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pademician Topchlev and Fellow Membersa of the Sixth Pugwash Conference

I I am moved and feel deeply honoursd to have this opportunity to
beak to you at this opening session, This comes on top of experiencing
‘Bain the warmth of a Moscow Teception and finding here such a disting-

thel group of Soviet sclentiats expr39°1ng in this way thelr concern
th the most challenging probliem of man's existence,

On behalf of my Amerlcan colleagues, I am most anxlous to express
our Soviet hostz our thanks for their hospltality and for the care
d attention that they have shown 1in the matter of the late arrival
our papsrs, Beyond this we owe them a special debt of gratitude
P their patlence and for bearance In agreeing to postpone this
\ference from September after so much work had already gone into 1it,
lo not think this has been in vain, Much has happened in the inter-

Ing 11 weeks thet should help us to deal mors realistically with the
hblems posed by the agends,

But the urgency remains amd grows with
bh passing day. And those of us ¥he, because of our speclal training
! knowledge and concern, are particularly sensitive to this urgency

¢ the overwhelming obligation to try as never before to find new

fivays through, the Jjungle of obstaeles that have beset the search for
ing the arms race,

At this point in history, when the differenoes among nations have
one so uniquely dangerous as a result of their acquiring almost
imlted military force, 1t is necessary to state again snd again a -
glo truth, A4All respousible nations share a common concern on which

0 can be built, This is their commitment to self-preservation and
development of thelr society and resources. Thls takes precedence
' all other)national ains,

More than that, all respansible natlons accept a duty to humanity
ywhere and especially to the poorer nations who evidently need our
ptance in theilr determlined effortz to modernlze thelr socletles.

TPor centuries the traditlonsl response to a threat to..thls core of
onl 1ife and purpose has been the resort for arms, Having found
irustworthy atlernative the world is now spending over 100 blllion
Arg per year in the hope of purchasing security. 4nd the cost 1is

to be measured in money alone, but in the talent that is consumed
the opportunities that are lost,

It is obvious that this is not judged to be too high a price to

for security. But, as we know, the tragic fact is that this is not

g bought, Instead, with each passing year of the arms race, each

iry hag less securlty, not more. 48 & result we face the increasing
ihood that not only will the security of nations be lost, as in past

» but the nations themselves and the cilvilization they support uay
atinguished.

laced with this dilemma, it 1s logical that man, having the pover
iought, will ask if there are not better alternatives,

0t course, in principle, this challenge could be perceived at the
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time of Hiroshlms and many people in this roon recognized it at
that time. But it is only within the last few years, with the
development of multimigaton wespons and advanced delivery systems,
.| that the dimenslons of the problem have aroused thinking people in
| meny countries. For some, thls arousal has been followed by a
) lapse Into apathy because some minds rebel at accepting the

1 implications of the facts, or the spirlt simply loses hope, For
others the response has been to embrace unilateral dlsarmament, a
policy that doss not have & good record In preventing war, Still
others have seen hope only in pursuing the arng race a bit further
taking as thelr Justification Churchill's famous dictum of another
age, "We arm to parley". There is something in Churchill's view,
] but now is the time to parley.

If I sense correctly the spirit of this Conference; we 40 not

'g believe these responses are adequabe to the challenge. Instead we

have come here to present and discuss views that are realistic

| slternatives to the arms race; alternatlives that better serve the

pecurlty of nations and the trust that our gemeration holds to
| those who come after us,

It is in thils spirit that we thlnk the current views of the
Boviets, ourselves and the others on how disarmament can be achleved
] should be presented and questioned and discussed. It is not the
- need for dlsarmament that regquires argument; 1% 1s the problem of

it how it can be done that needs study., Our Job now in this meeting
18 not to pass resoclutions stating the importence of disarmament,
Our- Job is to get on with the task of findlng realistic and more
pecure alternatives to the ammg race., We must not misjudge the

socope of this problem. For more than a generation the genius and

] labor treasure of the major powers have been concentrated in

the most highly organized effort the world has ever known., This
will not tumble and a peaceful world fitting each person’s desire
will not appear by saying it should. If this enormous agglemeration
Jof carefully counterpoised power is not dismantled with a skill at
fleast equal to that which created it, we may lnvite the Very

] oatastrophe we seek to avold., I need not dwell longer on these
mtters which have been so adequately deall with by the earlier

| npeakers,

: My distinguished colleague Academician Topchlev saild in hls
opening remarkss

, "soo fear in international relatlons leads only to intensified
. jarms drive, to the wish to overtake the potentlal enemy in armaments
Jund military preparedness.”

I strongly support these words, And I would add thisg
Pear is usually based not on what we know, but on what we do not
know of others. Fear can ounly be driven from the relations among
ntates by increasing opennegs among us - by a progressive reductlon
in the outmoded fog of secrecy which surrounds our natilonal affairs,
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It 1s against thils background that I would like to make some

preonal. observations on the dlscusslons that have been going on in
erica recently aund £ind thelr expression in the papers of my collsagues,
prhaps I should begin by saying that thore has been a contintally
poelerating Interest among Amsricans 1n the search for mnationally
peeptable alternatives to the arms race., This is noticeable over the
Jpst two or three years both within government clrcles and outside,.
\d 1t has found repeated expression in the pollitical campalgn just
Hinished. President-elect Kennedy reaffirmed our goal In disarmament
, that time and went on to say: "As I look at the future, I am convinced
..ot we must lead the way in a worlde-wide effort to bring military
- jpapons under effective international control, We must mobilize Jizst~
,pte talents and ample research and development resources to put forward

ntalled proposals for arms control,”

It was about three years ago, for reasons unot entirely unrelated
) the successful exploits of some of our Soviet colleagues, that
plentific opinion became influentlal in Washington, That of some
- pneered sclentists began to £111 the vacuum left after the collapse
' the Stassen efforts of 19955~57., Before long, studles of disarmament
poblens were undertelken by several private groups and the results
‘pblished., Various government departments and related organizations
-joh as Rand began to give indlviduals full time assignments In the
- pearmament ares. In 1959 a Panel, on which some of us served, was
bt up to advise the Prezident’s Scilentific Advisor on problems in
ms control and disarmament., More recently, the study of disarmament
“pthin the Department of State has been reorganized and greatly expanded.:
pveral well planned, unclasslfled conferences have been held, The
voeedings of one of these was publlshed thls autumn in the Journal of
0 Amerlcan Academy of Arts and Sclénces, Dsedalus.

. Now, how can the nature and focus of these activitles be simply
pooribved? As might be expected, these Individual Iinquiriles into such
oomplex problem have yleldsed a varliety of resulits. They are all

pocribed as studles In armg control or disarmament, In Amerlca these

0 terms are often used luterchangeably but 1 think two differences

Bn be detected. Arms control tends to imply a primary concern with

becific measures That will diminish the present danger and only after
pocessive applications and adjustments will the area of substantial
.isermament be reached. Disarmement studles imply a commltment to find

iye of reaching a state of substanvial disarmsment on a definite

edule, Thus the long range alm can be the same but the emphasis 1s
fferent. The second difference follows from current usage whlch glves

b arms control a broad generic meaning that includes universal disarmament.

The opinions held and the studies beling made reflect this different
hasis as well. At one end of the spectrum we find persons concerned
narily with imtedlate steps of & limited nature that clearly reprssent

rovements in world security and do not risk upsetting the present

Jlitary balance., At the other end are those who urge far reaching
parmament with little concern for the nature of the world that this

uld produce., The quantity which varles as we move along this spectrunm
tthe individual's estimate of the increased security that a particular

mg control arrangement can be -expected to bring, balanced against the
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sk of unpredictable comseguences that it may produce in the existing
wer structure, Thus at the left of this spectrum we find persons who
jquire certain geln at no risk as thelr criterlon or acceptable arms
Ppatrol messures, 4t the far right are those who Judge the present
tuation so precarious that no risk 1s too great in attempting to reduce
ie present threat.

: Most of us, who do not occupy these extreme poslitions, share the
bpe that we can move forward toward a relatlvely disarmed world taking
ks that are less then those we now are taklng in the present arms race.
) differ in where the start should be made and how fast we should move,
is helpful, I think, to distingulsh three overlapping areas,

. Pirst, there are those who give highest priocrity to limited arms
ntrol agreements that aim to diminish the denger of the present period,
sse include, for exsmple, the cessation of Wiclea” tests and other
hasures to stop the spread of nuclear weapons, new means 0f reassurance
P diminish the threast of sccldental war and certaln limitatlons on the
_ hmber of missiles or nuclser weapons. In thls group one finds those
. o think ftho world has already passed the point of no ruturn with respect
. p the elimination of nuclear arms. They argue that as a result the only
Jppe lies 1n mutually agreed restrictions that make them less dangerous.
Jphers in this gronp are more optimistic but, nevertheless, belleve that
jie problems of balanced arms reductien are sufflciently complicated that
Perlience with a set of such agreements ls necessary before proceeding
jth disarmament schemes as such., They emphasize that every such agree~
$nt on arms control csn elther increase or decrease the probability of
r. A4s a result such agreements, llke disarmament itself, can be either
hod or bad depending on the wisdom and purpose of the nations lnvolved,

In a second class are those who see as our major need the stablli-
ing of the present military environment so that arms control can proceed
b the turn-arounde-pcint, or turn-sround period. This is the perlod at
Hoh the automatic =scalation of Lhe arms race would stop; the time
ben new weapons systans would no longer be introduced, This would be
o time when opwosing natlons would abandon military postures based on
Rolr estimtes of the other side's capabilities and instead accept the
inounced intention of the other side to end the arms race., Now many
pnclude that thls would be a period of great instabllity because in this
wried area of international relations mistrust could easily develop
Jd reverse the gains that had been made,

o To provide & safe passage through thle period much has been written
-l discussed in the West on the idea of meilntaining during this period
nimum nuclear forces as insurance against fallure of the disarmament
b proceed to that polat of time when the danger of nuclear attack is
put, Thils is a positive concept because it offers a way of proceeding
- #th the enormous problem of disarmement without the need for detailed
Jcern at every stage for malntaining the military balance., It should
- jootly hasten the implementatlion of any disarmament schedule. Moreover,
. ffers o natural first step to ending the present nuclear stalemate
hoause 1t would bring about a very large reductlon in nuclear armanent:
vnce while at the same time offering some Insurance againgt the
Jouibliity that any signatory held a few weapons in reserve aid sz hedgs
ninst disaster should the disarmament plan fall. This concept
relved the unfortunate label of stable deterrence., This Is walortonsan.:
e 1t is not stable, it does not sceek to restrain by fear and thras:




gul Doty/5

# missiles are now used, and the trenslation of the word deterrence

- Into Russlan and other lenguagses is not esasy. Moreover, the term has
Jeen applied to somewhat different councepis thaw that which I have
ndicated., For example, it has been allied to describe the present
uclear stalemate and the erroneous idea that it will remain indefinitely
table. Therefore I ask that we do not become the victim of poorly
onstructed labels, but instead look behind them for the ldeas that

hey represent,

We come finally to the third category, that of dlsarmament plans,
0 have before us the Western Proposal of March 15, 1960, the Soviet
loposal of June 2, 1960 and the U.,3, propvosal of June 27,1960 as well
p the new Information provided to the General Assembly., There 1s much
~jere to work on and examine, And yet as one looks into this one cannot
foll to see that massive problems are covered in single sentences., A
“jumber of sentences, even phrases, refer to operations at least as
pmplex as that of creating and planning the United Natlons Organizatlon.
Ils 1s no more than a primlitive beginning on a vast undertaking. This
jp not to say that we must lmmerse ourselves in a sea of detalls and
frown, Rather we must examine further the large 1issues involved., The
Jature of the legal system that will cover the many dispubss that will
faturally arise in-such a process, the way in which the United Nations
Parter must be alterad to cope with such an enormous task, the way in
Ihich “the consent of ¢ther Nations can be secured, what will take the
. Jlace of the threat of force in a disarmed world: all these and more

Jo¢ for specific study and exploratlion before it can be known what it
p that should be agreed upon. ‘

More work has already been done in this directlon than is apparent
public discussion and United Nptions "debates"., For example there
8 the carefully documented plan of Clark and Sohn which has now been
blished in its second edition, Thls 1ls a detalled plan of unliversul
P complete disarmament which 1is described in detalil by means of
fhowing how each part of the United Notions Charter should be altered
order to accommodate the plan, It 1ls not my purpose here to recommend
ils particuler plan but rather to recomment 1lts inspectlons and study
r the 4¢eas it contains and the impressilon that it makee of the
. -ude of the problems of tribunals, verificatlion and inzpeeticn,
Ilnancing and international police forces.

With these remarks I hope I have conveyed some sense of the
tention that disarmament problems are now receilving in America. It
P by no means enough. -For example, during our political campaign,
metor Kennedy strongly criticized the Administration for having less
Ion. one hundred persons working full time on disarmament plans, But
start ahs bsen made and I belleve 1t will become a major preoccupatiocn
the new Administration. What I have described may give some indlea-
on of the course of future work., As can be seen, these modest efforts
Eresent the typlcal Western way of attacking complex problems, Many
[ferent views are expressed as to how the Job should be done, From
inh public writing and discussion opinicn gradually forms and with
nper leadership the Preslident can bring thils together to f-rm a
Wlonmi poliey. This process is now under way. TYou see that we spsnd
itite time on reconfirming our ultimate goalss the support of tha
Ntad Nations General Assembly Resolutlon on generai and complets
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Lsarmament settles that matter. Nor do we spend much time on argulng
e virtues of disarmement: they have bsen well stated meny times and

. Jow most eloquently by Academicisn Topchiev, snd are self evident for all
fho have eyes with which to see, Our concarn is with how these goals can
-0 reached. I% 1s In the formulatlon of this problem that the nature

.|t & aisarmed world will be defined, We must In thls company not be

~fatisfled with such oqeraimplﬁficatiens as "Do you want disarmament?"”

~Ihls is 1like the parallel question, "Do you wani peace?” The answer is

aturally yes if one allows dlsarmament and peace to represent his own

- Heion of the most desirable state for himself and his fellow man. But
*lmse words can mean d4ifferent things to dlfferent men. Peace can mean

The unbroken tranquility of a prison cell and a disarmed world can be one

,_@tﬂch warring groups roam over the face of the world. I make these un=-

. Neasant alluslons to emphasige that 1t 1s not enough to he for disarma-

. jnt or for peace., These words have the meaning we assume they have only
“Ingofar as they are glven definitlion by the means we wish to emply to

'uwgleve them, It is to thils end tha% I hope we can make Joint progress
. s week. ' -

. I would not be candid if I did not admit that we regret what we
- jave not seen in the Soviet publications any evidence of studies and
- Hscussions of the type we have been undertaking. While we applaude
cujhe full support to disarmament goals glven by the Soviet government
. yjo are anxious about their lack of extensive concern wlth how 1t will
- #¢ accomplished, Likewise they in turn may lose patience with our
Joncentration on "means"rather than "ends". But 1t is to reach mutual
- Mderstanding on these matters that we are here., Let us set about our
ork in this spirits Let us not indulge in propaganda stetements, Let
# not repeat the arguments that have been made again and 2gain in
tneva, Let us look to the future, not the past, with a new sense of
Jraency. '




