developed. and the developing nations, will receive close attention in one 

of the forthcoming conf'erences. 

2. Exchange and .. Travel of Scientists 

One of the most impor,tant. aspects cf international co-operation in 

science is personal conta.cts between sCientists from all countries 0 - In 

reviewing the. present situation in this field, -we have agreed on the follcn"ing 

reconmendations: 

(a) We believe that the flow of scientists between Eastern and Western countries 

for the purpose of undertaki~ research has been an important factor in 
1sternat10DaJ. underatamti US aDd in decreaB.l.D.g 

lncreas11"-o/internatiOnal tension, in spite of the fact that this flo,., has 

hitherto been smalJ.o We reaffirm the recommendation made at the 7th 

Conference at Stowe, tha:t; traditional forms of scientific interchange by 

individual in·.ritation from scientists and sCientific insti-Cutions should 

be encouraged. and faeili tatedo But we believe that this interchange, 

both officia.l and unofficial, should be increased by a large factor in 

the near futureo 

There are many feat-ures of current exchange agreanents and of their 

administration 'Which hinder exis'cing programs and. -which will, it continued, 

prevent an increase of interchange to the level 'We believe deSirable 0 We 

therefore urge academies amI other institutions, both East and West" which 

are involved vith exchange, to survey their existing exchange agreements and 

administl's'i;i ve procedureo and to simplify them as much as possible 0 We bring 

this situation to the attention of the International Council of Scientific 

Unions and suggest that it consider the desirability of calling a speCial 

conference to discuss it. 

(b) Parliicipe.tion by scientists in international. scientific conferences is 

also an important element in inCl~easing internationaJ. understanding and in 

decreal3il'l.g intel"ntlt:i.onal tennions 1 and should be increased in scope 0 

Scientists are often pl~vented, however, fram attending international 

conferences ""; ther because authorities in a SCientist S s u..,n country refuse 

him permission to leave, or bE::cause authorities in the country in lvhich 

a meeting is to be held refuse permission for him to enter. Especially 

difficult restrictions are placed on scientists from the German Democratic 

Republic by the Allied Travel Office in Be:rlin. We urge all nations to 

eliminat.e these barriers to scientific communication. We note with 



approval the fO!'"Jllation" witnin the International Council of Scientific 

unions, of a Committee on Free Circulation of Scientists to study these 

problems and make recommendations for their solutione We urge all nations 

to give careful consideration to the recommendation ~hich may be made by 
. . 

that Camnittee. 

3. I n'liernational Rese,Hch Insti tllte and Programs 

(a) The World Health ResearCh Centre Qi.H.R.C.l 

l-le have received reports from ' a number of' scientists in the appropriate 

disCiplines on a proposal considered in previous Pugwash Conferences for 

the estabUsbment of a World Health Research Centre under the aegis of the 

World Health Organization, and on the plans of the European MOlecular Biology 

Organization. l'le discussed them~ a.l1d our observations are as follows: 

The World Health Research Centre would aim to attack certain urgent 

problems of health which are being encountered on a world scale. Elcception­

ally ~ortant are problems related to the harmful effects of drugs and 

environmental pollutants; an(l special problems present in developing countries 

such as parasitic diseases and malnutrition. It · is proposed that, in the 

early years of its life, emphasis would be given by the if.H~R.C. to these 

problems. I.e.ter, additional problems such as cancer, cardiovascular diseases 

and behavioral. disorders would also be st-udied" and acti vi ties in such fields 

would gradually be expanded. 

The establishment of a Research Centre on a world scale is a grea.t 

undel~taking requiring very serious consideration ~rom many pOints of view, 

and there are few subjects today for which such a centre would not have to 

meet many weighty objec"'~ions. There must be a. manifest need, and sound 

scientific and technical justification; it must be demonstrated that a 

world centre, as distinct fl~m a. number of regional centres, is necessary; 

and the advantages and. disadvantages for the contributing states must be 

clearly 8.11ticipa-tedo 

vie are of the opinion that the lolorld Health Research Centre is one of 

the very few organizations for which it appears that the above requirements 

can be met " 

~mn now faces potentially great and virtually unexplored hazards from the 

toxic effects of substances which he is introducing on an increasing scale 



n 
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into his env:i.ronmentc Those substtlncas may take the form of ~""lgS amI 

biological products.l or of pol1uto.nts touch as industrial ~aotes, pestic:i,6.clJ} 

food additives and other chemicals. They may no,; only affect adversely --.;he 

heaJ.th and ~ell .. being of ·the present genera.tion, by ·c.nc induction of cancer 

tar example; they may also produce Pl'of'ound effec'~s on future generations by 

action on the human genetic poolo 

.An, adequate attack on these problems rCQ;u:i;res an international centl-.;.l­

ized. effort, involving l!l31'J.Y' scie..l1t:l.f'ic disciDlines, cc"'ordiua.ted lli th 

national undertakings, to proVide the scientific base for thl' ee main areas 

of ,.,ork: 

(1) 

(11) 

{.. , 

E;pidem1olog-1cal studies on dift'ering patterns of disease in many countriC3" 

Researchon sophistica.·ted. methods for the storage, retl'ieYe.l w.d. analysis 

'ot large amounts of inform tion and dtltu on health research, ga:'chered 

on a world scal~. Such methods would involve developments in ecn:m.uni­

cations science together with 'the e1D.boratiol1 of powcl~fu1 moni turing 

techniques for the de'cection of phenomena relat.ed to the spread of 

ca:nmu:n1ca.ble diseases and the anne:.u.'ance of tro;::lc ci:'fects due to chemical ~C' ~r 

oubsta.nces 0 

(ii1) Toxicological research on the organism and. tIe cell, and at subcellular 

levels, with the aim of developit~ illtel'l'lat1onally acceptable pl'inciples 

and c~teria for evalu~ting the safety of drug&; and. for testing those 

and other chemic£U.s for undesirable effects appearing both in the short 

and long terms 0 

Scientific knowledge is seriously dcficie~t in a.ll ",,!lese fields. T"ne 

magnitude and contplexity of these problems are such that they require radically 

new scientific approache~ and f.o:rms of SCientific organ1zation~ For these 

tasks an international research centre is needed because no national or 

regional effort could cOlle adequately or efficiently vii th them" 

An important element in the W.H.RoC. would be iota regional roseru. ... ch 

centres, iuvolvit'.g collAboration with nationeJ. lab o:ra.:tori es , which cOUJ..d be 
I 

of great assistance for the deveJ.opil1S countries in a.enning their heal tIl 
probl~ and indigenous disease patterns) in planning their programs for 

improvements in heal"ch and the elimination of disease, and in training 

and assisting their health and research ~o~kers. 

The continuing scientific vital.ity of a research org::mization is 

illt1mately connected with the f\mdamental res~a.rch in iihich it is 

involved, and such activities mu.at form an important part of the T,wrk 
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of the W.H.R.C . F'or this reason ,.,e strongly support the suggestion that 

the proposed laboratory of the Etu'opean Molecular Biology Organization 

should be closely integrated in a suitable organizational relationship with 

the WoR.N.C. 

The scientific justification and program tor the W.K.R·.C. has been the 

subject of caret\tl study by eminent scientists for the past two years. Even 

whell fully implemented the ttl.H.R.Co would be relatively modest in cost, . . .) ,"Pc, 
but this will take several years of phased operation. 

- f l "I -:. - ,.. 

A pO~lerfu1 research group at the W.H.R.C., essential tor' its ' life and 
,. -

vitality, will be a great intellectual centre a.ttracting many gifted young 

people fran all over the worldo It will be very im,Portant to pre.tent any 
"i ~ J 

widespread tendency to drain the talent from the developing countries 0 In 

. this connection we may remark that because of its collaborating national 

research centres, and the profound ilzI.por'cance of all aspe'cts of health, 

especially . .ror developing nations) the W.HoR.C. will be particluarly well 

placed to resist such tendencies. The experience of such inStitutiOns as 

the E.\ll'opean Centre for Nuclear Research at· Geneva. (C.E.R.B.) :shows that, 

even in lens favorable circumstances, conditions of employmen~ can be 

devised which STeatlY limit such tendencies. 
" t\ 

We therefore urge governments to take early steps to es~Bblish the 

W.H.R.C. so that its scientific ~ork ~~ stal-t in the near future. 

(b ) ~<!.£!.l!tre of ScientifiC Information,Jli:£.S.;tJ. 1. ,. 

The p~cliferation o~ SCientific literature raises one of' the greatest 
~ , 

obstacles facing the efficient advancement of science today. PartiCUlarlY 
in some disciplines) exponential growth of the literature is rapidly 

producing chaos and unnecessary duplication of effort. Scientisfll' are 
• •. I 

unable "to be,come ' a/nare of, and make use of, DlUCb of the scientif'i'c inform ... 

'ation relevant to -"he1r (Toln researches. The scientific community bas 

evolved like an organism ~ith a quite inadequate central nervous system 
"'" ... -

for storage and u·til ization of information. An urgent need has arisen for 

·the development of a world.~wide, systematic, co- ordinated and, as far as 

possible, integrated effort to store and retr ieve scienti~ic information. 

1he existing abstractip~ ser vices and systems for machine coding ana 
indexing cover linuted areas of scient ific infor mat ion; they are being 

developed independently so that information stored in one of them is not 

f r eely eXChangeable vi th that in o-chars . 



More than simple unification and co"'o:pe'l'atlon of the ex:lsting systens 

is needed. New systems will have to be developed to cover fields of 

science where none yet exist. An a.ctive program of e:l::periment, trial and 

• I inves~igation of nell methods will have to be undertalten. The systems of 

storage and retrieval should not be permitted to freeze at present levels 

of operation. 

In addition to mechanical and teChnical systems permitting formsl 

classification of n papers by subject matter, and the storage and 

'c retrieval of this ~o~gation, systems will bQ n eded permitting critical 

analysis as ·'lell as the abstraction of tIle content of these papers; and this 

~il1 require the active cc- opp-ration of many members of the· scientific 

conmunity allover the \lorld. 

Radical developments in the methods of scientific 'publlca:tion may have 

to be considered to make poso ble a rational utilization of scienti~lc 
~ 

information" such a.s publics.tionjm1crocards ot' microfilm instead of journals 

of the present type. l1'ventually an international centre shOuld be, 

supplied with comprehensive reports of all SCientific work for storage and 

dissemination to interested workers, together w'th briefer accounts to 

be utilized in content analysis storage and retrieval or information. 

We recommend that work be ini tia;ted 1011 thout delay towards developing 

a unified and, co=ord.ir:iated ~ system of scien'titic information storage and 

. 'retrieval from the heterogeneous and l1m1 ted begil'lnings that now exist 0 

"fe Guggest that the c()<¢ordination and. unification of such systems 

, should be c.dvanced by ca:refully phased. steps Which might lead ultimately 

to establishing a World Centre ror Scientific Information (W.e.S.I.). 
These steps should be the subject of planning by experts in information 

theory, cOmunll1ications and other cci~tific fields. 

He recommend that a study group be establiohed under appI'O',Priate 

~uspiceB, such as U.N.E.S.C.O. or 1.C.S.U~ ·to \mdertake this tasko Early 

steps are important if the solidification of different systems, ~lhich 'Would, 

render very difficult fU'~lre inter"atio~Jal co~ordinat1on and unification, 

is to be preventedo 

( c) £2.:pperation~.l.!l.§Jlace Rcseercp 

l~e have received a report on t he progress or the co~operation between 

the U.S. and the U.SoS.R. in space research~ The report atressed the sign1f~ 

icance (l)f two features of this. development: the great in:fluence of sctentific 

co=operation on internatiol1ul rela.tions, and the limita·i;ion imposed by the arms 

race on scientific co=operation. 

The Space research program provides a very goed example of both 

features, particularly the second. So much 01' space research fs relevant 



to military planning, 'chat the extent of possible internat10na.+ co­

operation 1s at present limited. .Nevertheless, co~operation 1s progressing, 

particularly through the in-term tiona). meetings of asso~i~tions such as 

C.O.S,P.A.R., aerospace organizations, space medical groups, etc. Three 

special U.S ... U.S.S.R. meetings have taken place between leading space 

scientists of both nations. 

Co-operation b$s been ac'41eved in space eci1c1ne and biology through 

", mntuall.y planned experiments -and etcbange ~of tnformation. A rea SoViet 

experiment in which a II space erenll ·spend i:Oltt months llllder simulated. space 

travel conditions, but wi. thout weightlessness, has revealed -previously 

neglected effects of human orga.nisms on the surroundings. A change and 

multiplication of bacterial flora was observed, together with a reciprocal 

effect of these factors on the crew, ·which calJ. for new· research and 

development. 

COm~eration in -global communication and the use of satellites has 

.been initiated, but certain disagreements have arisen. The Soviet Union 

favors continued experimentation before decidi~ on a particular common 

aystem~ In the United States it bas been decided to proceed with the 

development of a system based on some successful experiments. This 

system is ill the hands of a private corporation, Which, the Soviet Union 

believes, involves the danger that 'less emphasis than i s desirable will be 

placed on culturally significl1..11t uses of the global communication system. 

~ac exchange of instrumentation and technologies has been prosressing 

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 Stove 

Conference, but discussions are progressing satisfactorily. Agreements 

on mutual use o:l sat;elli te tracking stations leave room f or further 

prcgl~ess • A Soviet~AustrQli.an agreement has been reached on the use of 

Australian traclting stations, but the greatest deficiency 1s still in 

the Southern hemisphere . 

Greater pro~Tess to~ar~s a legal spa~e cOde, covering such items as 

assistance to sh;pwrecked astronauts, disposal of stranded space ships, 

and responsibility for d.amage caused abroad by space experiments, appears 

to be desirable. We recommend the conclusion of a..ll early agreement on 

these issues . 

We expressed our STeat satisfaction lIith the progl'ess of the U.S. -

U.S.S.R . co~opel·at:i.on in spa.ce, and tm desirability of its further 

development and e'~tena1on to other nations as their space research efforts 



come into operation. 

lie affirm the viel" expressed at the Seventh Pugwash COl'l.ierence of 

the desirability of an international world-"'ide system of communications 

satelli tes because of its great cultural importance 0 've regret that 

differences of opinion betveen the United. States and the Soviet Union as 

to the organization and tecbnica.l nature of such a system still stand. in , 
the way of final agreement. We believe that these differences of opinion 

are reconcilable and hope that the governments of the Uniteu States and 

the Soviet Union, as well as other nations, will continue to study ways to 

overcame ·~ePl~ 

(d) International ]!"lo,J.eg,1cal PrO§Sfam (I.B.P.]. 

The tn:l1n idea of this Pl'og1'ru:ll is to obtain data on the possibilities 

offered by our planet for the nutrition of li v1ng organismn, 1m:luding the 

growing human population; and to learn how to increase this prod~ctivity 

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 human adaptability to unknown and new envirODmt!ntal 

conditions. Collaboration with W.H.O. in this field is being sought. 

'!he I.B.P. has established the following working panels: 

(i) Terrestrial Productivity (Ecology; Physiology; Conservation) 

(ii) Freshwater Productivity 

(iii) Marine Produc-l;ivity 

( i v) Human Adaptability 

(v) Use and Management of Biological Resources 

A training program of young SCientists, especially from developing 

countries, and standardization of methods and measuring devices is also 

being planned. 

The statute3 of the I.B.P. suggest financing its activities from 

annual dues i'l'OID the participating National Acadcmies and from the funds 

of various organizat:ions l-,illing to support its resear~ activities . The 

support or U.N.E.SoC.Oo: both moral and fir-ancial, has been secured . 

We believe that the International Biological Program represents 

a very importa..n.t activlt.y of I.C.S.U., aSSOCiating and combining the efforts 

of scientists throughout the world from various disciplines of biology and 

from many other branches of natural science. 

We believe that it~ results will be of great benefit to mankind and 

will be important stimulus towards collaboration and understa.nding mnong 



sCientists, similar to that produced by the International Geophysical 

Year. We ask all biological and other interested scientists to give 

it its support. 

\fe also warmly endorse other actions initiated by U.N.E.S.C.O. 

and I.C.S.U. promoting interna-tional co~operation in science such as 

the International Program in Atmospheric SCiences and the International 

Hydrological Decade. 

B. The long term consequences of disarmament on 
science and te~hn-=0DI~qgy~ __ -= ________ _ 

The subject of the "long term consequences of disarmament on the 

development of science and technology" was placed on -ehe agenda of our meeting 

because it was the theme of a proposed study group to be organized jOintl y 

with U.N.E.S.C.O., and it was antiCipated that its conclusions would be 

available for discussl.on. The formation of the study group was delayed, 

however, and 1-le 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 grOl'lth in its scale and significance. 

Such a rapid growth is irAispensable for the maintenance even of pr esent living 

standa...""'ds among a rapidly increasing world population. I t will have to be even 

faster if we are to solve the baSic problem of eliminating the great and 

growing difference in the l iving standards of rich and poor countri es. We 

therefore urge all governments to increase greatly the proportion of their 

scien-tific and technical resources devoted to peaceful purposes as compared 

Hi th those for military applications. For the tremendous tasks before us, 

the release of reSOtITces and technically trained man-power through disarmament, 

and their effective redeployment, could be of very great importance. 

For such an advance we need a balanced development in education, 

science aml technol ogy in all countr ies. He think 1 t would be particularly 

timely to init~ate studies, in addition to those . recommeru:led at Udaipur, to 

contribute to the i'ormulation of' policies in the widely varied circumstances 

of different countries . Among a number of important themes we may mention the 

following: 

(2.) The role and sl1pportof fundamental researc~. We believe it is important 

not to see the fUllction of basic research toe narrowly and to restrict it 

unduly in the desire to secure early economic returns, a tendency which is 

often ebserved_? 
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(b )Proble:n.s of the propel' relatiol"s tetween centres of higher learning in 

pal Licular countr~es; on the one hand, and regional and international 

centres for eC'ientif:l. c research, on the other band.; ho"W to prevent the 

vea.'k.ening of our universIties through loss of too many of the most a.ble 

young people to the :research centres . Such centres are at. present few 

but, in:many disciplines> t he growing needs in gifted men and resources 

required for signiNcaftt investigations is likely to lead to their 

rapid increaseo 

(c) r'Toblema rela.ted to the re-enployment of scient1fic and technical pel"sonnel 

made redundant ·through measures of disarmament. We believe that such a 

stu~ is impo"rtant. both f"..rom the st.andpoint of fea~'s of unemployment, 

wr~ch could generate a r esistance to disarmament, and 1n order to employ 

the powerful forces released to the best advantage, 

\-Te suggest that the PllgI.ash Movement should contribute to such 

stud.ies by promottng -the formation of studS' gJ"oups or by the' r inclusion in the 

agenda of its future meetings~ 

We have learned with warm appreCiation of' the proposal of the 

Swedish government to establish and support 8 peacA research organization in 

celebration of' the 150 years during which SvJeden has not been invoJ.ved in war 

Such an organization" independent and br-oadly international in it.s outlook ana 

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

permit;tLog a range of important studies, several of which have been suggested 

at previous Pugwash Com'erences, but for which proper support has hitherto been 

lacking. Thus among many projects which might receive consideration by such 

an orga~ization are~ 

(a) The establisbmem:. of a modern seismog..l"'3.ph system, a so~called seismic 

cross, in Swedish te .. L'i tory as an j.mportant contrIbution "(,0 the problem 

of o.etectiYlg underground exploGions of nuclear weapons; 

(b) A StuC1~ or econcmic problems of dlsantl5ll1ent; 

( c ) Development o~ needed_ reS0urces for a growing pqpulation; 

{d) Other top:i cs refe:ned to in this report 0 

Ho AJ.i'ven G. Jona.~La.sinio S. s. Medvedev 
D. Blaskovic (observer) 1-1, KapJ.arl (oosel'ver ) M. lUcolescu 
Itl e Boyd Vo Knapp L. PaJ_ 
H. Brown R, Krause t. observer) C. Fu Powell 
M. r.L lAlbinin ,J. Kuczynski E, Rs.binowi tch 
J. Hochfeld (observe!') 00 V..aalpc V. Rabinm.'i tch 

"" l-<!a.lek No Rubinstein .... 
..::"\ .. 

F. B. Stl'aub 
v. P. Suslov 
L. Vav-petic 

(obs, ) 



CONFIDENTIAL 

l~~h ~asb £on~E.c~ ~s.~~ . .!-B~!.l!.t)_r!-d Mfai~ 

Karlovy V~-1l~h .. ~th Sep'i:.E:iiJ.be.r I ~~ 

REPORT OF SPECIAL WORKING mwup OU BIOLOGICAL WARFARE 
_....;;.~-"'" ___ .-..~= r= ~ ...-~ 

A discussion of the present 6i tuatlon and potentiali ttcs 1'0 .... the 

futUl"C with regard to biologictll t-larfare since tha 5th Pug'\~e..sh Conferencf' 

bas resulted. i.n the follow:! r;g conclusions anti _ eC01llllendations: 

Ao Conclusions 

1. Continued research and. devel.opment of biological weapons 'Wtll result j.n 

compounding the difficulties in a.chieving genera.! and complete diea.rma.menL 

2. The continued development of biological weapons and their ~ntroduction 

into tbe arsenals of nations 'Wololld have a seriously destabilizing effect 

by increaslng the number of nations possesslng major mass destruct~VE' 

capaMl1 ties. 

3. Accusation of preparations for the offensive use of B. \.,r. weapons can be 

causes of serious tension. A su1'i';sble mechanism i6, the,C'ef'ore, highly 

desirable to substantiate actual cases of such se of BQW . weapons . 

4. After a reviell of the possibilities for preventingl"he development and 

production of biological wea.pons we consider that the ou~look for con~ 

troll:f.ng B.W. aetivlt1es may be more promising than discussions at the 

5th lXg\la.nh C:)n.fcnmce llJdlcated In order to explore the ~ matter further 

we make the following reco~odatjon6. 

B. RecOOlIIlendations ..... - -'~ 

10 A study group should be set up t,o examine the requirements for an 

inspeetlon scheme for E.W. w~apons and for cases of accusation " For 

trial purposes, the inspection scheme should be limi t.ed to B. small group 

of Central European couot.ries representative of Eastern, Western, aM 

non-aligned nations . 

2. The study group should Cf1t.l'ry out j. ts work under the auspices of Pugwash . 

Since it is expected that results should be forthcoming with:1n the Oel(t 

few months it is Qes1reble that they chould be repoTted to the 14tn Pugwasn 

C'')l'Ji'ercmce. 



3, The Con'cinuing Committee is asked to con:nder the fina.ncing of this 

study gJ'oup as 8. priority project eunong those recommended to the 

proposed Peace Research Institute of Sweden 

h, The study group should consist of six to eight mer.lbers recommended by 

the P\lgwllsh Continuing Committee. 'I'he study group could then d:raw 

up a further panel of collaborating members for further pa.rticjpation 

in its i-lOrk. 

5. The study grotw should limit its work in the first instance to micro~ 

biologice~ weapons . The experi ence gained could then be applied to the 

problems of chemical end radiologicnl weapons .. 

60 The potential of radiologl.cal and chemical weapons and problems of their 

control should be the subjects for consideration at a future Pugwash 

Conference. 
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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 yeeI:' serious 

proposals for arms control, for further political detente and possib~y 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 

and reversing the nuclear arms raceu 

In the following. I outline some of these possibilities as 1 now see them. These and 

other topiCS were extensively discussed last September at the Pugwash Conference in Czecho ­

slovakia. and detailed proposals have 00en made in the working papers and reports of the 

Conference working groups. Below. 1 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 disCusseuj 

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 

Administratlon~ 

l ~ A European Settl~ment: 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 protect ive shield under which European recovery was permitted to proceed without the 

threat of external interference and without the imposition of any appreciable economic b:..ll·dell 

of re -armament. 

But the rebirth of a prosperous and independent Europe has brought with it problems 

concerning the continued viabiUty of the Western alliance and the role of the European powers, 

particularly of a rejuvena.ted 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 oj 

General DeGaulle, has concluded that her protection lies in creating her own, independent nucleal 

deterrent. W itb typical Gaullic independence, the General has concluded that even a small 

force - - capable only of delivering a suicidal "bee -stingff 
- - 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 attan 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 A Gaullist approach. the Germans have raised the threat 

of even further disruption of the NATO allianceo 

'Ile British, on the other band, aware through painful experience of the difficulty and 

expense of ach1e.tn:g a significant nuclear force and cognizant of how little benefit is derived 

from the associated nuclear power status, are quite willing to recognize the seriousness and 

reliabiUty of the American strategic nuclear deterrent against a SOViet attack on Western 

Europe 0 Howeverp 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 NA TO share in the nucle.ar deterrent. 

None of the NA 10 nations has been willing to accept 'the solution proposed in the first 

days of the Kennedy Administration - - that of facing the danger of conventiooal attack by a 

buildup of European conventional forces -'- even though such an approach bas for some time 

been easUy within the European capability q The difficulties vA til 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 NATO CD untries really believes so strongly 

in the likelihood of a Sovlet attack on Western Europe as to be willing to interrupt its economic 

growth by diverting an appreciable fraction of its resources into defense expenditures • - not 

unless there were important gains in that nation$ s ability to achieve other national goals. 

There is, howevero 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 band, there is the universal unpoplllarity 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 Westq On the other hand, there is the continued refusal of 

West Germany to recognize the post W q 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 01: to provide assurance that its reunification only 

will be achieved by peaceful means. 



-3-

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 

NA TO alliance and of which the prospect bas 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 

soUd, 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 establ1shment of the multilateral force 

(MLF). in which we will henceforth be bound to the Germans with bonds of plutonium. 

Without knowing where the new Sovi et 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 shear 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 MLP on precipitous . 

haste without adequate discussion -- either in public or in the Senate -- must be interpreted 

as demonstrating the uncertainties with which they reif\.rd 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 0 Bolstered by an 

overwhelming electoral victory and a mandate for progress towards international 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: 

110 A Non-Proliferation Package : The fact, that the Chinese have finally succeeded in exploding 

their Hrst primitive atomic bomb, reminds us that it is long overdue for the nuclear powers to 

devote more seriouB attention to the vital problem of preventing further proliferation of nuclear 

weapons and weapons technology 0 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 



development 0 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 ,?f nuclear weaponso 

In the final analysis, the prev~ntion 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 0 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 • .!!!. 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 cominimum deterrent" levels, 

accompanied by the requisite systems for collective enforcement of the prohibitions against 

proliferation0 In the meanwhile. however. provided that reasonable steps are being taken by 

the major powers which in~ 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 sideso 

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 nations not now in possession of nuclear weapons 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 time controls are in effect over mat~rials utilized 

in peaceful programs under the aegis of the ·International Atomic Energy Agency (IABA), 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 agl'eed and verified cutoff in the further production of fissile mater1a1s for weapons 

purposes. Under such an agreement, there would be no further production of lJ231 of concentra ­

tion above something like 10 -20 percent, and all special plutonium production facilities would 

be closed down. However, plutoniwn being the inevitable by -product of nuclear power reactors, 

it would be necessary to place aU chemical extraction plants for the re-processing of reactor 

fuel elements under strict intemational 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 te.sting. 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 ha\Fe 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 -called nuclear super-powerso 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 longQrange nuclear weapons delivery systems will 

amount to very sUbstantial arms reduction when viewed from the weapons position in which we 

would both otherwise 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 requiremeus are nominal, esp.eciaUy 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 verific:ation 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

toDium production plants, or the number 'of factory inspections needed to vert. fy 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 

gainod 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 bano In principle. if a 

sufficient nwnber 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 _a ranging from 

economic to military -- against those nations violating the provisions of a universal test ban. 

In practice, however, this course j 8 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 ftcarrot 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 mQans of 

bringing China into the international councils, we would only need to deal with American 

political mythso 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 ito 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 wUl be drawn from the Chinese exper-

1ence by the more advanced nations not yet in the nuclear club. 

All tMs 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, wUI require much grea ter 

degree of coOperation 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. 

In. Stren~ening the UN: Upon reconvening. probably sometime in December. the UN wlll 

immediately be faced with a number of criseso One will concern the admission of Communist 

China 0 A second wUI involve the attempt on the part of Westem 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 moreo Although sentiment for Chinese admission continues 
to grow t it is not likely that many of the unaligned nations will be particularly anxious to 
reward Chinese defia.nce of the world -wide sentiment against the explosion of nuclear weapons 
in the atmosphere by immediate admission into the UNo 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. 

'!he crisis on support of the UN peacekeeping efforts, on the other band, is immediate 
and acuteo 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 impotento 

The fact is that the UN charter vested peacekeeping operations in the hands of the 
Security Councll precisely because of the recognition that no action involving the vital interests 
of one of the major powers could succeed without that power" s acquiescenceo In the long run, 
it Is also in the interests of the US to maintain this principle and to refrain from undermining 
the effectiveness of the Security Councilo The fact that we have, until now, managed to rally 
a 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 0 

It was therefore most gratifying to observe an apparent Russian interest in eataH ishing 
a viable UN peacekeeping mechanism, as manifest by a Russ1an 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 furth a- Russian intentions in this direction and. most particularly t 
to be prepared to consider compromise proposas in the current payments crisis. There is 
Uttle to be gained and much to be lost by a hard and intransigent line; if, on the other hand, the 
lndlcations of a birth of RUSSian interest in UN peacekeeping machinery are borne out, this 
next se lFBion of the UN may provide an unparalleled opportunity to begin setting up thos e 
international institutions which will be essential for maintaining the peace and verifying comp­
compliance in a disarming world. 



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 thi-s 

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 percent; 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 II 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 Lt O 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 ..•..•.•• 
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needed for space shots. The Titan's are in silo, although advanced versions 

are being used for Gemini space shots and the Titan III 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. 

Then e are major civilian areas, where massive engineering 

competenceJ typical 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 

electr ic 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 mankin'fi, 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 ........ . 
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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. I know 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 

indu strial adj u stments. 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¥g support when needed, in the 

favorable solution of this problem. 

I do compliment the intelligent corporate leaders of our major 

continued •...•. 
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defense companies who have recognized the necess rb for diversification 

into commercial areas,~ ~ere 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 States 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 Busines s 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 ..•.•.•• 
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(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 country, face the future I 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 

semi a man to the moon can send a man to a job. 

Any indu stry 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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Ioveaber 2, 1964 

rnhard G. lechhoefer, I.quire 
1710 H Street, H. W., 'ifth 'loor 
Wa.hinlton 6, D. C. 

Dear Hr. Bechh .. fer: 

'ftlank you ao much for your .t.t .... nt on "DiNrMnt HeloU­
ation. end Our Natioaa1 aecurlty." It wa. quite helpful 
to u. in preparina I neral po.ltton paper. for Sen.tor 
Humphrey dur1na the camp.len. 

I know he appreciate. very much your t&kina the ttme to 
bring thi. material to our attention. 

aut wiehe •• 

Sincerely, 

John G. Stew.rt 
..... rch Director 
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Law Offices 

Arthur W. Scharfeld 
Bernhard G. Bechhoefer 
Theodore Baron 

Scharfeld, Bechhoefer, Baron & Stambler 
5t..!.t Floor, 1710 H Street, N.W. 

Washington 6,D.C. 

Arthur Starnbler October 16, 1964 

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 fl foreign affairs statement fl 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. 

Telephone 
298 -6030 

Sincerely, 

~C--~ 
Bernhard G. Bechhoefer 

Encl. 
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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 limit 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. 
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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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Law Offices 

Arth= W. Scharfeld 
Bernhard G. Bechhoefer 
Theodore Baron 

Scharfeld, Bechhoefer, Baron & Starnbler 
5t.b floor, 1710 H Street, N.W. 

Washington 6.D.C. 

Arthur Stambler October 16, 1964 

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

Dear Senator Humphrey: 
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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. 

Telephone 
298 -6030 

Si~ C-.~ 
Bernhard G. Bechhoefer 

cc: John Stewart 



JOSEPH L . RAUH. JR. 
JOHN SILARD 

LAW OFFICES 

RAUH AND SILARD 
1625 K STREET. NORTHWEST 

WASHINGTON 6. D. C. 

DANIEL H . POLLITT 
HARRIETT R . TAYLOR 

November 16, 1964 

Mr. John Stewart 
Legislative Assistant 

to Senator Hubert H. Humphrey 
Room 1313, New Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington 25, D. c. 

Dear John: 

Is it all right for Feld to send this letter? 

Please advise before Thanksgiving. 

C 
n Silard 

Enclosure 

737·7795 



The President 
The Whit Sou 
WashinCJton 25, D. c. 

Dear Mr. President. 

In reviewing the assignment of re-.ponsib1lities to Vic 

President Humphrey we urge you to consider his unique compa-

tence and experience in arms control and disarmament matters. 

Mr. Humphrey was certainly the acknowledged Senate leader in 

this area of crt tical national and international 1anportance. 

Within the Government chief review responsibility over 

arm control is va ted in the "Committee of principles" J it i 

presently chaired by Secretary RUSK, who we believe would 

willingly relinq\liah this burden. As Chairman of the Committee 

of Prinoiples, Vice President HUmphrey would be in a position 

to give increasing empha is to our hopes for achieving arms 

control measures to halt today's frightening race toward world-

Wide nuclear anarchy. 

Sine rely yours, 

Bernard T. Feld 
President 



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. 
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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 agencies looking 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
clinations, 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 strategic 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 parochial 
interests will defeat arms control considerations in almost 
every case. 
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2. ~ 

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 rational 
p~ocess 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. 
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