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ARMAMENTS 

3469 

In view of what has already been said in previous 
lectures, my treatment of the subject of armaments will not 
be comprehensive. Instead I will try to take up some new 
points, and to enlarge on some of the points that have been 
brought up before. 

The military establishment is :IDong the most con 
servative you can find ini3ide society. It is conservative f:rom 
the point of view that it is resist<mt to change. In talking 
abo~t armament and the disarmament process it is therefore im 
portant to consider the military establishment, the people in 
side the military establishment, the way they think about the 
disarmament process and the way they think when they want to 
acquire new armaments. In this basic approach to the problem 
you consider the armaments process to be a consequence of the 
existence of a military establishment. This is not the only 
relevant approach, but to my way of thinking it .is unrealistic 
to discuss disarmament if one does not take into account dif
ferent ways to overcome the resistance that exists inside mili 
tary establishments. I will come back to this point but first 
I will turn to some of the more specifj_c aspects of armaments 
and start with the question of nucJ.<:>ec::· weapons and testing, 
and the relative usefulness of di~'i\;c·"~J:c ldnds of test bans. 

When it comes to the usefulness of a test ban there 
are three different ways, in principle, in which one could test 
nuclear weapons. They will be enumerated in their order of in
creasing amount of the information they will give to the party 
testing these weapons. 

The first way, is through physical, non-destructive 
measurements and theoretical calculations using computers and 
the usual principles of fast neutron technology,· trying to corn 
pute what the efficiency of a particular device would be and 
putting this to the test with non-destructive physical measure 
ments. This will give some information about the nuclear war
head. The next type, the underground test, will give more in
formation. It is a·performance test. test in the open air 
finally will give an opportunity to observe also effects of 
the weapon. 

Considering now the usefulness of continued testing, 
let us first look at the effects of nuclear weapons. These ef
fects have been studied for a number of years and it is perhaps 
astonishing that after these many years there are still effects 
that are not fully understood and fully known. Maybe it is 
significant that Professor Stonier in his opening lecture did 
not mention two effects which are. still not properly understood. 
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One is the ground shock effect of nuclear weapons exploding 
in the ground surface of the underground. This is important 
when using nuclear weapons to destroy hard targets, like mi~ 
si le si le s and underground shelters. 

The second phencrr.enon called EMP which is short for· 
Electro-Magnetic Pulse, and describes the fact th,Jt th.e explo 
sion of a nuclear weapon does create? a pulse of electroma.gne=:
tic radiation that is powerful enough to ss:riously disturb ra 

' . -
dio~ and tele- commu.nicitio:rrs over a wide ac·ea. P .. lthou~rl.l ·:;he . ~ 

military importance of this effect is quite c;ig:;:lifica . .nt, it 
has been forgotten f6r a number of years, lJtrb is now rediscover 
ed. Today EMP is a ser:i.ou.s woTTY to ~;he miJ..J.[;ary establtshments 
around the world (those eJstab1ishments that do worry about the· 
effects of nuclear wGa[;cmo), 

From the point of view of wreapon effects, under 
ground tests would be of some ussfulnos:-;, but tests in the o
pen air would be of more interest especially for the study of 
the EMP effect. 

Another reason for nuclear weapons' tests J.s to make 
performance tests for the developrn<rnt of new nuclear weapons. 
A test program is desirable in connection with weapon develop
ment to check and indicate whether the ,,f·'·crts made, do pay off 
in.mrms of b:ltter performance, Clo~:c:J:r t'.::·: ;:o this, is the 
need for design control of the ;;(:,,.,-~ •:.:•:·<;::n. A weapon that 
is designed to be, e. g,, 20 Kt on in e;c[;i.oui ve rower may P•?r
haps at one time yield 15 kton, at another, 30 Kton. This rua.y be 
important in terms of the operational usefulness of the wea.pon. 
It is therefore desirable to have some reassurance about this 
characteristic (and other) of the weapon design. 

Finally, a development program is concerned not just 
with the warhead but with the entire weapon system. The wa:rhead 
"l.nd the weapon carrier have to match. These objectives could be 
met through carrying out underground tests. To some extent non
destructive testing could be a useful s~bstitute. 

'ro sum up: in renouncing or in giving up the opportun 
ity of using open air tests; the great powers have already given 
up something in terms of possibilities for increased knowledge 
about weapon effects and in terms of more efficient weapon de
velopment. The non-nuclear ':lowers, at least at present, have 
given up the same option to an even larger extent, especially 
if they are in the beginning of or considering the possibility 
of a weapons development process. 

Giving up u.nderground testing, would seriously ham 
per the further development of nuclear weapons by the nuclear 
powers. To non-nuclear nations the same action would not pre-
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vent the design of crude bombs, but it would mean an effective 
stop sign on t.he ro'ld towards an efficient and varied nuclear 
arsenal. Nhen looking into the future, however, the possibili.:. 
ties of the method of non-destructive testing and theoretics.l 
calculations may gradually improve. In ten years, it would per 
haps not matter so much as now, if there is the option of making 
an explosive test or not. The main reason for an explosive test 
may then be the desire on the part of the military to see that 
the devices developed by the scientists do really work. This 
may not be an absolute hindrance to the conclusion of a com
plete test ban. 

Finally, the possibilities of clandestine testing 
should be remembered in this connection.It seems that the teen 
nical development of the last few years has meant improved pos
sibilities for concealed weapons tests in the kiloton range. 

The present nuclear weapons arsenals have been de
vebped among two separate lines, towards the tactical, kiloton 
weapons .:md the strategic megaton weapons. This trend of the 
development seems to be rather permanent. There has been talk 
about the possibility of ma~ufacturing small thermonuclear bombs 
that contain no fissile material (not even to trigger the ex
plosion) and that this could constitute a technical brea~hrough 
opening up possibilities for just about everyone to acquire cheap 
nuclear weapons in a short time. My personal evalution of this 
possibility is that, if .it exists, it is still many years off. 
Could SQCh a development be realized, it would revolutionize 
not only weapons technology, but also the prospects for peace
ful use of fusion energy. 

What is required of a non-nuclear nation that wishes 
to devebp nuclear weapons? Several interpretations m::ty be given, 
According to one of them, only one test is needed· which is no
ticed all ovGr the world. 'Ihis m::tkes :JOU "nuclear" and gives 
most of the political tJrestige that may have been sought. This 
attitude towards ·the problem has been prevalent during many years 
of the nuclGar age but is now becoming less acceptable as it is 
being realized that there is more to "going nuclear" than just 
carrying out a first test. 

There are three principal requirements that one should 
ask of the nation that is going nuclear. The first is that the 
arsenal of weapons that is developed must be ve2~satil8 and sub
stantial in number if it is going to have any importance what
soever as a nuclear deterrent against a major power. Against a 
non-nuclear state this requirement is, of course, less stringent 
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at first, but the chances are that if nuclear weapons are need
ed to deter a non-nuclear ~tate, this state Will make every ef~ 
fort to secure gt,l.arantees from a major power or start on its owh 
weapon program. This is perhaps the beginning of a nuclear arms 
race. 

The second requirement concerns an adequate delj_very 
system, and here again-it has not been widely realized that 
this part of the development in the long run may take Just a
bout as much effort and resources as the first step, the devel 
opment of a nuclear arsenal. This has been demonstrated with
clarity by the British experience where several projected and 
partly developed delivery systems have had to be scrapped as 
being obsolete. The initial expectation was that the task of 
making these delivery vehicles would be technically-rather 
straigl:'it~forward. One important aspect of the delivery problem 
is the question of target identification versus vulnerability. 
In the •igame of deterrence 11 , the nuclear weapons of one state 
are the targets to be attacked by the adversary. If this state 
has recourse to good facilities for reconnaissance, this means 
that the nuclear system will have to be protected against a 
first strike to make the deterrence credible and reasonably 
stable. To provide the protection is a very costly task, CO!£ 

parable with the price for the warheads. 
Once a state is able to deploy nuclear weapons in 

a "credible" way, the concern arises that these weapons ::~re 

not to be used in a way that is not in correspondence with the 
intentions of the political and military leadership. To make 
certain this requirement for command and control, takes another 
effort and the third or fourth time, it is an effort that in 
terms of money, resources etc., is of about the same magnitude 
as getting the nuclear arsenaL Consider, for Gxample, the 
recent news item that six French Mirage 4 due to navigation 
difficulties were lost in Spatn; they could•not find their way 
to an airport and had to be abandoned by the pilots. From the 
point of view of command and control, this could perhaps be 
termed nuclear tourism. It is an example of the practic8.l dif 
ficulties that meet if one all the time must be aware ofwhere 
the nuclear forces are, where you can use them etc. There must 
be on these weapons navigational locks which will make sure that 
they can be used only within arEa.e that have been determined by 
the political (and perhaps military) authorities. There could 
be need for timelocks safeguarding that.a weapon could be 
used only within a predetermined time period. Ti1ere should be 
duplicate (triplicate) safeguard systems for the firing as 
well as rules regarding what should happen if the delivery 
vehicle was destroyed or damaged. 

~-
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In conclusion, the task of becoming nuclear may 
put a heavy burden on the economy of a nation. This is especial 
ly true if the nuclear capacity is to be something more than a 
political showpiece. And if it is only that, the present devel 
opment points to a growing realization of the futility of ac
quiring a nuclear arsenal that is not credible in a military 
sense. 

May I now turn to a short discussion of the prob
lem of antiballistic missiles; ABM. In this connection one may 
also include some comments on civil defence, especially some 
of the projects in the United States to acquire what may be 
called a "super-civil- defence". An ABM system is supposed to 
destroy the ballistic missiles that are coming against either 
your own missiles or your other possible targets. A "super
civil - defence" is a civil defence that is strong enough to 
influence the balance of deterrence. It should be so strong 
that it could reduce appreciably the damage potential of the 

aggressor's arsenal, to give an example it should be able to re
duce the damage from say 907~ to 30%, Two such systems discussed 
in the United States are the "Low Casualty Program" (developed 
by the Hudson Institute) and 'Project Harbor" (Oak Ridge). Both 
these projects are based on very strong shelter systems and 
constitute multi-billion dollar programs. 

Both ABM and super-civil-defence have damage limit.§: 
tion as their objective. Taking the ABM first it is of course 
possible, technically and scientifically, to construct ABM sy~ 
terns that will have a chance of shooting down ballistic missiles 
that are coming in. But this is only part of the story, as 
then one has to ask the attacker what his counter avoidance 
tactic would be in this connection and what technical possibill 
ties are open to him. One then finds that there are e.g., tee~ 

niques of using decoys and techniques of saturating the ABM 
defence, to bring the first strike in such a number against the 
ABM system that it does not have the time and the possibility 
to pick up every incoming missile; some will get through and 
produce the damage desired. In the competition between attack
ing weapons and defensive measures, the attacker has the ad
vantage. This is also with regard to the ABM situation; the 
only requirement is that the attacker will have to add some a£ 
ditional punch to his first or second strike to make sure that 
it does give the result that was intended. It is a question of 
economy rather than of a technical breakthrough fort1e attacker. 
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The same thing can be said about the super-civil 
defence system. Any shelter, no matter how strong you build it, 
can be destroyed by a nuclear weapon, it's just a question of 
choosing the weapon size and the delivery system . .It may be 
more costly for theaggressor to achieve his result with the 
attack, but it will still be possible if he spends the money. 
The cost that one party has to put into manufacturing more 
nuclear weapons is relatively small compared to the cost it 
takes to build the civil defence system. One reason for this 
is the problem of warning, to make people aware that an attack 
is pending, This is a difficult problem as it may take less 
than 30 minutes for an ICBM attack to reach the target. To get 
millions of people into shelter in such a short time"is at 
best difficult. 

Let us now consider some other aspects of the 
armament situation: the biological and chemical weapons. These" 
weapons _can be produced in gr€at quantities for a cost which 
is very small in comparison with what is payed for nuclear 
weapons. Biological weapons in substantial quantity and very 
efficient_quality can be produced in a room about the size of 
this lecture room (100m2), The production facilities may ther~ 
fore be much smaller than Oak Ridge or other fissile material 
plants. The same is in general true for the prodLlction of .. che!!! 
ical weapons. 

Biological weapons have a time lag between when 
they are used and until the-effects are observed. Chemical weaE 
ons have an immediate effect and an effect which in comparison 
with the chemical agents that-were used during the First World 
War or those that were available during the Second World War 
is much more lethal. The lethality has been increased hundred
fold and sometimes thousandfold, when measured as the concen
tration-needed to produce an effect. So_here the armaments pr£ 
cess has been ver_y efficient -indeed. 'Yet we are still in the 
same situation. as we were in World War II and that depends Llpon 
the protection possibilites. 

The problem of pro.tection is twofold. First, there 
is the problem of warning, the problem of telling people that 
an attack has occurred. Both with Band C weapons this ic at 
present a very difficult problem. Secondly, there is the proE 
lem of individual protection. Without going into the technical 
details of vaccination and inoculation against biological weaE. 
ons or the use of face masks and protective clothing against 
chemical warfare, it may be claimed that the present situation 
is about the same as it was during the Second World War with 
regard to the use of chemical weapons. The prospective attacker 
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may have good reasom to be afraid that the same kind of weapons 
may be turned against him, should he use B and C weapons. 

The conventional weapons should finally get some 
attention in this connection. Of course, there has been and 
there still is a continuing development of all different kinds 
of conventional weapons. This applies to everything from in
creased air mobility using helicopters and hoovercrafts, to an 
increase in efficiency of simple ordinary firearms. The impor1 
ance of this development lies in the gradual increase of the 
financial burden of conventional armaments and the resulting 
difficulty, ever increasing, for the smaller nations to. "keep 
up with the Johnsons". This may lead to gradually increasing 
difference, from the military point of view of the strength of 
small and large nations. Smaller nations may then feel tempted 
to increase their security through alliances or obtaining 
major power guarantees. The present trend, if any, is in the 
opposite direction, however. 

Let us now consider briefly those things that one 
is trying to protect through the use of arms: the society, its 
way of life, the social development and the economic; scientific 
and technical development that is taking place inside the society. 
At the same time as the means of destruction become more and 
more efficient, the society especially in the develop·ed world 
is rapidly becoming ever more intricate and complex and thus 
vulnerable to attack by less and less efficient means of de
struction. Already today, less than a kilo of TNT is sufficient 
to depr2ve an entire nation of its TV program for some time (Sw~ 
den on New Years Eve 1966). The blackout that occurred in east
ern United States may probably be repeated by using equally 
simple rr.eans, etc. One is therefore tempted to ask the question: 
If this type of society will develop still further and the 
world over in the next fifty to one hundred years, might not 
then the use of nuclear weapons to impress on your adversary 
become an unnecessarily expensive method of war? Might there 
not exist simpler things, like tweezers that would be efficient 
enough? Considering the fact that a resistance movement is ef
ficient when it requires only a minority of the population to 
participate, whereas usually it is not if a majority is req.lired; 
society seems to develop in a direction where.it is bec)ming 
more and more vulnerable to sneak attacks and where a few people 
can hurt the society with great success. If so, the motives for 
the present armaments situation might change with the develop
ment of society. This is certainly a long term perspective, 
and if it is 1?-t all realistic, is doubtful until possibilities 
like these have been thoroughly studied. The argument has been 
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given here to illustrate how little we EJ,ctually !mow about 
the future society and its security needs and that the que~ 
tions of arms and disarmament may \inderg<i changes in the 
future, changes as radical as those introduced by the inven 
tion of nuclear weapons. 

\ 

/ 



Illili tary Decision Making 
R. Bjornelstedt; 15/6/1966- 9;30 

. In .yesterdays lecture ! stated that if you start 
from the disarmament point of view and look at the armament 
problems, certainly the military establishment &~d the way it 
works, the guidelines for its thinking are very important to 
understand. Today's lecture takes it from there. 

When it colLss td strategy and strategic uses of 
military means the time honor·ed interpretation of the concept 
of strategy has been, that stategy is a ~olicy for arms emPLol 
ment, different ways to use military means ih. acquiring differ 
ent national objectives .. This does not say very much unless some 
definitions are added. One question is; what is a policy? Apol 
icy is a guideline for decision making, whether i-t is concerned 
with ~lanning decisions regarding the future or operative de
cisions that are to have an immediate effedt. A study of the con 
~pt of strategy therefore presup~oses some knowledge of the way
in which decisions are being made inside and above the military 
establishment· 

At the center of decision making stands the concept 
of rationality. Rational operations and rational planning have 
never been talked of as much as during the last hundred years. 
These concepts have been used by the military and the politi
cians again and again to defend a policy. Still, as anyone can 
see, the result has been disastrous. We have had a great n~ 
ber of wars some of which have claimed millions of lives and 
caused untold human sufferings. The conclusion can only be that 
there may be something seriously wrong with the concept of ra
tionality itself or at least, with the way it is used in prac
tical decision making. 

There are several different definitions of ration 
ality. Let me give you one that is based on four assumptions. 
In a situation·where a choice has to be made between different 
alternatives, all the different alternatives that could possi 
bly be chosen, should first be enumerated. Secondly, for each 
and every alternative the possible consequences should be de
duced. Thirdly, there should be a set of rules or criteriafor 
evaluating the various consequences. And, lastly, the choice 
should be made through applying the set of rules to order the 
consequences from the best ones to the worst ones and in this 
way deduce what alternative might be the best one to choose 
in the particular situation. 
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Immediately it is possible to point out a number of 
weaknesses with the above procedure. In the first instance, 
practical decision making is often carried out in a situation 
where there is no time to attempt to be in any way comprehen
sive, to have time to consider all the different choices that 
are possible, all their consequences and to evaJ.uate the con
sequehces. This means that the dec:Bion situation very often 
reduces the possibility of being rational in the sense defined 

I 
above. 

Next, it is common experience that it is cf'ton impossible 
to foresee all consequences of a line of action. There exists 
genuine un~tainties about the future that affect not onlythe 
probability of a conequence, but also its intrinsic nature. 
Thirdly, there is a wide variety of sets of rules or criteria 
that can be used, yielding different results. This will be ex 
amplified first on the military level. 

Let us consider the problem of defining a useful cri 
terion for an adequate military defence. Ono possibility is 
to say: the military defence should be of such stre~h that 
the cost to an aggressor of overcoming this defence is too 
high in comparison with the advantages to,be gained by the 
aggression. This is a criterion often used in military plan
ning. It can, however, be defined in several different ways 
depending on what kinds of costs are taken. Should one consi 
der only the cost of the military input into the aggression? 
Or should particular attention be given to the expected mili 
tary losses? Should one count also the political costs and 
disadvantages that might follow with an aggression etc.? The 
answer will vary with the situation and is often difficult to 
derive as military and political costs cannot be measured in 
the same units. The answer must therefore be subjective, by 
definition. Apparently, rationality is subjective. 

In defence planning every effort should also be made 
to consider other aspects man the purely military ones. Above 
the military level there is something which I would like to 
call the tota} iefence level. Here one considers not only the 
effects of the use o f military force, but also for instance 
the civil defence aspects and what happens to the economy, the 
society etc. On this level one may find that the previous 
choice and consequences of rational decision making might be 
evaluated in quite different ways. The new criterion may be 
to consider not just the possibilities to increase the cost 
to the aggressor, but also the chances of keeping the defen-: 
sive costs down as much as possible. One should try to design 

(•) 
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the defence in such a way that an ~ression will not intrd
du:e seridus difficulties in terms of national survival. These 
two classes df cri tetia (offensive and defensive) will often 
lead to quite conflicting consiikations for military dECision 
making wheth~r it is concernect with a choice between different 
weapons systems or a decision as to how much moc1ey should be 
put into military defence, civil defence, etc, So once more 
there is·room for a subjective choice in conr1ection with ra
tional decision making, 

'.l'ihiie the s!udies of military defence are concerned 
with questions of military efficiency, the total defence 1~ 
vel has to do with the interaction of the different parts of 
the total defence system, The next hj_gher level considers the 
national security aspects and includes, apart from the total 
defence, also the foreign policy and -other questions of r~e 
vance to security, The farm policy of a country may, e,g,, be 
influenced by considerations of national security, 

One statcmentwhich may be used to describe national 
security is that it expreises the desire of a nation to decide 
about its own affairs whether they be political, economic, cul
tural or social. 'Nhen the national security aspects are con
sidered, new criteria have to be introduced, Apart from an.£ 
valuation of different total defence measures, the influence 
of foreign policy has to be taken into account, It is a que~ 
tion of adapting a national security policy to the inter
national environment or to try to influence this environment 
in as favorable a manner as possible, The choice between dif 
ferent measures is then complicated by the vezy different char 
acter that some of these measures have. If, for instance, it 
is found that to build an adequate civil defence is something 
very expensive, one may have to balance against this_ the dif
ficulties of foreign policy in preventing a development inwards 
situations where a strong civil defence would be necessary, 
Clearly, in balancing these different aspects one is comparing 
entities that are incommensurate? Subjective judgement has to 
be applied,-

National security may be said to represent an insur
ance that is paid to avoid outside interference, Inside the na 
tional policy of a nation the security objectives have to corn 
pete with other national needs, On the national policy level, 
therefore, the scope of the evaluation is broadened once more, 
At present there exists no method to guide a quant~_tative or 
qualitative evaluation, The solution has to be defined in P£ 
litical terms, 
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On most of these differerlt levels the decision mak 
ing will have to consider the possible developments of the 
international environment. One has to look into the future 
and answer questions like: Will the United States disengage 
from Europe? Will the trend towards economic integration prQ_ 
o::ed to such an extent that the need fo:c national sectu::i. ty 
measures is diminished? etc. Commenting on the last question 
it may be pointed.out that security and integration are co~ 
terparts in the discussion. Whereas security is defined as 
freedom of self de:termination, integration obviously means to 
freely give up some of this self determination. Clearly, in 
national security planning it is therefore necessary to try 

. I . . • . 

to look qu1te a long t1me ahead ·into th0 future. 
Consideting the different levels of decision making 

it is foun.d that on the lower levels there are reasonably 
well developed tools that can be of some help. Studies and 
research are quite important and can .gi -,,e factual knowledge 
as a basis for the decisions to be taken. On the national 
security and national poli:cy levels such tools are at pre
~J"t tl.'Jl'l.=;oxistont. The; ';n~··•'~.~d.3J ~f w'ai•i!;f fu'1i;'t th·; i::l.tA'>'.c 
action of different elements of society, this knowledge is 
too poor to provide an accurate back,r;:rolm<L The decision rock 

. - -
ing has to become political, bringing in subjective beliefs, 
sometimes on a majority basis. The same applies to the final 
step from the national to the international level. It is thP. 
step which has been least conside.red so far and obviously this 
is so because the possibili tie:e> of e.ctuall.y enu1:1.e-c·8.ting and 
evaluating the consequences ry[' ;::.l:.•:·•)•~ing a spccc:i:Pic ,: .. :Lternative 
are even worse than on the na :;j_o~:i&.l. f:-~ceJ_ t:: -~ Otj_~LJ.? C).-.. 'J.e may 
give many examples that specific c;hoices, for instance on the 
military level, have important effects also on the international 
level. One may often suspect that ·this influence is not con -
sidered when deciding between military alternatives. There is 
a tendency to put the national security criteria above every
thing eise and cisregard the national and international policy 
levels .. 

In the efto:cts to :i.m~~n:'oc_;·e to.:pc.:: ·>;~~-'::-- J?rese::J_-!~ ~~ys~_;em of 
decision making it j_s :::-·.::.'.<:;'):;~di:c.g}.~.,r j_.l'.(~J·:>:r·'·t::.::t~:l.·;~ -;_;;:_, ~-;~_.''C~:-t-'c.;:_: ;;., better 

understanding of tJ:J e r~ _ _j_ f:f e.cs~1 t 1 evc-oJ. r-3 t.lL'·?."C s:::::i. ~;t, -Ll.~:.; f'Jt·:)_::'.. 1. e 3 

and research tha+ l. s ~--·-=-d~d ana."' ~:\rv1 .. ,,. C""'_, +,:::,Jn·: .... ~-",,, ... , .. ; .:1 '1""'~-=--,-,. 
'-' > -.L-;:;;~,, t:;: •,,_.o_<";,,,,; .t.!.. :.Jv . .J..C.!. ::_.;,_.L, • ..'t'l..1.' •• '· ,:;~;_I,I_,.J.. __ ,_y 

be employed. In this cormection I wouJ.d like t:> ag:r·ee whole
heartedly with those that point to the need for what is often 
called peace research. Although one has to realize, that it 
will take many years to improve on the present pattern of de
cision making, it is essential - especially on the higher 
levels - to intensify the research regarding necessary and 
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sufficient requirements ,of decision making when national 
security problems are concerned. 

It has already been said that one requirement for 
defence planning is that an effort has to be made to fore
cast the possible future development. This is of course a 
very uncertain field and as a.consequence there arises a 
need for flexible planning, planning that can adapt itself 
to. the development as it progresses. This consequence has 
ll'ld to the development of a system of long range planning 
that is referred to as contingency planning. The basic prin 
ciple j_s to enumerate all possible future crisis that may 
be relevant from the national security point of view. S~ 

condly, the security system should be designed in such a 
way that it has a reasonably adequate performance in all 
the different situations that hve been thought of. Clearly, 
this type of planning is risk-orientated. It should also 
be remembered that the reason for the development of con
tingency planning is the long time it takes to build a de 
fence system. These observations lead to one important 
question: If every country plans their defence in this way, 
what will the consequences be for the international secu
rity? If you have to guard against contingencies in the 
distant future, may this not lead to a build-up of armaments 

' in a way which will lead to an arms race? If a country wants 
to make progress towards disarmament, does that mean that it 
will have to accept an increased risk to its national secu
rity? These and similar questions may be put but cannot be 
answered in a definite way today. Further studies are urgeni 
ly called for whether they be termed peace research or some 
thing else. 

To sum up, it may be said that the concept of rational 
decision making suffers from a number of serious deficiencies, 
There is also a great lack of knowledge concerning the methods 
of decision making, especially.with regard to the higher iarels. 
There are finally serious questions regarding the soundness of 
the approach altogether, as was mentioned in connection with 
long term planning. However, this system (or even worse system~ 
is the one that is being used in defence planning at present. 
Basically, these weaknesses in the present thinking and the 
pesent planning are at the root of most if not all international 
conflicts. 

To my mind, the most efficient way of promoting the 
role of ~ientific study inside decision making in order to im 
prove its quality is to bring scientists into the actual pr~ 
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cess of decision making. Inside the relevant military and 
political a1,l.thorities there should be a place for scien-' 
tists that are interested in and knowledgeable about both 
the technical and' scientific problei'ms involved but also a 
bout the political and securityimplfcations of different 
decisions. This is the most direct route towards an improm 
ment ofthe quality of rational decisions. In ~his way it -
will gradually be possible to become more rational. It will 
however, never be possible to reach complete rationality in 
decision.making. 



Some discussion following: 
Miiitary Decision Making 
R.- Bjornerstedt (15/6/1966- 9:30) 

:ALCGERC; 

My question refers i:o the first part of ;{•:Jur talk, v..·hel'e you have 
artalysed the process of decisioh making. I 'iionder if yc.u might - tak
ing as an example the AmeriCan system - spec~fy the role of the dif -
ferent institutions who have a say irt defence mEttters: lVIcNamara, the 
State Department, the National Security ~ouncil, the President. At 
what point of your framework do you think they should operate? Do 
they actually fulfill the rOle they should? 

. . . 

I wohld think that different institutions should more or less fo
cus at different levels, and perhaps they don't do this as much as they 
should, especially the higher ones. I don't know. 

Would you care to comment? 

BJORNERSTEDT: 

My first comment is a general one. It is important, no matter 
on what level of decision making you are involved, to be aware of the 
entire framework and of your own position inside the decision making 
system. On the lower levels, one usually finds that very few people 
are interested in what is needed at the higher levels where national 
security and national policy are discussed. As a consequence the fac
tual background mC'-terial that is needed for rati.onal decisions on the 
higher levels (but which has to be produced lower down in the system) 
may not be worked out in a way that is most suitable. Secondly, on the 
higher levels one finds that the politician is often specialized in such 
a way that he does not have an over-all v'.ew of the decision system and 
its requirements. 

Speaking about the American administration, the advent of the 
Kennedy presidency brought about the introduction of the pri.nciples of 
operations research, systems analyGis and contingency planning. 11:13§le 
pr.'i!'<oi.plPG wer·s accepted by the Defence Department and used to a 
rnuch larger extent than before. This gave a better ground for arriving 
at factual evaluations of different weapons systems on military grounds 
and to some extent also in terms of total defence. Still, today there 
remains much to be desired in terms of aligning procurement decisims 
with the requirements of national policy and international development. 
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In thi.s respect the present administration represents no improvement 
over previous ones. 

If JOU wantto draw a line in il"E decision ~.aking ey"l!tem between the rt>le 
of the politician and that of the expert, . this lin .. today goes between 
the total defence level and the national security level. Up to and in
cluding total defence problems one may say that the r6le of the expert 
is the more important. This of course depends upon what I said prei~ 
ly, that in this connection there do exist reasonably good tools in ternJS 
of study and. research, etc .. From the national security level and up
wards, such tools do not exist, the choices become increasingly sub
jective and the rMe of the politician is the central one. Especially for 
these levels a continued scientific development is urgently needed .. 



NUCLEAR STRATEGY 
R. Bjornerstedt ·rhurs. 16/6/66 16:00 

In the two previous lectures the armaments situation 
has been described and a conceptional framework given for mili
tary decision making. I would now like to use this framework in 
describing the importance of nuclear armaments. In doing so it 
is useful to divide the different copntries into two or three 
classes. Let us first consider the two superpowers, the USAand 
the USSR. 

The major role that nuclear weapons play for major 
power security is in terms of mutual deterrence. On the mili
tary level, if nuclear weapons exist in great quantity with 
invulnerable delivery vehicles and under adequate command and 
control, the effects of these weapons are such that a deter
rence situation is established. This is a relevant argument 
on military and total defence levels. This is not to say that 
on these two levels all arguments are in favor of majc· power 
nuclear deterrence. In the long run there is an increasing 
danger of a political, military or technical_mistake leading 
to the accfdental firing of one or several weapons. But, at 
least in the short run, it is possible on the military ahd 
total defence levels to claim that the existence of nuclear 
deterrence provides effective protection against an attack. 

On the national security level the same arguments 
may still be considered valid, but here the alternate pos
sibilities of foreign policy should be taken into considera
tion. In consequence and being aware of the long term disad
vantages of the deterrence solution, national security must 
call for an active foreign policy directed towards the ere~ 
tion of peaceful means of solving international disputes al 
so when the major powers are involve'd. -

I.IVhen going to the levels of national and· interna 
tional policy, it is quite evident that nuclear wepons in the 
hands of the two major powers could not be considered rational. 
The expenditure taken to produce arid maintain nuclear weapon d~ 
terrence is enormous. The same may be said for the efforts that 
are needed to keep up with the scientific and technical develO£ 
ment. This latter factor also presents the possibility that the 
deterrence may become less stable in the future than it is to
day. The resources required byothe deterrence system could be 
usefully employed inside other areas of national and interna
tional politics. Also from this point of view i~ would be of 
great value if international security could be based on other, 
less expensive and peaceful measures. In summing up, the de
terrence argument for nuclear weapons is only partly rational 
and even this judgement may not be accurate in the long run • 

• 
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Turning now to other~pects of major power nuclear owner
Ship, it is relevant to consider the role of these weapons 
in connection with a confrontation between one major power 
and some of the others, Clearly, the nuclear deterrent ~~ 
ment is valid for one major power also against other nationa 
It may,however, be said that there are other and simpler 
ways of achieving the same objectives. In conventional mil:!:_ 
tary terms and often economically the two major powershave 
such an advantage compared with all other states that it 
seems unnecessary to strive for a marginal increase in se
curity through nuclear deterrence, Another argument is then 
put forward, hamely the possibility of using nuclear weapons 
as a political or military tool m impress upon small nuclear 
or non-nuclear n at ions·: This has been t ricd in inter
riationnl po 1 itics several times since the second world war, 
for instance in connection with Suez, Berlin and Cuba. In 
those instances where such nuclear politics have come to ig_ 
valve the risk for a major power military confrontation, the 
deterrence aspects have once again become valid, In other 
situations the usefulness of nuclear policy is closely tied 
to the value of nuclear weapons as a means of warfare. For 
the tactical use, there is no clearcut answer telling what the 
respective advantages and disadvantages would be in a situa 
tion where both parties have a nuclear capability, Confronted 
with a situation where the opponent does not have nuclear 
weapons, the experience has been that major power.nuclear 
employment is not credible. It has been too tremendous a step 
to take in comparison with the political objectives that 
have been at stake, Even today in Vietnam where important 
major power interests are involved the same has been true 
so far, In summing up, the military and political usefulness 
of nuclear weapons as means of war is doubtful, Already on the 
military level one might therefore question the rationality 
of the use of nuclear weapons, At the time when the United 
States had a nuclear monopoly such weapons were not found to 
be very useful either on the higher levels of national secu
rity etc. Their existence-did not solve the Berlin situation 
or meet the US objective of containing the Soviet Union, A 
rather strong case may therefore be made regarding the ir
rationality of nuclear weapons in these connections, 

The risk of the nuclear confrontation between the two 
major powers was small in the late forties and the beginning of 
the fifties for the obvious reason that the number of weapons 
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existing was .too small to permit a confrontation of military 
significance. With the gradual increase in the nuclear arseg 
als and the development of thermo-nuclear weapons the possibi 
lities became greater of afflicting decisive damage on the 
part of both major powers. In the midfifties the risk of a cog 
frontation had therefore increased. At the time, the efforts 
had not been made to make the nuclear deterrence more or less 
vulnerable. There~s thus a decided advantage in striking 
first. To strike first and against the nuclear capability of 
the <pponent could seriously cripple the chances of a counter 
attack. This state of affairs created an instability and un
certainty and explains why there may be said to have been a 
higher risk to world security during this period. 

At present, the price has been paid to get sizable nu
clear arsenals, to ptotect these weapons from complete ex
tinction as a result of a first strike. The result has been 
to diminish the risk for such a strike as the attacker no 
longer could prevent a counter attack of disastrous dimen
sions. In addition, safeguards have been added to the deter 
rence systems in such a way as to reduce the consequences of 
an accidental nuclear attack. 

1ur~ing next to those countries that, although being nu 
clear, have not .a!Uassed the same enormous power as the US 
and the USSR this will be England, France and China. Further 
proliferation may add other c.ountries for which the discussion 
in the following would then also be relevant. 

Both in time and in the size of its nuclear capacity, 
England is the third nuclear power. The arguments on the 
military and total defence levels seem to have been conside~ 
ed relevant for the decision to start on the nuclear road. 
After having produced a sizable nuclear arsenal, England 
was faced with the problem of acquiring suitable delivery 
systems. This has proved to be a difficult task. After hav 
ing developed and to some extent also procured several dif 
ferent systems, these have been found to be inadequate from 
the military point of view. In the present plans, the answer 
to the delivery problem is a small fleet of nuclear submarirBa 
carrying intermediate range nuclear missiles. The size of this 
weapon system is such that it does not constitute an entirely 
adequate deterrence against one of the major powers, Althou§h 
the amount of destruction that English nuclear weapons could 
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cause to one of the major powers.is quite serious, it is not 
comparable with the certain obliteration of the English so
ciety that would result from a counter attack. The English 
deterrent therefore operates on a lower level than the mu
tual deterrence between the major powers. Obviously, this 
seriously restricts the usefulness of the system to deter 
major power aggression. 

Other objectives have, however, been mentioned for the 
English nuclear capability. It is sometimes stated that there 
are military reasons for a British deterrent in connection 
with the Middle East, southeast Asia, China and perhaps sc.uth 
Africa. Considering the higher levels of decision making, cne 
is led to ask what the probability is for a situation to de
velop when these weapons Will actually perform the deterrent 
function that they are supposed to. In answering this question 
one shouid have in.mind an environment where the Soviet Union 
and the United States possess a much greater nuclear capacity. 
It is difficult indeed to conceive of a situation where both 
major powers have disengaged from the particular arena whGre 
the British deterrent is than going to fulfil its designed ob 
jective. 

Considering France next, one may add to the British 
discussion by taking up another contingency, namely the one 
of a future threat posed by West Germany. For the Flench de 
terrent to be of value in this connection one must envisage 
a nuclear disengagement from central Europe on the part of 
the major powers. The trend at present and for the foresee
able future may involve a gradual decrease of conventional 
armaments inside Europe. The heavy financial burdens that 
these arms put on the European countries are becoming in
creasingly felt. The involvement of both major powers in areas 
outside Europe also tend to lead to a gradual decrease of 
their conventional forces inside Europe. There is no sign, 
however, that the US or the USSR would extend this develop
ment into the nuclear field. R~ther Europe is considered 
both militarily and economically to be too important to both 
these powers to exclude the possibility of a nucl.ear confro!! 
tation in connection with a military conflict in •Europe. 
Furthermore, the present trend is directed more towards eco!! 
omic integration and relative military independence than 
towards confrontation. Considering these aspect~, the inde
pendent French detrrent is at best debatable and probably not 
very rational when considered on most levels of decision making. 
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It should also be remembered that what has been procured so far, 
is riot a credible system as there are serious wemu1esses regar£ 
ing both the Vulnerability and the command and control of the 
French deterrent. The system may at present therefore invite 
an attack rather than discourage from it. 

In commenting on the Chinese nuclear .weapon, the concl!::!; 
sions will be simi~ to those of a discussion of those non-nu
clear countries that have the ability to acquire nuclear weap
ons and that have been discussing it for some time •. The French 
and English experience of all problems connected with acquisi
tion of nuclear weapons will in all probability be learned 
once more by the nonnuclear countries. To mahy of them it n'}J_y' 

be reasonably easy to pay, the entrance fee to the nuclear club 
to get the first weapons and the first weapon tests It will a
gain be much more difficult to acquire the sizabl~ arsenal that 
is needed for deterrence purposes. It will be expensive to make 
the deterrent credible and stable in terms of low vulnerability 
and adequate command and control. If the nuclear capacity is 
intended as a military deterrent against imminent threats from 
non•ma.:)or powers, this objective may in some cases be fulfilled 
but probably only for the time being. This is so because, if 
for instance Israel would go nuclear, there is a reasonable 
chance that the Arab countries will make every effort to do the 
same as soon as possible. The same argument could be applied to 
many )ther countries. One would therefore end up with a number 
of small nuclear powers that have been capable of procuring a 
deterrent that is vulnerable and the control of which is mili
tarily and politically uncertain. Such a balance is not very 
stable. It is reasonable to argue that the stability has de
creased in comparison with the conventional balance that exist 
ed before the development of independent nuclear weapons. In 
connection with the non-nuclear countries' problems, the point 
is sometimes made that although these weapons cannot by them
selves deter, their existane may have wider implications in 
connection with a possible attack. The ownership of even a few 
nuclear weapons could threaten to escalate a local conventional 
war into a nuclear and perhaps more widespread war involving a 
confrontation of both major powers. There are two comments to 
mcl{e to this argument. First, considering the opportunity of a 
small country using a threat to make a conventional war nuclear: 
the JJOssession of a rather small number of nuclear weapons may 
be sufficient to make such a threat possible, but this is not 
sufficient. One also has to lffiow· something··" of the outcome..:. 
of a local war where both parties use nuclear weapons. The ou! 
come would depend not only on the relative number of weapons 
used •. :n both sides but also on several other factors as for :.n 
stance the relative military strength, differences in reconnar~ 
sance, mobility and protection. To make the nuclear threat ere£ 
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ible, it is therefore not suffient for a country to'acquire 
just a small nuclear arsenal, one has to consider the entire 
problem of what is involved in a nuclear confrontation. Se
condly, the risk of an escalation of a local war into an all 
out war is something very uncertain. It is to be expected that 
a major power would be extremely reluctant to let a local con 

I , , -

flict influence the survival of its own people. If a local coiL 
flict becomes nuclear, it is therefore quite possible that the 
conflict will remain just that; both local and nuclear. 

To this day, the ,very complex problem of the securi.i;y 
of non-nuclear countries in a nuclear world has not recei Vfld 
the necessary attentiorL As a result there are no clearcut 
answers and there exist many miscdnceptions about the role r:f 
nuclear weapons. The obvious conclusion is iiat future stuci <:s 
should be di:r'ected to a much larger extent than uptil now, t2_ 
wards the prdbelms of non-nuclear nations. Only by gradua:Lly 
creating a better understanding of these problems will it be 
possible to avoid a ~urther nuclear proliferation but it should 
be realized-that questions of national security are among the 
most important that a government has to consider. To make an 
impact, future studies will therefore have to be thorough and 
detailed enough to be convincing. 

To sum up the discussion of nuclear proliferation, the 
following question may be put: Why is it that some countries 
should have great numbers of nuclear weapons and be permitted 
to keep these weapons flr an indefinite future while other 
countries, that do not have nuclear-weapons, should formally 
agree never to acquire these weapons? The answer to this que~ 
tion has two parts. The first reason that non-nuclear countries 
sho'uld abstain from nuclear weapons is simply that they cannot 
afford thGrJ. They m::J.y bo ublc to p:ly tho price for a small nu
clear arsenal but they are not able to get something which is 
meaningful in terms of major power deterrence. The second part 
of the answer is that a nuclear arsenal that is acquired for 
the purpose of deterrence against other nations whether they 
be non-nuclear or small nuclear countries, does not make sense 
no matter what decision lev:el you consider; the military, the 
total defence, the national security level etc. _From the point 
of view of rational decisions (reme~~ering the different weak 
points of this concept) a development towards more nuclearcoun 
tries must therefore be termed an irrational development. On 
the basis of the previous discussion, it is reasonable to con 
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elude that'. a development i.n the other di.recti.on i.s more 
rational. Thi.s ·applies to the English, French and Chinese 
-v.Jlear weapons iHready in the short run and i.s i.n all prob 
abi.U ty tfue i.n the long run also for the major nuclear po: 
wers. For them, however, nuclear disarmament must be accom 
pani.ed by the general progress towards disarmament. 



The Role of International Organizations for Peace 

Prof. G. Burkhardt Friday 17/6/66 9:3) 
" Peace and International Cooperation" 

Because of the meeting of the Executive Board of 
UNESCO unfortunately I was not able to take part in tnis sem! 
nar all the time but I am happy to join you at least for a 
few days. I am not at all prepared to give you a lecture this 
mo:r·ning - which I have been asked to do right now and I have 
to apologize for giving you a rather informal talk about 
some of the activities of Unesco. 

I have the pleasure to convey to you the greetings 
and wishes of the Director General of Unesco and I would like 
to congratulate the Italian l'ugwash Committee for its initia 
tive to undertake a seminar like this which I believe is the 
first seminar of this kind held in Europe, and which I cog 
sider a very important activity broadening the scope of all 
those activities stated by the Pugwash Movement. 

I feel that a complete and worldwide d~sarmament 
is a goal still far ahead of us to achieve. Having this long 
term goal in mind there are many activities and measures to 
be taken urgently forming the prerequisites to achieve the 
final goal, three of them I consider of predominant importance: 

1) To find suitable measures to make the present very 
precarious and unstable situation more stable. Such 
limited measures are for instance, the nuclear test 
b&~ treaty or a nonproliferation pact or the concl~ 
sionof an international agreement on the production 
stop of nuclear weapons a.s.o.This is not really dig 
armament but arms control and it is a field in which 
the scientists can make effective contributions as the 
Pugwasa Conferences have shown and ~s it was proved by 
the conclusion of the Test Ban Treaty for which the in 
formal discussions at thes<o conferences have paved "';he 
ground. I understand that :;. 3rt · .· tilis seminar wiLe . ,' 
devoted to the technical questions of arms reduction 
and control and I shall not speak about this problem 
here. 
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2) To explore the basic conditions for a lasting and 
stable peace in the world. This is c."l.led peace re
search on which yesterday Prof. Roling has given us 
an excellent outline. 

3) ~o create the prerequisites for the establisbLJnt 
of a World Order System without which a treaty on a 
complete and worldwide disarmament will never be cog 
eluded. Such a system including a world law has to 
guarantee security for the nations giving up all their 
armaments supposed to serve their security up to now. 
Those prerequisites of a future system of world order 
may be created by strengthening and making more effec! 
ive the already existing system of the international 
organizations within the family of the United Nations. 
It is to this point I want to limit my remarks. 

Up to now public opinion seems n0t to be aware of the 
importance of these international intergovernmental organiza
tions and very little is known about their work. Newspapers 
repo1·t 'more often on their difficulties and shortcomings than 
on their successes. The concept of a global authority for 
dealing with national conflicts seems very remote, and even 
unrealistic. to most people. Their scepticism is nourished by 
the admittedly rather.limited success of the UN-organizations. 
Although limited, the success of the United Nations - their 
role in maintaining peace in a period of high instability is 
certainly understimated by the politicians. In spite of the 
heavy crises, the UN is undergoing right now1the interest of 
the big powers as well as of the smaller nations,in keeping 
up an international machinery,may grow in the future; the b2:_ 
polarity of two great power blocks in the world tends to 
break up in a .much more .,complicated interplay between several 
powers and this may well strengthen this interest, the more 
so- if the United Nations system ~ucceeds in its indirect p eag_e 
keeping efforts, this means in its program for developme·~.t, to 
bridge the large gap between tLro. ricl :ma. the poor natior,.._ . __ ,d 
to make the world rnOI'l< than what it is now. In this huge pro
gram Unesco's competence lies in the fields of ~ducation,Science 
and Culture. 

I shall not go into details about its general structure. 
There are four program departmen-';s: for Education, comprising 
all levels of education; for Science, for Social and Human Sci 

r 



- 3 -

ences an.d·Culture, and for Mass Communication, dealing with 
all the media of c·ommunication to spead human knowledge and 
understanding all over the world: press, radio, television. 

As most of the participants in this seminar ~re 
scientists, it might perhaps be of some interest to go a 
little more into details in speaking about the Science De
partment where I am working and therefore know more about 
than any of the other departments. 

In science, international co'operation has already 
a long tradition because science in itself is international 
and scientists all over the world use the same language to 
understand each other. The question may be raised therefore 
if an intergovernmental organization is needed or useful to 
promote cooperation in the field of science which is so well 
established on an individual basis among the scientists the~ 
selves. There are quite a number of scientists who feel that 
the heavy machinery of a large intergovernmental orgainiza
tion would rather impede scientific progress than further it. 

Certainly there are some fields in which planning 
and coordination is better and more effectively done between 
individuals or scientific unions which have their own organi 
zation for international cooperation: the International Cot~ 
cil of Sci'entific Unions. Unesco gives to this organization 
an annual grant through which activities of this kind can 
be carried out. 

There are, however, in many scientific progrruns, 
the execution of which calls for an lE!ergovernmental organi 
zation. A typical example is a research program in Oceano
graphy: an international ocean expedition needs not only the 
cooperation of the governments of the participating nations 
in equipping the research ships, but also negotiations on 
governmental level with nations whose shores and harbours 
are in the area to be explorefl. ty tbP expedi ticn. This '-"·' · 
a classical field for intergoverrnnenval research programs, 
the tendency for governmental influence in science projects 
in other fields is growing. 

Science is no longer a private undertaking of some 
scientists working with very limited funds on their private 
hobbies, but has become a major productive force and its re-
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sults have a very large influence on the society as a whole, 
The strength and economic growth of a nation is based on its 
scientific potential. Science is also the prerequisite for the 
economic development of the developing countries, the ~uilding 
up of their scientific infrastructure and the planning of 
their research programs lies obviously in the responsibility 
of their governments and international programs of assisting 
them in this goal will be worked out on an intergovernmental 
level. 

An intergovernmental organization, therefore, is ig 
dispensable for international cooperation also in the field 
of science, what is not always fully understood by the sci
entists who fear individual initiative might get lost in too 
much administration. 

By which means end methods Unesco organizes intern~ 
tional scientific cooperation? There are many different ap
proaches and not a fixed scheme of procedure. We are still 
J.n an experimental status and have to find out the best suit 
ed method in each case. Some of these schemes may be mention 
ed briefly: 

The Member States of Unesco or part of them - may 
set up an autonomous scientific organization, financed by the 
contributions of the founder states, for research on a speci 
fie field in which international cooperation seems to warrant 
better progress than isolated national efforts. The most pr£_ 
minent example is CEEN in Geneva, created on the initiative 
of nuclear scientists at a governmental meeting convened by 
Unesco. Here Unesco's role is merely to prepare the ground 
and to esta.Jlish the organizatirn which when created, becomes 
independent,. CERN nowadays has a larger budget than the vnole 
of Unesco. · 

Another fruitful schemu of international scien+ifj_c 
cooperation are International '!:'·ogre _,. l'he first succ:e<'l::. 
example was the International Geophysical Year (IGY), initiated 
by the International Council of Scientific Unions (ICSU) and 
:::cponsered by Unesco. About 80 nations participated and a worl£. 
wide net of observation stations was set up and furnished the 
scientists with a large amount of useful data for instance, on 
the structure of the earth's atmosphere. In 1965 Unesco has 
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launched a new international large scale program: the Hydro 
logical Decade. This program is devoted to the research on 
the most important natural resource of mankind: the fresh 
water, in rivers, lakes and underground basins; its c·.rculg 
tion and the world water balance. Also this program is fi-
nanced by contributions of its Member States who develop 
their own national programs coordinated by the Council of the 
Decade and its Secretariat is provided by Unesco. 

At first,created on a non-governmental basis, the 
International Biological Program,(IBP) e~ring now its oper~ 
tional phase, is planned to be developed into a joint program 
with Unesco to get more support from the governments which 
is neeled to carry out this rather ambitious program cover
ing the whole processes of life in the biosphere including 
the conservation of the natural environment. 

Besides .such International Programs, financed by 
the participating member states and/or scientific societies 
and foundations, there is, of course, the Unesco program pro
per on promotion of science by International cooperation, 
approved every two years by the General Conference of Unesco., 
covering all basic sciences but limited by the budget as ' 
well as the staff to some ffilected topics in which Unesco's 
activities can work as a catalyzer for further development. 

More and more the science progra~ of Unesco has been 
orientated towards the problem of developing countries on the 
application of science to development. This application can 
not be only a transfer of existing scientific and technical 
knowledge to the developing countries, but its very central 
aim should be the impla.'1tation 'lf science in those countries 
and the bu) .. lding up of a scientific infJ~·S:;ructure. For this 
problem a special unit in the ?·>ience Department for "Science 
Policy" has '•een established, to help and advise the govern
mEints on planning and organizaticn of science in their , .. ,,. 
tries. 

Another key problem for the implantation of science 
is the teachir.g of ~~ience at all levels and in particular 
at secondary schools. Science teaching in schools is indeed 
obsolete in most countries and not at all reflects the rapid 
change of scientific progress of the last decades. To improve 
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the quality of teaching, to introduce new methods towards 
an experimental approach to science only can lead to an und~ 
standing of the scientific method and create an atmosphere 
in the whole society in which science can develop. 

The task in its full extension is by far outran~ing 
Unesco's limited possibilities, so the activities are conceg 
tra.ted in such a way as to warrant a multiplying effect. In 
so-called "pilot projects" scientists and professors engaged 
in teacher training of a region work together with experts 
from developed countries in a one year international seminar 
devoted to one scientific discipline to develop new methods 
of teaching, prototype material, film loops 'a.s.o. Nation~ 
study groups are set up in the countries p.articipating in 
the project thus spreading the new ideas and methods over 
the teaching training institutes of their countries. Pilot 
Projects have been carried out in Latin America on Physics 
and last year in South East Asia on Chemistry. New ones are 
planned in Africa on :£j ology and in Arab States on IYiathema
tic•; .. 

Finally I will briefly touch another field of acti 
vity of the Department for the Advancement of Science which 
is of paramoun~ importance for developing countries: the r£_ 
search on natural resources. They are the basis for the e
conomic development of a country. The economic structure of 
most countries in the world is based on agriculture. Cattle, 
fish, plants and fruits are their main natural resources and 
the problem of improving and rationalizing food production 
opens ahrge field for research on geomorphology, ecology, 
vegetation, soil~, plant diseases, microbiology and agrocli 
matology. This field of resear)h has obviously been neglected 
in the past -- it does not belong to the attractive and fashior:: 
able fields in modern research which promise exciting dis
coveries like high energy physic:s or space research and to 
which most of the efforts - h'urou1 aP '•vell as financial ., 
have been directed during the past decades. Perhaps too much 
scientific progress was stimulated by the interests of the 
highly industrialized nations and some consideration on a 
re-orientationc£' scientific development towards the primary 
needs of mankind, and in particular in view of the develoE 
ment of scientific research in the new countries has to be 
done. It is here that I see a particular responsibility of 
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Unesco in planning its program in the field of natural and 
social sciences. 

I very much hope that this rather rough and super
ficial review on only one part of Unesco's activities has 
given you some impression about the work of this Orge~iza
tion.and in which way it contributes actively to the estab 
lishment of world peace by promoting international cooper~ 
tionm all fields of Education, Science and Culture, thus 
fost8ring mutual understanding among nations, and by con
tributing to create the conditions fo):· a world with a more 
even C:.i3tribution of goods and facilities, a world which 
would be more just than our present one. 



• 
/ 

A General View of the 18 Nations Disarmament Negotiations 

Francesco Cavalletti, Friday June 24 1966 - 9:30 

The speakers who have preceded me have set forth mahy 
juridical military and political aspects of the disarmament pro£ 
lems: as for myself, I think I could perhaps try to complete the 
picture, giving an account of the cliplomatic approach and parti
cularly of the negotiations in Geneva in which I am taking part. 

' . 
I wish to begin with some general considerations on the 

functioning of the negotiating body, the 18 N.C., its procedure 
and atmosphere. Then I shall explain the difficulties we encoun
ter and the reasons why we are not making satisfactory progress 
in Geneva. In the sec<;md part of my lecture I will dwell upon the 
futtire prospects of disarmament, with Special reference to the 
non disamination ·problem and the Italian proposal for. a nuclear 
moratorilln. 

You are of course already aware of the 18 N.C., of its 
composition and structure; however, I .3hould like to disclose 
some of its inner workings, which perhaps are not very well known. 

Let us enter into the conference room and see the con
ference at work! We are 17 cl.elegates from 17 countries - 4 wes
tern, 5 eastern ancl 8 nc;:.t .. ·?.~.igned ·- sit'oi.ng around the green table 
in the hall of the PaJ.ais des Nah::ms in Geneva, the European heaS!_ 
quarters of the U.N. We keep the ·18th chair free and unoccupied at 
the disposal of France, in case Fr8nce, which is also a memeber of 
the Committee, should decide to joj.n us. Many advisors, military 
experts, interpreters and members of the Secretariat are also pr~ 
sent, giving to our meetings a rather soJ..emn appearance. 

The press is not admitted. But a nv~ber of journalists -
eager for news - wait for the delegates in the entrance hall and 
flock around them before and after the meetings. So, in practice, 
not many secrets are kept. Moreover, this is not a nuisance, be-
it is useful and even necessary that public opinion knows about the 
essential developments in the negotiations and is aware of the dif
ficulties. 

The plenary meetings take place twice a week. In previous 
years we met every day, but we realized that it was necessary to 
space them out in order to have more time for reflexion and prepar£ 
tions. An extensive verbatim record of each meeting.is isPued, re
mains classified for a fortnight and is open to the public later. 
During the first sessions of the Conference, the Committee experi
mented with a few confidential meetings without "proces verbal" 
(verbatim reports), but the initiative for various reasons failed 
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to be constructive. On the other hand, the Western delegations 
proposed several times to set up restricted sub-committees and 
working groups, but the Soviet delegation never agreed. 

The delegates speak from a prepared text, but, in the 
exercise of their right of reply, a. free impromptu debate often 
develops. The chair of each meetir.g rotates, according to alph§!: 
betic order, yet - upon ge1.1.eral cc.nsent - the Soviet and the 
American representsti ves are the r·.<al and effective eo-chairmen 
of the conference. They propose the agenda, the dates of the r~ 
cesses and reconvenings, the draft reports to the U.N. and so on. 
To discuss all these topics the leaders of the American and So
viet delegations meet privately very often, having confidential 
exchanges also on basic matters. Moreover there is in Geneva, ou! 
side the normal diplomatic channels, a permanent confidential link, 
at high level, between the two major powers, which is of consid
erable political importance and significance and can be helpful in 
certain circumstances. 

' Although, according to an a.genda, a particular i tern is 
suggested for discussion in each meeting, the delegations ar,e en
titled to address the coJmnittee freely on any subject concerning 
disarmament. 

This slightly disordered procedure was unavoidable at 
the outset of the conference, when the two eo-chairmen were 
often in disagreement on the B6enda, but it has been continued 
later, when their disagreement no longer persisted, because it a£ 
peared that this loose procedure was allowing total freedom of ex 
pression to everybody at any given moment. 

The tone of the debatEs, very sharp and polemic in the 
initial years, has become gradually more and more polite and even 
friendly. Although the communist delegations have not given up 
critici ing seveniy the Western policy, thus provoking fitting r~ 
plies, the atmosphere of the conf3rence is essentially good. Close 
relations among delegat~s, established through all these years of 
daily contact, also outside the conference, have certainly contri 
b~ted to it. There is in Geneva a rather active social life. It is 
not exactly "le congres s'amuse": it is a series of working parties 
always dangerous for the liver, but often useful for the work of 
the conference. In these social gatherings the exchanges of view 
are of course more open ar..d frank than in the conference room, when 
every single word is "recoTded" and commits· the delegations. 

As you know, the tasks of the conference are to elaborate a 
a treaty on general and complete disannament and to conclude agreements 
aiming to reduce tension a11.d leading to general and complete disarma 
ment. This broad agenda, which includes - as you have seen - not only 
the remote goal of total disarmament but also the step-by-step awroach 
was one of the constructive understandings precering the convocation 
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of the Geneva conference. In fact, in the fall of 1961 and the 
U.S. and S.U. governments, wishing to resume in the foilowing 
spring the disarmament talks broln'n off in June 1960, and en
trusting this task to th'3 18-N.C., decided upon a number of pr£ 
liminary questions, muneJ_~, the bef•~re sc-,id terms of reference 
and some general guidanc2. 'Ihis g:xi .. <S·J:Gce, based on the very phi]£ 
sC>phy of disarmament ana 2JJprovecl l•y ·c;he U.N., concerned mainly 
the principles of balr.:Dc•3 2nd ccntc'•).L 

It has been :::'E';:o;;;air.eil ·::h.at ic1 a world where there still 
is mistrust and in which -;:oc;ace is e::-sentially based on the mutual 
deterrent and on the ba:.LEo;rwe of miL_·:;ary strength, only fairly 
balanced and safeguarded measures :)f disarmament are obtainable. 
No country will accept a form of (;,_,;armament which upsets the mili 
tary equilibrium and, being uncontrolled, would jeopardize its 
security. In other words, we must seek agreements which involve 
equal limitations for all parties concerned, bringing down the 
present arinalilents level without generating inbalance in the mil!;_ 
tary defence system. They must aslo make certain that no one will 
undertake forbidden military acti vibes clandestinely. 

These are logi(cal and Cleur principles. Yet it is eX
tremely r.9.rd to set this ·i;heory O!'l j,ilcactical ground, to reconcile 
them with iJhe cohditions which each party considers essential for 
maintaining its own secu:::::i.ty. All the tremer:J.ous comp1exi ty of the 
disarmament negotiatio!J.i'l involves one single problem, but a huge 
one: to seek out progressively matters in which a reduction of the 
military effort has th8 same impact - or nearly the same - on all 
the parties concerned and which can be duly safeguarded without 
intolerable intrusions. 

This unparalleled difficulty appeared at the outset of 
the negotiations dealing with the treaty on general and complete 
disarmament. According to the American outline of such a-treaty, 
all armaments, conventional and nuclear, should be reduced in thr'ee 
stages by 30% or 35% at each stage. However, the Soviet delegation 
did not accept this percentage criterion which was equal for ever~ 
body and suggested a system based en an unbalanced and discrimin~ 
tory criterion. The Soviet delegab.0:::1, stressing the prevalent da.£ 
gers of nuclear weapons, claimed that the nuclear means of delivery 
should be eliminated or at least very drastically reduced, in the 
first stage - which in, thG Soviet u ';opi.an view should last one or 
two years - while the v-:::··rocmtage cr·itsria could be applied to the 
conventional armaments, Tt seems c:1e.c:z- that the adoption of two dif. 
ferent systems of redv<>:::'.-:':r'- would ".'e an advantage to countries 
having a superiority in •:o·:-nvention:JJ. :r·122.pons and manpower. 

As for the safeguards, the American outline proposes a 
development of inspections strictly in proportion with the progres 
sion of the disarmament measures, wh:i.le the Soviet draft treaty -
actually avoids solving the problem of satisfactory control. The 
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position of the Soviet delegation seems to be as follows: the el~ 
ination of the agreed quantities of weapons will be brought about 
under international supervision, but no inspections should be al 
lowed on the remaining quantities of armaments, nor would any 
guarantee be given against the manufacturing of a new and even 
bigger military arsenal. 

Difficulties of the same nature, although different in 
the application, arose during the debates on collateral measures. 
It would take too long to explain all these proposals and the cri 
ticism they have met from one side or the other, I will only men
tion some of them·as an example, so as to help bring about a bet 
ter understanding of the matter. 

The Soviets - just to mentidn one instance ~ are relent 
lessly insisting on the withdrawal of foreign troops and the dis 
mantling of foreign bases as the most urgent and important call~ 
teral measure, In so doing, they completely disregard the geograph 
ical nature of the Western defence organization, in which the ma
jor western ally is widely separated from the others. It is clear 
that the adoption of such a measure would completely upset the 
present military balance. Another example; the plans fordenuclear 
ized zones in Europe, although attracti.ve, bear the same unbalancai 
character, because the zones proposed involve no part of the East
ern territories, where actually the bulk of the nuclear weapor.s 
directed against NATO are deployed. 

While these proposals disregard the principle of equili 
brium, some others neglect the principle of control. For example,
the Soviet proposals f9r a reduction of all military budgets by· 10% 
would work out only if the Soviet government accepted technical and 
political control of its budgets in order to avoid military expenses 
being concealed in a non-military budget. But unfortunately the 
secret character of the Soviet regime has prevented up to now such 
investigations. 

As for the Western proposals, they stress the logical i
dea that the first step of a disarmament process can only be the 
"freeze'' of military production in some fields and the physical 
elimination of some agreed stocks of weapons. Pursuant to this 
point of view, the American government, with the support of the 
other western delegations, has proposed, on the one hand, a veri 
fied cut-off, a verified "freeze" of the strategic means of de
livery, the test ban, a non-dissemination treaty, and, on the other, 
the destruction of certain types of bombers and the transfer of 
agreed quantities of military fissile material to peaceful purposes. 
All these proposals have been rejected by the Soviets, who claimed 
that they were useless and involved military espionage. 

More consideration has been given by the Soviet delegation 
in Geneva to the test ban and, particularly after the Moscow treaty; 
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to the prohibition of underground testing. But also in this 
field, the Soviets have refLcsed any kind of inspection on their 
territory. They claim that all underground tests can be deteclm 
and identified by national instruments and that therefore on-site 
inspections would constitute intolerable and dangerous espionage 
activity. On the American side, it is maintained that there are 
in the world a number of doubtful seismic events which could be 
either nuclear explosions or natural phenomena. In order to clear 
up the real nature of those events a limited number of on-site 
inspections is necessary. To solve this deadlock the Western dele 
gations have suggested a technical confrontation of the instruments 
of detection of both sides, but, the Soviet delegation having re
fused this proposal, no substantial progress has been possible. 

* * * * 
As you have seen the difficulties we have met and are 

meeting in Geneva are very serious so it is not surprising that 
the balance sheet of the conference, after 4 years of work, 263 
meetings and about 2,000 speeches, is limited and indeed frus
trating. It involves only the three agreements, reached in 1963 
not directly in Geneva but no doubt under the Geneva influence, 
namely the partial test ban, the establishment of a line between 
Moscow and Washington and the ban on placing in orbit weapons of 
mass destruction. In many other fields the 18 N.C. has achieved 
some progress, some "rapprochements", some improvement of mutual 
understanding, but it has recorded no really concrete achievements. 

Yet, limited as they are, the results of the Geneva 
talks prove that the efforts for disarmament are not a waste of 
time and therefore, in spite of all the difficulties and the so!!!_ 
bre general international situation, they must be followed up r~. -
lentlessly. Indeed, in the nuclear age disarmament and arms co~ 
trol have become an imperative necessity which humanity cannot 
neglect without risking its own destruction. The conviction is 
growing that a massive accumulation of weapons of mass destruc
tion is not only extremely dangerous but it is aso unnecessary. 
If the multiplication of nuclear devices involves, on the one 
hand, an increasing risk of a nuclear holocaust, it appears foo! 
ish, on the other, to continue to waste a tremendous amount of 
valuable economic resources on piling up further stocks of nu
clear weapons, while those existing are already quite enough to 
destroy the potential enemy three or four times over. 

In the years 1963 and 1964 the major powers seemed to 
be ready to act in accordance with this truth. In those years 
some limited but very significm"t agreements of balanced and saf~ 
guarded disarmament were reached - I have already mentioned those 
agreements - opening up the way to the policy known as the policy 
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of "mutual example". In this connection, steps of disarmament 
were undertaken upon unilateral and spontaneous decisions, appr£ 
priately co-ordinated and timed. The cut-back in the production 
of military fissile material in S.U., USA and G.B. and the re
duction of military expenses in S.U. and USA belong to that period. 
This promising process based on two constructive trends has stoE 
ped, but it should be resumed and, in spite of the general poli
tical situation, I believe it could. Moreover, in Geneva we should 
concentrate on the rapid elaboration of some new limited agree
ments, avoiding matters which require a large amount of control, 
which would now be impossible to obtain. If some such agreements 
could be reached, they would again make possible some further 
"mutual examples", namely some new unilateral but co-ordinated 
decisions to halt the arms race in some fields. These decisions 
would not be based on inspections but on mutual trust. By pro
ceeding along two lines, on the one side through limited agree
ments, on the other through unilateral provisions, gradually more 
and more ambitious goals could be attained, in the hope that, 
during this period, the Soviet regime will reconsider its present 
stand on the basic issue of control, the solution of which is wit£ 
out any doubt necessary to achei~ extensive and substantial dis
armament. 

There are some positive sjrnptoms which confirm that 
this trend is not impossible, indeed it has already stated. The 
disarmament negotiations at Geneva are now focu~d on a few con 
crete and realistic objectives, limited in~ope but politically 
very important. Restricting the previous academic debates on gen 
eral and compete disarmament - although this remote and utopian 
goal is kept on the agenda as a symbol of good will and hr,pe for 
the future, the 18N.C. is now dealing with measures, like the 
test ban and non-dissemination, which should be ripe for agree
ment. If an agreement on one of these subjects, particularly on 
the non-dissemination treaty, could be concluded, it would en
hance enormously the mutual confidence and give a start to a 
"rapprochement", in which mutual examples could be relatively 
easy. 

Furthermore, another favorable element has to be stre~ 
sed: it is the spirit with which this concrete work is now under 
taken in Geneva. There is no sign of discouragement. On the con
trary, there is a general firm determination to go on trying and 
trying again, exploring all the avenues leading to an understand 
ing. The good will and the preservance of the Western and allEd 
delegations has always been unquestionable, but in the past we 
could not say the same of the Soviet delegation, which has often 
appeared to be more interested in propaganda than in serious ne-
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gotiations. Now the situation seems to have improved. Above all 
there is no longer the danger that the Soviets - as happened in 
the past - will break off the negotiations. Moreover, the simple 
indisputable fact ths.t everlybody wants to go on negotiating is · 
a positive and encouraging event, whose political importance 
must not be underestimated in present circumstances. The mutual 
influence existing between the Geneva negotiations and the world 
situation could turn, at long last, to the advantage of peace. 
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Discussion following Cavalletti: 

"A General View of the 18 Nations Disarmament Negotiations" 
(Fri.day, June 24th 1966 - 9:30) 

LAPTER: It is ~rgued'by some strategists that the denuclear~ 
zation of Central Europe could produce some sort of disequili
brium because while Russian nuclear rockets are deployed out
side the so-called Central European zone, most of the western 
nuclear warheads at present, are situated in Western Germany. 
So may I ask the. following question: Is it really necessary for 
the defence of any part of Europe to have nuclear warheads just 
in Central Europe? Isn't it so that under modern conditions -
that is, after the advent of the ICBMs - Central Europe could. be 
defended both by the West and by the East by means which are dEL_ 
played outside the disputed zone, I mean outside the Central 
European zohe? 

My second question is closely related to the first one •. 
Would, in your opinion, freezing of the existing nuclear situ~ 
tion in Central Europe cause a disequilibrium or would it rather 
comply with the principles of Zorin McCloy agreement which de
mands that the existing balance of forces should not be changed 
so that the security of each party should not be jeopardized? 

CAVALLETTI: Well of course, there are many possibilities to de
fend Europe by both sides using other means than the short range 
or medium range missiles, which are located in Russia and could 
be located in Western European territories. As you know there 
must be some nuclear submarines somewhere which could collabor 
ate in the defence! But we must take into consideration the con 
sequences of the Polish proposal, namely the removal or the 
freeze of nuclear weapons from the territory of Central Europe. 
This measure is unbalanced. If it were applied, nuclear weapons 
would be removed or freezed in Western territories, while prac
tically nothing would be removed or freezed in the Eastern Eur£ 
pean territories, because, as far as we know, very little nuclear 
weapons are stationedihere. On the other hand, in the Soviet ter 
ritories, which are not very far from central ~~rope, a very i~ 
portant array of nuclear weapons would remain end could freely 
increased. That means that the measure of denuclearization or 
freezing of Central Europe is unba1nced, and if accepted, it would 
jeopardize the Western defence. 

LAPTER: If I understood you correctly, your reasoning would 
lead ·i;o the acceptance of an assumption that if the USSR would 
introduce, for instance, some amount of nuclear weapons into the 
territories of Poland, Czechoslavakia, Eastern Germany then the 
freeze would be more easily accepted by the West? 
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CAVALLETTI: As a matter of fact, I think it would be easier to 
accept this proposal if the Soviet Union would offer some part 
of its territory for a denuclearization or for a freeze. Up to 
now, all proposals concern only European territones. I think 
that the best way to arrange the balance in this case is for 
RQssia to add a certain part of its territory to the Eastern 
zone involved in the proposal. I am afraid that for the time 
being this possibility is very remote for many reasons, inter 
alia because the Soviet Union does not appear ready to accept 
inspections on its territory, as it would be necessary in an 
enlargement of the Gomulka plan. I think it has already been 
proposed to the Soviet Government to add some part of its te~ 
ritory to the Gomulka plan. 

CICANOVIC: We have discussed here the work of the Committee of 
the Eighteen Nations and I would be particularly interested in 
Your Excellency's opinion about the role and proposed plans of 
the non-aligned countries within the Committee. I am asking this 
because there were opinions expressed in a previous discussion 
that the non-aligned countries are advancing as a condition for 
a non-proliferation treaty or even for an extension of the Test 
Ban Treaty that these measures or agreements be coupled with some 
sort of denuclearization measures on the part of the big nuclear 
powers; a_rtd that this request somehow came up as a precondition, 
or an obstacle, towards concluding an agreement. I disagree with 
this view, because I am convinced that these countries are sin
cerely interested in concluding any sort of disarmament measure# 
I would be very glad if you have some comment on that. 

CAVALLETTI: The role of the eight non-aligned nations in the Ge 
neva conference has been very useful, Because of the presence 
of these delegations the atmosphere of the debates has improved. 
They have advanced many interesting proposals, which. although 
not accepted so far, have contributed substantially to the 
works of the Eighteen Nation Committee, As for the non-dissemi£ 
ation agreement, the non-aligned delegations have not really 
put pre-conditions to their acceptance of the treaty, but they 
have stressed that their renounciation to nuclear weapons should 
be balanced by some disarmament measures undertaken by the nu
clear countries themselves. More precisely the non-aligned COli£ 

tries have elaborated a memorandum on the question of dissemin~ 
tion, in which they have asserted that if the non-nuclear COli£ 

tries make the sacrifice to renounce the right to have nuclear 
weapons, the nuclear countries should alED make some sacrifices 
and show their good will to disarm. I think th~the eight non
aligned delegations are right. But on the other hand, if you 
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want to negotiate now some other measures of disarmament, b~ 
sides the non-dissemination treaty agreement would be inevi! 
ably delayed. Personally, I think that if the two blocks reach 
an agreement on non-dissemination, its political importance will 
be such that the non-aligned countries will make the sacrifice 
for the sake of peace and accept this agreement without any 
condition. But this is just a personal evaluation of the situ~ 
tion. 

BERTOTTI: I would lilce to know a little more about the collator 
al work that I know is being carried on in Geneva, on the side 
of the Disarmament Conference. In particular, what has been 
done on the juridical aspects of the problem of detection of 
nuclear explosions, and on the problem of controls? Is this 
work carried out jointly by the Western and Eastern countries? 

CAVALLETTI: As you know, unfortunately we could not set up 
working groups for the various matters on the agenda of the 
conference. I think that at the beginning the idea was to d~ 
vide the Eighteen Nations Committee in several groups, so that 
each group could, study a particular problem: for example; juri 
dical group, technical group, special group for the problem 
of testing, etc., so as to have, as it is generally done in all 
the conferenc"E~s,' several groups working simultaneously. Of course 
they woulcl have had to refer to the General Committee to have 
their reports approved. But the adoption of such a procedure in 
very difficult, because the Soviet delegation is not ready for 
such an approach; the Soviet delegation wants to have only ge~ 
eral discussions in the framework of the Pleanary Committee: the 
setting up of working groups has been proposed several times, 
but the Soviet delegation never accepted. Only once the Soviet 
delegation was ready to set up these working groups·, but it put 
such conditions we coudn't accept: it was when we discussed the 
Gromyko proposal - the Gromyka proposal is a sweeping proposal 
to destroy practically all means of delivery in the first stage 
and we had some other proposals not just so sweeping. The Soviet 
delegation said, "Accept the Gromyko plan in principle, and then 
we are ready to set up a working group for the details". Of 
course, we couldn't accept the Gromyko proposal in principle. 
So, what you said is quite right: we have a bad procedural ar 
rangement but it is not our fault. 

BERTOTTI: Why does the Russian delegation refuse to ernBr in these 
talks, which, after all, deal with technical matters and have no 
political importance? 
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CAVALLETTI: I think there are several reasons. Maybe one 
reason is that they want to have all other four allies al 
ways together discussing this matter. Of course, if we set 
up some subcommittees, probably the subcommittees would be 
restricted 1 so that not everybody would attend them. I 
think the Soviet delegation doesrrt want to discriminate 
leaving somebody out of the subcommittees. Well, another 
opinion which could be, perhaps, not very far from the truth, 
is that after all, the Soviet delegation was seeking to take 
advantage of the Committee for propaganda. It is much easier 
to make propaganda in a forum of seventeen delegations than 
to make propaganda in a small working group. As for the tech 
nical work, I think that the Soviets are rather afraid of 
their scientists: they fear they might get out of the instru£ 
tions. Ih 1958, there was a conference on surprise attacks, 
which had, technically, a good result; the scientists on 
both sides understood each other very well; but maybe the 
Russian scientists went a bit too far, they didn't respect the 
official instructions. These are the reasons, I think, why 
the Soviet delegation did not,accept the proposal we have 
made several times, to have a confrontation of the national 
instruments of detection of seismic events in order to decide 
the question Jf the inspection of the nuclear test ban. 

AMALDI: May I ask you, how many experiments have been made 
about these detection systems? We know of rather large scale 
experiments that have been set up- I think - in the United 
States. Do you know if similar experiments have been made in 
other parts of the world? 

CAVALLETTI: The Americans have made a very thorough study of 
this matter- they call it - 'rhe Vela Project" - but we don't 
know if the Soviets have. They must have, but we don't J.:now. 
Now, as you know, there is on the way the Swedish ini t:i.c:.t;:;_ve 
for the club of detection. A group of countries had a meeting 
in Stockholm latel;y, the first meeting; for the tirr,e being, the 
result of this meeting was not very important. The result was 
that. the countries concerned, the countries that were present 
in Stockholm, will exchange their informations on a national 
level, I mean, not setting up an organization. The Swedes want 
to proceed very carefully in this matter, because the problem 
of inspections is very closely connected with it and the Swedes 
want to keep the c\::r~ection club on a technical ground. If the 
Soviets come to "believe that the results of the Stockholm meet 
ings or the Stockholm studies will be the proof that on site 
inspections are necessary, the Soviets will oppae it; on the 
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other hand, if the Americans come to fear that the result of 
the Swedish initiative will lead to the conclusion that in
spections are not necessary, the detection club will get in 
other troubles" So the Swedes want to go on very gradually 
and very cautiously, in order to see what they can achieve 
on the purely technical ground. What they have realized up 
to now is to exchange informations. Now they don't want any 
thing moreo 

A!lilALDI: May I comment on this very important point" It 
seems to me it would be extremely important if it were po~ 
sible to perform a real study, as it is done on any other 
scientific subject, in which the scientists and technicians 
of all countries are involved and go to the bottom of the 
problem and see what is the real situation, what is possible 
or not possible; because as long as there is not a clear 
statement on this point - and there could be one, as on any 
other problem of physics or chemistry or biology - then of 
course, the discussion will go on forever. So it seems to me 
that it is really very important to. succeed in setting up 
an objective evaluation of how far the detection of an explo 
sion can be distinguished from seismic phenomena" ThUs I -
understand the caution which is taken in initiating this 
work. 

CAVALLETTI:You are quite right, this is certainly a positive 
development especially because the Soviet Union has always 
been opposed to a technical confrontation in the framework 
of the conference" We tried to get the American scientists 
and the Soviet scientists together in Geneva, but the So,·iei; 
answer was that this is not a question of technicalities, 
but of political will; that everybody knows that inspecti.oLH 
are not necessary; that the Americans do not want an aw:·c•'ment 
and for this reason they ask for inspections" Now the :o.:·••:iet have 
shown a favorable attitude toward tl!-e Swedish ini ti<•;:;:;_ v,:, put
t_ing themselves in a rather illogical situation" In fac ''" ;_ t 
could be argued that if the Swedish initiative is good there 
is no reason why a confrontation of the technical sys·sews of 
detection and identification between Soviet and Ame:ci~an. scie:g_ 
tists could not take place in the framework of the Stockholm 
Conference" For this reason the Soviet attitude towards the 
Swedish initiative is e. progress. The Soviets have recogn:imd 
at least in thi f: 0 8.se the utility of the technical work of 
the Stockhdl:n mere:;Lng. We'll see later what progress can be 
realized. 
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AMALDI: May I ask you how this Swedish proposal has been r~ 
ceived? Are there other countries involved~ 

CAVALLETTI: They started launching the idea that a detection 
club be set up, and then they sent out a restricted number of 
invitations. I think about ten countries have been asked, ex
cluding the nuclear powers. The representatives of thesepowers 
met in Stockholm one month ago. Among others there were repr~ 
sentatives of Canada and Australia, for the Western side and 
those of Rumania and Poland, I think, for the Eastern side. 

BERTOTTI: I am sorry to hear there are no seismologists present 
here. I had the impression that this study proposed by the Swe . -
dish delegation would certainly have been useful in order to 
provide to the non-nuclear nations the' data to detect big nu
clear explosions, but I consider it unlikely that at this stage 
they would have been able to answer the main question, namely, 
given a set of seismological observatories, what is the minimum 
yield of a nuclear explosion which can be actually discriminate~ 
On the other hand, this is the purpose of the American project, 
which, I believe, is an enormous project. It involves mru1y dif 
ferent seismological stations built especially for this purpose 
and all connected on a time sharing basis with a big computer. 
On the other hand, the Swedish proposal envisages only an ex
change of data. 

CAVALLETTI: Yes, but this exchange of data is, as I told you, 
only a first step. The Swedes themselves recognize that it is 
not extremely important; what is important is the idea to ha·.re 
some real and sure technical common knowledge of the si tus.c~i.on 
as far as the identification is concerned. Of course, tee;J-rr:.ical 
studies are not enough to generate am agreement on the test ban. 
We cruinot neglect the political side of the problem. Bothsidffi 
must be ready to sign ~ agreement. 

CALOGERO: I have three questions. I think perhaps the first 
two are closely com"ected. The first one cor:mrns the procr;d.u:ce 
of the reduction of armaments" There appears to be tvn fll!Iin do_£ 
trines: that of proportional reductions and that of J't'duct' .. on to a 
a given leveL In those sectors where each power is stronger, 
he prefers the proportional reduction; in the sector where he 
is weaker, he prefers to go as soon as possible to a given level. 
This is, e.g. tt,e pattern concerning conventional armaments, 
where the Soviet..; but not the Americans would be quite prepated 
for proportional reductions and it is a1ID the pattern in nuclear 



- 7 -

armaments, where the situation is reversed. There is however, 
a difference inihefact while the U.S. quite openly states that 
the Soviets are stronger on the conventional side, the Soviets 
cannot say for obvious reasons that they are weaker on the 
nuclear side •. This it seems to me makes the official discus
sions somehow distorted, because there are certain importm1t 
arguments which cannot be told explicitly. While, I believe, 
everyone is quite aware of the situation, I wonder whether 
there is any prospect of finding some intermediate kind of 
mixed proposal which might lead to some ag;reemen·t on what 
should be the general principle concerning how to reduce arma 
ments. This is my first question. 

The secqnd question concerns the proposal which has 
been advanced by the United States .recently, the so-called cu !_ 
back; namely the transfer to peaceful.uses of sixty thousand 
kilos of fissile material on the American side, the forty thou 
Sll.!ld on the Soviet side. The official Soviet answer is anextr~ 
meiy weak one; namely that this is such a small measure that 
it is not even wcrth taking it; which seems to me no argument 
at all. What in your opinion is the real reason Why the Soviets 
do not accept this proposal~ Is it because. they do not want to 
accept the principle of proportional reduction in the nuclear 
field. 

My third question concerns the Swedish proposal 
which I think was put forward in one of the last meetings of 
the last session of the Eighteen Nations Conference, concern 
ing the extension of the test ban to underground explosions 
namely that no outside inspections provided for in the treaty 
but that each.country, if it is not satisfied with certai.r 
seismic data, may ask any other country for exp!anations, 87•.d 
if the explanations from the other country are not satisfac
tory, then it has the right to withdraw from the treaty. This 
method is termed, I believe, "inspection by challange". This 
proposal has not been accepted by the Western side. It has been 
accepted, if I'm not mistaken, by the Soviet side. ':'o I wonder 
if you will comment on this. 

CAVALLETTI: First question - concerning reduction: yes, I ~gree 

with you that bcJth criteria have some setbacks; and i_n a certain 
way, neither could be applie·l completely. Let's take the perce~ 
tage criteria; it can be very good at the beginning, but if we 
apply it at the 12nd of the ci.isarmament process we could have 
some evident J.ifficul ties and unbalances. On the other hand, the 
Soviet propos&:1 for nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles 
is quite unrealistic. The process of general dj_sarmament will 
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be concluded when the zero level is reachedo We put. the zero 
level at the end; the Soviets want to put it ·at the beginning 
The Soviet delegation proposes that already at the first stage 
bo.th sides eliminate all m1.clear weapons or nearly all. Parity 
for the Americans has to be established at the end. Parityfor 
the Soviet Unionis at the begin.."lingo Parity is a different con 
cept than equilibrium: I think we must try to keep the equili
brium as long as trust ~ong nations is not reestablishedo On 
the other hand, there have been certain moves on the side of 
the Americans to take into account the present disparity of 
the armament situation: they have proposed an unbalancedtrans 
fer of quantities of fissile material to peaceful uses, more
for the Americans and less for the Russians. The Americans 
have also proposed the destruction of certain stocks of arma 
ments and they appeared to be ready to put in such a bonfir; 
a bigger amount of weapons than the Russians. In conclusion, I 
think that all these ideas, equilibrium; parity, percentage re 
ductions and quantitative reductions, must be explored slowly
and 'jJatie,.,:t.lv in order to find some arrangement. 

As oo wny tne Russ1ans have not accepted the transfer 
to peaceful uses of sixty thousand kilos of Americ&n.fissiie 
material against forty thousand kilos of tf1eir ovm, I think 
that the reason is this: the transfer of fissile material to 
peaceful uses is conn8cted with a freeze of the production of 
fissile material. The transfer of a certain quantity has no 
practical value as a disarmament measure, if it is not con
nected with a freeze. But the freeze must be inspected and 
the Soviet Union should accept certain inspectionso The Soviet 
delegation doesn't want to declare that it is against the in
spection of the "freeze", and therefore the Soviet delegation 
states that the freeze has no ~e because of the great amount 
of fissi]P. material already in existence • 

.Lhe thlra queb o.Lon conuerned what you ca1.1.ea one lH
spection by challenge. This is a Swedish idea: in case of some 
doubtful event one pa:rty can ask for an inspection; if the 
other party refuses, the first can declare that the treaty is 
brokeno This proposal has not been discussed so far in Geneva 
Neither the Americmls nor the Russians appear to like it very 
much. And as a matter of fact, this proposal is somehow illog_:j,_ 
cal, given the situationfuat one side says we need inspection 
and the other sj_de says we oppose any inspection because inspes:_ 
tions are not neoessary; the basis of an agreement involving 
inspection by challenge would be fragileo 
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CALOGERO: I think the position concerning the necessity of in
spection taken in Geneva while negotiating the treaty is quite 
a different matter from the reaction eh;her by the American 
Government or by the Sc;riei; Government i_n one cornrrete case. 
Suppose a treaty based O!l the Swedish proposal is signed and 
suppose after two mo;:).ths there is or.e unident:L:fi ed event. Well, 
first of all, I would expect the Americ~n Government to actvery 
cautiously on this particular instance, also in the light of . 
world public opinion, because af the dangers j;:nro:t.ved in breaking_ 
the treaty. And then I would also expect the Soviet Um_on to 
react very cautiously: it is different for the Soviet Union to 
accept a treaty which involves the principle .of inspection and 
it's another thing perhaps to accept one particular inspection 
in one particular place at a specific time. I agree of course, 
that it is very dangerous if a treaty is signed which has many 
chances of being broken, because this would have very bad feed 
back effects on the international situation. But however, it seems 
to me that the method of inspection by challenge should not be 
written off as necessarily leading to such a disastrous outcome• 

CAVALLETTI: Actually, the idea was launched and there was not 
reaiiy an official reaction by the American or the Soviet dele 
gations, so that the idea is still fuere. However, I think that 
neither the Soviets nor the Americans liked it very much. And 
you must take into account that the last word about the inspe~ 
tion from the American side was that seven inspections a year 
are necessary, which means nearly an inspection every two months. 
So logically how could they say: we accept a treaty and if, by 
any chance, an inspection is necessary, we will ask for jt;? 

AMALDI: I understand what you say; but in· a certain sense' if 
there is real will to reach an agreement, the tvvo big powers 
should be ready to make some concessions or at least to bring 
their point of view a bit closer, because if bro have differ
ent opinions and each one says: well this is my opi:cion and 
I don't move absolu-tely from my position; then notJ-,.i_!J.g comes 
out. It is necessary ·(;ha.t from both sides there is some effort 
to show some good will saying: we accept this, but you accept 
that and· so on .. 

CAVALLETTI: Yes, that's right. If you could talk to both sides, 
if you could convince them. I tried, but I didn't succeed. 

I . 

STONI:::IR: You have mentioned several times that you think that 
complete disarma;,.~;mt obviously is not possible in the near fu
ture; would you care to make any kind of guess as to when it 
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could occur in the future? Would you say it is a matter of 
five years, ten years, twenty, forty or a hundred years? 

CAVALLE'l:TI: I don't thi:nlc in my time; but we must start wo:r'~ 
ing rww. You know for achievii'-g general P.nd complete disarm~ 
ment we must se"c up a n8w world. As far as we :::n·oceed in geg 
eral and complete di.sarmainent, we must a1so proceed in set
ting up peace keeping ;nachinery, and an intm"'llational peace 
force; at the end of general and complete disarmament there 
must be a system of worid security with an international pg_ 
lice force, to keep ordi' in the world. Unfortunately, that ~.s 
far away. But there is an element which is.a very important 
·incentive for rapid progress in general and complete disarm~ 
ment; it is the tremendous risk of atomic weapons - I mean 
the negotiations on disarmament which have already failed in 
the past, shouldn't fail now; the alternative could be destruc 
tion of humanity.· This is really an imperative not to remain 
idle. 

EDWARDS: What are the chances of bringing China, France, or 
some of the other developing nucl~ar nations into the discus 
sion at this point? 

CAVALLETTI: Perhaps this question applies only to France, and 
not to China, because China wasn't asked to join the Eighteeg 
Nations Committee. There is, of course, a chance to bring France 
back; this perspective is connected with the whole of French 
policy. As for China, the effort which is being done now is to 
bring Cr.ina in the World Disarmament Conference; maybe you know 
that, in the last session, the United Nations voted on a resol~ 
tion in favor of World Disarmament Conference, in which China 
should take part. But, up to now, the reaction of China is 
quite negative. She asks to be admitted first to the United~: 
tions. On the other hand, there is a rather vague and propa
gandistic Chinese proposal to have a meeting of the five heads 
of government of the nuclear countriesin order to destroy im
mediately all nuclear weapons. But even so we can go on negoti 
ating in Geneva, fur a certain time. I meac1 without France and 
China; it will be impossible to achieve general antl. eomplete 
disarmament without China and :b'rance, but some limited. steps 
in disarmament, of the kind we are discussing now, ean be a-
chieved in Geneva. 

PILLAI: I don't think the failure in the disarmii.ment negoti~ 
tions would lead to a world nuclear confrontation. I think 
this would help us to be more conscious of the question of di~ 
armament. The present failure'of the disarmament negotiations 
will only increase the importance of disarmament. 



• 
- 11 -

CAVALLETTI: Well, certainly the disarmament negotiations are 
based on the idea that disarmament is highly necessary. We 
hope they don't fail, but I think'that the simple fact that 
they are [;8ing on is an element of the relaxation of tension 
at least is a hope. 

AMALDI: !1!ay I try to comment on your first statement? You 
said that you don't believe that the failure of this agree
ment on atomic disarmament will mean a holoc2.ust of the 
world. I dcn't kriow on what basis you believ'll this. I don't 
say that this will be a necessary consequence, but as long 
as there is no agreement, there is a certain probability. 
Now, it is very difficult in such matters to stats how much 
is the probability; we certainly do not have the possibility 
to estimate it a priori; ~ut there is certainly a non zero 
probability, and you know how all insurance companies are 
organized; they take into a0count, when they establish what 
you should pay for the insurance of the probability of a 
certain event and of the amount of damages that such an e
vent would involve. Even if the probability of such a hol£_ 
caust is not very great - a point I doubt very much - since 
the holocaust is a very big stake. I think that everything 
should be done to avoid it. So, I feel that one should be 
very careful on this point. 

CAVALLETTI: You know a possible nuclear conflict is a re
sult of several bad events and one of these bad events 
would be a failure of the disa:'m'kment negotiations. I agree 
that this may Eot be enough; I hope that, even if we should 
one day unfortunately stop talking about disarmament in G.£ 
neva, this day would not necessarily initiate a nuclear 
conflict; but another negative element would have been add 
ed to the general situation. 

AMALDI: That is a~ my personal point of view. Well, we 
have discussed in these days, and eyerybody knows, how it 
happened that the two atomic bombs were dropped on two 
cities in Japan. Now, I really feel that we are conscious 
of what the atomic bomb means. I mean how I feel as a hu-
man being, and net as an Italian or a man living in Ron;e -
I would be extremeC:Ly upset and horrified if a simj_lal· event 
were to take plac8 in any part of the world, absolutely ir
respective of whether it is in Russia, Chine., i'l.1.8 United 
States or Italy. I feel that even to repeat simply what 
happened once is a tremendous thing and one to be avoided 
absolutely even if this does not mean a complete big war with 
hundreds of megatons dropped on many co1.mtries. 



• 

- 12 ... 

BERTOTTI: I have another question. During the last few years; 
the arms race between the USA and the USSR seems to have beert 
a.t more or less a stationary stage until very·recently the 
problem of the anti-ballistic missile .was considered. Now, 
it seems to me that this is liery icmport1l..."!.t because it involves 
a very large ~xpenditure. It also invoive~ the chance that the 
present balanoe of power betwec;n the two major powers be up'"" 
set" I wonder if there is any opportuntty ths.t .this poi.nt be 
discussed a·'~ Geneva? 

CAVALLETTI: For the time being, we have·not discussed this 
particu~.ar point. We are talking generally of the mil:i.tary 
balance or equilibrium, which is after all a ratl.JeJ' va. gU.e 
concept. I mean, it is a slogan _when we say tha.t pea,::e is 
based on the lrl.ilitary balance; in fact, peace ~- z there and 
there is a certain. amount of weapons on each side" We su~ 
pose they are in balance becau.se there :Ls no war. We have 
had a lot of discussion about ·<:he military balance, but 
not on this particular point; it is a bit too technical. 

Are there any more rerrarks? If not, then thank 
you very much. 

' ******************* 

' 



'rhe Italian Idea of a Nuclear Moratorium 

Francesco Cavalletti June 24 1966; 11:30 

In my previo]ls lecture I have given a summa:y of the 
Geneva negotiations; ndw I want to deal with a particular pro

/blem Whicli is ori the agenda of the 18 N.C., the problem of the 
non-dissemination of riuclea~ weapons. 

I believe other speakers have already spoken about the 
possibility that new countries, besides the five which already 
have nuclear weapons, will in the near future manufacture or ac
quire nuclear weapons, and about the dangers that would arise if 
the number of nuclear weapon states were to increase. The efforts 
to stop the dissemination are based on these assumptions, aimi.:1g 
to prevent the catastrophic consequBnces of the spread of nuclear 
weapons. 

I will not dwell on this matter, but concentrate my re: 
marks on the possible solutions to the problem of non~proliferation 
and particularly on an Italian proposal for a nuclear moratorium. 

The U.N. Assembly, entrusting the 18 N.C. with the so
lution of the-problem of non-dissemination, has outlined some 
guidance for the Geneva negotiations, namely, it has instructed 
the Committee to take into consideration the two draft treaties 
introduced by the American and the Soviet governments, a memor
andum of the 8 non-aligned delegations at the Geneva conference 
and the unilateral draft declaration on a nuclear moratorium 
tabled by the Italian government. In compliance with that reso
lution, the 18 N. C. is now studying all these. proposals. 

It seems clear that the best, most complete and final 
way of putting an end to the proliferation of nuclear weapons is 
the conclusion of a general non-proliferation treaty. All the 
countries of the world should participate in such an agreement 
but even if particir-ation in this agreement (as was the cB.SA with 
the Moscow Treaty) were incomple·ce, a :1on-proliferation ireaty · 
which was accepted by a large number of powers including the 
USSR and the United States would be of tremendous military and 
political importance. 

As regards the political aspects, if one recalls the 
wave of hope and confidence which the Moscow Treaty gave rise to 
one can easily contemplate the advantage of a non-proliferation 
treaty concluded in the present day circumstances and at a time 
of crisis in Southeast Asis. 
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It is for these reasons that I have always maintained 
at Geneva that the conclusion of a non-proliferation treaty should 
be sought in priority and by all possible means in view of the 
needs of gener\:.1 security. This effort must be continued relent
lessly while there is a chance of success, and I thil~ there is 
still a chance of success. 

However, it. would be unwise to cl6se our eyes to the 
practical difficulties in the negotiations which could end in 
failure or drag on indefinitely without resuits. The principal 
obstacles are knoWn.. First and foremost, the Soviet government 
continues its opposition to any fair agreement. It seems that 
for the Soviets a non-proliferation agreement is not so much a 
means for preventing a sixth country being capable of using n~ 
clear weapons, but rather an expedient for trying to weaken 
the Atlantic Alliance, to divide the western allies, and to pr~ 
vent any European integration. Trrnugh this expedient the Soviet 
Union is endeavoring to prevent nuclear consultation and co-op
eration that have nothing to do with individual rights to use 
nurlear weapons. 

That is the main difficulty in the way of agreement 
and the western representatives at Geneva are patiently striving 
to convince the Soviets that a limited collateral measure such 
as a non-proliferation treaty can neither eliminate the alliance 
nor block the process of European integration which despite recent 
difficulties remains one of the principal objectives of the pdicy 
of many European countries, including mine. 

Furthermore, we cannot ignore another complicating and 
delaying factor which has emerged during the debates both at the 
United Nations and at Geneva. Some non-nuclear and non-aligned 
countries, particularly some which are already approaching a n~ 
clear military capability, have stated that they would not wish 
to finally renounce nuclear weapons wi thou.t ihere being certain 
commitments on the part of the nuclear countries. Non-prolifer~ 
tion, they have said, must not remai.r. an isolated fact, buL must 
be a stage in a process and be followed by the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and by a start of the destruction of nuclear 
arsenals. 

These claims which refer particularly to the cut-off 
and the test' ban partially correspond to the proposals which 
have long since been put forward by the United States govern
ment, but the Soviet government does not seem disposed at the 
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present state of affa·i :•'n to ac::c•c•pt these proposals which would 
necessarily entail co:lCr;;.ls. 

On this issue, then, the difficulties stem once again 
from the Soviet Union, but it must be recognized that in any 
case if we wish to a.,.::.omodate the claims of the nC>n-nuclear coli!! 
tries lengthy negotiations will be inevitable so that even at 
best the non-proliferation agreement, which,is extremely urgent 
by its nature, could be speedily achieved. !ndeed the demands 

' of the non·-nuclear and non-aligned countries when kept within 
reasonable limits seem. logical. One can understand that non"i)r£ 
liferation is one of the first, even the fi±·st measure to agree 
on, ·but according to the concept of progressive or gradual di~ 
armament, which is our concept, we should then envisage the 
adoption of rather more extensive measures which also concern 
the nuclear countries. 

All these elements - Soviet opposition to a fair non
proliferation treaty, the desire of the non~allgned countries 
for a more extensive treaty covering also other issues, the slo!:! 
ness. of the negotiations, and, finally, the extreme urgency of 
stopping the <pread of nuclear weapons - have given rise to the 
idea of a provisional arrangement, a practical idea which after 
it has been debated in study groups has been officially put for 
ward for the first time by the Italian government. 

It concerns a temporary and controlled nuclear mora
torium to which the non-nuclear states would commit themselves 
for a definite period and through unilateral decisions. The Ita 
lian Minister of Foreign Affairs outlined this proposal at Gene 
va on the 29th of July 1965~ as follows: 

"It is quite conceivable that the non nuclear countries 
might agree to renounce unilaterally equipping themselves with 
nuclear weapons for a specific length of time, it being under
stood that if their demands were not complied with during the 
time limit they would resume their freedom of action. In thB"t 
way a respite would be given the; anxiety about nuclear dissemin!i 
tion and moreover, a factor of pressure and persuasion would be 
created which could be brought to bear on the nuclear countries 
in order to spur them to conclude a general agreement, thus spee£ 
ing up the process toward nuclear disarmament." 

This idea received the support of several r181egations 
in the Eighteen Nations Disarmament Committee. There were further 
elaborations by the Italian government and on the 14th of Septem
ber, 1965 the Italian delegation at Geneva tabled at the conference 
the draft of a nuclear moratorium declaration. 
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The decaration which has been proposed is a unilateral 
manif.estat:Lon of will" It does not have the character of a con
tractual commitment. Nevertheless, according to the current o
pinion it would have full force of law committing for a certain 
iine of conduct the countries subscribing to it under the conl.i
tions provided for by the declaration itselfo 

The declaration for its unilateral character might be 
worded in C1.ifferent ways, each country remaining free to choose 
the language best suited to it, provided that the essential is 
maintained" The Italian draft contains some of the elements con 
sidered EBlential, but is only an outline or a guide and not fixed 
and immutable model" 

I will now very briefly examine the principal points of 
this draft declaration" First of all, the draft declaration re
calls certain principles or obligations which appear to be fun
damental" It is said that the governments issuing the declaration 
Fire convinced that an unilat.eral renunciation of' nuclear weapons 
oy "the non nucJ.ear.states may facil..i.cate and encourage ~n"Ge!:_ 

national agreement to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons 
to naJ.t the nuclear arms race, and to reauce nucJ.ear arsena~s, 
leading to general and complete disarmament" • 

The d·ecaration indicates then the undertaking into 
which.the governments signatory to the declaration should enter" 
It is stated that each government from the enforcement date of 
the declaration for a certain number of years will not manufac
ture or otherwise acquire national control of nuclear weapons; 
will not seek or receive assistance from other sta1tes in the 
manufacture of any such weapons; will accept the application of 
IoAoEoAo or equivalent international safeguards on its nuclear 
activities" 

The word "national" with regard to control is important 
This is in line with the well-kn::Jwn west8rn stand which aims at 
preventing the creation of any new independent national r::.ucJear 
cent er while permitting possible forn;.:: of co-operation or nuclear 
integration which will not involve that danger" So even if the 
declaration is issued by some non-nuclear countries of the wes
tern alliance it would not prevent them from setting up anuclear 
sharing even during the. period of the moratorium" 

On the other hand, the safeguards which are required 
are also important,because they give to the parties concerned 
the necessary security during the moratorium• This element of 
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control distinguishes our concept of moratorium from some other 
uncontrolied moratorium proposed by the ~oviet government, and 
it complies with the general principle of the western countries 
that evsry measure for aisarmament must be inspected. 

Further, the draft states that the undertakings fore 
seen in the declaration e~r into force if similar declarations 
are issued by at least a certain number of states within six 
lnoilths from the sighiture of the declaration. Three months be
fo~e the expiration of the moratorium the signatories of the 
declaration will consult in order to prolong it, considering 
the progress which has been made toward international agreement 
to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons or to halt the nuclear 
arms race and to reduce nuclear arsenals. 

The signatories of tlie ieclaration reserve all freedom 
of action if this progress is not satisfactory or if a non-nu
clear state in any way acquires national control of nuclearwe~ 
ons~ 

As you have seen, our draft declaration does not ind~ 
cate the duration of the moratorium and the number of countries 
which would have to sign the declaration in order that it could 
enter into force: We believe it is too soon to make official 
proposals in this connection. However, with regard to the dura 

·tion of.the moratorium I think it should not be too short be-
cause in such a case the moratorium would not have the intended 
stabilizing aspect. Nor should it be too long because its effe£ 
tiveness as. a factor of pressure would be weakened. Between 
three and five years would. be an appropriate duration. 

As for the second program, the number of states iss~ 
ing the declaration has perhaps less importance than their nu
clear capability at the time of the assumption of their under
tru{ings. This program would have to be approached in a flexible 
manner, on a practical level, ru1d dealt with through prudent a~ 
rangements and appropriate soundings carried out carefvJ .. ly e>hosen 
intermediaries. 

Finally, the draft ends with an invitation to all states 
nuclear and non-nuclear, to respect and observe the principles 
of the declaration and encourage their observance. 

Having outlined what the moratorium according to our 
draft declaration should be, I should like now to state more 
precisely the idea upon which we base it, to give some explan~ 
tion of what the moratorium is not, with what the moratorium 
should not be confused. 



- 6 -

Firstly, the corr.mi tments which we envisage would not 
constitute a simple and platonic declaration of goodwill, of 
good int!'lntions. As I have said already, the Italian. draft prQ_ 
vi des a juridical although, .unilateral instrument accompanied 
by the necessar'y safeguards for application. Experiencii in un
controlled moratorium for nuclear tests is a sufficient preced 

I , . I , -

ent in itself for advising agairtst an uncontrolled moratorium. 
The value of the moratorium would disappear if we provide for un 
controlled commitments based solely on the good faitli of the pa!I 
ties concerned. 

Secondly, we must not confuse the idea of the nuclear 
moratorium with denuclearization.' Indeed the moratorium would in 
no way affect the deployment and installation of nuclear weapons 
belonging to the nuclear countries everywhere they will be nece~ 
sary to maintain the military balance. 

The moratorium is, therefore, not an equivalent ofnor 
a preparation for the denuclearization of certain zones - Central 
Europe, the Mediterranean or the Baltics. But clearly it would 
not impede - it would even favor the implementation of the pro
ject now under examination for denuclearization of certain con
tinents. 

Having thus clarified the contents and the character
istics of the moratorium project tabled by Italy, we may now 
wonder whether and to what extent this formula is valid and could 
help overcome the difficulties encountered in a treaty of non
dissemination as I have just indicated; whether, in other word~ 
the moratorium is actually easier to realize than a contractual 
commitment. 

As regards the Soviet's attitude, they have already 
declared that they will find the unilateral declaration inad~ 
quate and insufficient because, as I said, it makes Atlantic 
nuclear sharing still possible. But gs it involves an :'.Id.U.'lti ve 
by non-nuclear countries and concerns them alone, the Soviets 
would be in a ba.d position to oppose it. 

Moreover, the moratorium must seem a step forward even 
in the eyes of the Soviets. The declaration would establish self
imposed limitations non-existent at the present time without the 
Soviet Union being obliged to commit itself or to accept them 
explicitly, and these limitations would also be to the advantage 
of the Soviet Union. 
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The declaration would,therefore, provide Europe with 
an additional element of security.and stability without, however, 
in any way diminishing security and integration of the Atlantic 
Alliance means of defence. 

Could not the declaration, furthermore, satisfy the 
claims of the non-aligned countries and correspond to the con 
cept · df progress in dis~rmament? If it does not give im
m~diate satisfaction to these demands,at least they are recognizBd 
as valid and there is no hope that they may bear concrete re-
sults. • 

Thus the nuclear countries will have a reasonable 
period of time to successfully conclude, if they wish, their 
negotiations on nuclear disarmament while being aware that in 
the event of failure the non-nuclear countries may assume 
their freedom of action. The non-nuclear countries, therefor~. 
retain an element of pressure and persuasion. 

There are indeed reasons to believe, as discussions 
on this topic at the United Nations have shown, that many non
nuclear countries which would hesitate to renounce nuclearwea£ 
ons forever if no progress were evident in the disarmament of · 
the great powers would be more inclined to assume temporary r~ 
strictions which would retain full freedom of action for them 
later. 

Under our formula this freedom remains total. The mora 
torium, however, if accepted by the principal countries apprcac!!_ 
ing nuclear capability would have a prolonged stabilizing and 
persuasive effect. Of course, the moratorium is an easier solu
tiontonon-proliferation. It is a shortcut. If you will permit 
me, this is a contraceptive pill, and not sterilization. It is 
neither the ideal nor complete solution. There are in the mor§!: 
torium elements of uncertainty which would not exist in a treaty 
but these elements of uncertainty are net devoid of an element 
of hope and optimism without which i.t would be futile to SIJC'ak 
of disarmament. The moratorium, though a useful and valid solu 
tion, remains a subsidiary solution to be adopted, as I said, 
in the event of its being impossible to conclude a treaty on 
non-dissemination or of the negotiations dragging on in such a 
way that the delays entail serious danger of proliferation. 

The question thus arises of knowing at what moment 
the moratorium idea, which is for the time being kept in re-
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serve, could or should be laUnched in practice. We submitted 
the proposal at a time when last year the Geheva negotiations 

I· , , ' 1 .'1 ' , ' .· ·· ' 

for a treaty, after the Soviet rejectioh of the United States 
draft treaty, seemed to be in a state of deadlock. The negoti~ -tions, encouraged by the United Nations deliberatiors, have now 
been resumed and, as I have already said, without being promi~ 
ing are not absolutely negative. These efforts must be continu 
ed while there is a ray of hope, with patience, tenacity and 
perseverance, while keeping the alternative solution up our 
sleeves. If at a particular moment, contrary to our hopes, it 
seems evident that the negotiations are doorned to failure. or 
that dangerous delays are occurring, I believe that at that mo 
ment the non-nuclear countries shoUtl take the appropriate CO£ 
crete initiatives within the limits of their proper responsi
bilities and their awareness of the claims of peace. 

·rhe interest which the idea of the moratorium has 
aroused at Geneva and at the United Nations and elsewhere and 
the welcome which many non-nuclear countries and the .major n~ 
clear countries of the world have accorded to it give grounds 
for hoping that this appeal will not be in vain. 
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Discussion following Cavalletti: 
"The Italian Idea for a Nuclear Moratorium" 

(Friday, June 24th 1966- 11:30) 

. '.'. -, ~ 

CALOGERO: First of all, I would hke to say that I am com 
pletely in favor of this Italian proposal and that I am 
very happy that the Italian Government has taken this active 
position in Geneva. I r~call that a very similar proposal 
was suggested at a meeting some time ago in Italy. I mention 
this because it shows that this type of initiative was the 
obvious thing to do for a country like Italy, so that it was 
the one which came to mind to anybody who was wondering what 
a coi.mtry in the position of Italy .could do • 

• There is one point concerning this Italian proposal 
which I would like to raise. Perhaps it's still early to think 
of this, because there is still hope that it will not be neces 
sary to actually implement it, if we will have a non-prolifer! 
tion treaty, althougli 1 incidently, let me express my belief 
that even if we get a non~proliferation treaty the fact that 
the Italian proposal has been made will have had an effect 
in easying it. But anyway, should we really come to the ' 
point where the proposal has to be impemented, then I think 
there should be some more clarification of the legal problems 
connected with inspections ana of the sanctions which might 
be taken if there is not complete compliance with the in
spection requirements. As I understand it, the proposal en• 
visages inspections to make sure that no nuclear weapons are 
being manufactured, and in this connection quotes as a possible 
model the IAEA safeguards. There are no inspections envisaged 
for the other undertaking - not to acquire national control 
of nuclear weapons - which would be very hard to inspect an;t 
way. As regards the first undertaking - not to manufacture 
nuclear weapons - the legal problems I forsee are those of 
possible small violations; in fact, if there is a major vio
lation, namely if one country practically begins to build 
nuclear weapons, then, of course, this means that the coun-
try is walking out of the treaty, and this is a political 
problem. But there might be a situation where, for instance, 
a country has some nuclear installations which are private; 
and there might be legal problems concerning the fact that 
the inspections may interfere in one way or another with 
the working of these nuclear installations so that the 
people concerned just don't like to waste time with the 
inspectors. In the case of the International Agency of A-
tomic Energy, the safeguards - if I am not wrong- are CO£ 
nected with the fact that the fissile material is given by 
the Agency itself- except for a few exceptions - and there 
fore, the Agency could take it back if compliance were lack 
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ing, But if the moratorium is implemented in several countries 
this would not be the case. So what should happen if the in
spectors of the International Agency for Atomic Energy are not 
completely satisfied, although they are not positively con
vinced 1hat there is a major violation (in which case the proo 
lem would be related to the political level) I think, there -
should be at least some study at the present time of this pro£ 
lem. 

I have another question which concerns the various 
definitions of proliferation, espeCially that given by the 
Western Powers. You have mentioned this in your talk and I 
also know the definition that has been given in.Geneva several 
times but still I am not quite clear on this, let's say "nu
merical" principle; according to which prolif,eration occurs 
only if the number of groups having control of nuclear wea£ 
ons is increasing. This concept is not clear to me. Perhaps 
you might .expand a little bit on this point. In particular, 
I must frankly say that I was somewhat worried by the stat~ 
ment by the PJherican representative at Geneva that within 
NATO it would not be considered proliferation, even if the 
American veto should be relinquished - although of course, 
it was immediately added that they have no intention whats£ 
ever of relinquishing it. It seems to me that the mainten
ance of the veto is a very important threshold and that if 
within an alliance the country having the veto on the use of 
nuclear weapons relinquishes it, then indeed there is prolif. 
eration .. 

CAVALLETTI: Well, first of all I must say that the moratorium 
has not been invented by the Italian Government. I believe 
the moratorium has been elaboratoed in some private meetings 
of scientists, for instance by a private study group meeting 
in Swi~rland last year. (And this shows, incidentally, the 
importance of private discussions and private studies, be
cause in this way some new ideas are produced which later 
on can be taken on official ground). So, I think that the 
merit of the Italian Government is to have brought official 
ly into the discussion of the Disarmament Conference this 
idea which was originally conceived through private studies 
and elaboration. 

I must say as far as the safeguards are concerned 
that our outline, our proposal, is not complete. For instance, 
I have already 9ressed that the Italian Government has not yet 
taken a definite position indicating in the proposal the num 
ber of states which should adhere to the declaration to make 
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the moratorium effective; the duration of the moratorium is 
also not stated, although personally I think that it should 
be between three and five years. Thus, in the draft of the 
proposal we only state the principle that safeguards are ab 
solutely necessary, and that they might be obtained through 
the Vienna Agency. But up to now there are no details as to 
how the safeguards would practically work. ' 

So I think that in t~8 ~ield if in private talks 
and private studies some ideas could be elaborated, then 
this would be very liseful in connection with the program. You 
said very p:ridperly.: we can have minor violations. If there 
is a clear violation of the moratorium, a serious violation, 
the other countries which have undertaken the.declaration will 
consider themselves free. But for the minor violations, which 
could be due only to lack the attention, I think it would be 
vary :improper if i:he other countries Wiich lRve mdertaken the declara
tLon V'OUld say; V\911 we don't feel ourselves any longer obliged 
In this connection I think you aroused a very interesting 
problem. I think there should be some international instance 
to which the reports should be presented so that they could 
take some step, to express some waning to the countries CO£ 
cerned. This is quite an interesting problem and if you can 
contribute to the solution of it, I would be very glad. 

Now, the definition of dissemination, of course, is 
a very important problem. Our definition of dissemination is: 
the creation, the setting up of a new canter which has at i~ 
disporoal atomic weapons. And as to the veto of the nuclear 
country it would be maintained in any nuclear sharing agree
ment in the framework of the alliance. In the treaty - I am 
sorry I haven't the text here - in the draft of the treaty ig_ 
tJDduced by the American Government it is clearly stressed that 
no non-nuclear country will have the control of nuclear weaE 
ons. Then there is a definiuon of control and it says: Control 
means the right or the ability.to fire nuclear weapons with
out the consent of a nuclear.country. So the definition is 
very clear, it is the right to use atomic weapons'. If some 
new country acquires •this right we have dissemination.If the 
right to employ nuclear weapons is submitted to the veto of 
a nuclear country, there is no dissemination. The. Soviet pos_i 
tion is different. They say that any approach or any access 
to nuclear weapons is disseminatory. In other words they say: 
The Americans intend to prevent the use of nuclear weapons 
without the consent of the nuclear country, but they open the 
way to it. In fact, a non nuclear country could decide the 
use of nuclear weapons wj.thout this consent. I must say that 
the Soviet opposition to the Western treaty is· more concerned 
with future arrangements than with the present. They say: You 
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give a possibility for the future. 
You referred to the number of nuclear countries. 

Well, in the American treaty is an.article, in which it is 
said that the number of nuclear coUntries should not be in 
creased. The explanation of this language .is this that in
the fpamework of the Western proposals we want to keep two 
ways open. One is to have a certain collaboration, nuclear· 
collaboration without control in the framework of the Wes~ 
tern Alliance. The possibility that if a European Federa~ 
tion will be set up, this European Federation could have ~ 
tomic weapons. In other words, in the future - of course, very 
far in the future ~ but we can forsee such a situation - P£ 
litically it is possible to set up a Federation in Eurbpe. 
This Federation will be composed by nuclear and non-nuclear 

' countries. But if a nuclear country has undertaken hot to 
give its weapons to anybody - well, in this case this coun"tzy 
would not join the Federation. If there is a Federation, one 
single center of will woul~ be created, and this could be L_/ 

the heir to the nuclear weapons which were in possession of ~ 

one or several members of the Federation. Therefore we said: 
We shouldn't increase the number of nuclear countries, meaning 
that if , for example, in the future France will join a Feder~ 
tion of six European countries, France will hand over her at£ 
mic weapons to the Federation. So France won't exist anymore 
as a nuclear country, the Federation will take her place;the 
number of nuclear countries won't be increased. 

CALOGERO: The answer has been extremely clear. In fact, I was 
not so much arguing but rather trying to understand this posi 
tion. I must confess though that 8Qll there has been this 
statement by the American delegate. Now, I have read it in 
the provisional records of the Geneva Conference and I do 
not remember whether this was given in one of the talks at 
the beginning which I think are written up beforehand or it 
was an impromptu answer. Also this might have been modified 
in the final record. However, the statement said that - well 
I am not quoting, of course -but the essence of it was that 
NATO now has nuclear power and that the Soviet Union should 
after all not make such a difference on what are the arrange 
ments within NATO and should not consider proliferation even 
if the United States did relinquish her veto, although the 
United States have no intention, of course, of relinquishing 
it. But this seems to me quite at variance with what youhave 
just said and it seems to me that it is a very basic point. 
In fact, I think that it is not very safe to envisage - to 
talk about this possibility at all. If the United States says: 
We will never relinqu:iSh the veto, however,. e:v:en if we did. 
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that would not be proliferation, it seems to me that this 
scares the Soviets; in fact, it scares me a lot. 

CAVALLETTI: No, I think that there must be ,a misinterpreta 
tion. Maybe what the American delegate saiCi is this: that
after ali we are not here in Geneva to discuss :nuclear 
sharing of the Alliance. We are her~ to discuss non-prolif 
eration, What we do ih the Alliance is our business. We do 
what we are allowed to do and now we can do everything be
cause we are not bound by any treaty. The moment we sign 
a treaty, of ,course, we are bound by this treaty and we 
will conform our behaVior to tlie terms of the trea~y. But 
we are not discussing in Geneva the problem of Germany or 
of the Atlantic nuclear sharing. We have discussed the 
other face of the problem, the setting up of barriersagatst 
dissemination. The words of the treaty are clear. The treaty 
says that no new nuc1ar country will have the control of 
nuclear weapons and there is an article with the definition 
of what control means. 

, LAPTER: I listened with great interest to this lecture and 
I found that there is more than one point that is common to 
the Italian and Polish proposals for freezing the nuclear si! 
uation in Europe. It seems to me that it has to be underlined 
that this is practically the first proposal by the Western 
European country, while there were quite a few from the East, 

rod Ivou:l_d like to,mmtion a mong"lhem i:h_e Pblisch proposals •. It· 
seems to me, for insoance that the problem of safe~lards and 
control is being incorporated into both plans. What disap~int 
ed me a little was the vision of the future, unless in some 
way. I misunderstood the speaker. My impression was that you 
envisaged for a very long time a division of Europe into two 
parts and into two security arrangements: NlTO and the War
saw Treaty. I think, however, that many people in my own 
country, as well as in other coururies would see the future 
of Europe rather in terms of an overall integration than 
divided into two integrated parts set against each other. 

Then I would like to put two questions before 
Your Excellency. The first one: If you set for this mor~ 
torium or freezing or whatever.it wotitl be called, a short 
period - three to five years -wouldn't it just be an in
centive for some counUies after that period, to get their 
own atomic weapons? And could not this period of moratorium 
be spent on preparations for this achievement under the 
disguise of working on peaceful uses of atomic energy? ThaiJs 
the first problem. 
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The second question is concerned with the nuclear 
sharingo As you know just the nuclear sharing forms the crux 
of the differences between East and West in talks on hon-pr~ 
liferation. So, don't you think that by incorporating this 
nuclear sharing idea into the moratorium, the idea that is 
unacceptable to the East, you are excluding the possibili~s 
of the acceptance of your proposal by the East. And there is 
no use of putting forward plans unless they are acceptable to 
both sides. Moreover the l¥estion of nuclear sharing involves 
essentially only Western Germany, the GoF.R. And if you look 
at it from, say; the Indian point of view, you could perhaps 
say: ~ell, we are;being asked to resign from somethihg, from 
acquiring an atomic capability, while Western Germany is al
ready - by the 1954 agreement - bound not to produoe nUClear 
weapons. So they are not gi~g up anything while we areo 
And then Western Germany - by nuclear sharing inside various 
arrangements inside NATO that were made and are being. talked 
about is increasing by small steps her nuclear capabilities. 
So under your proposals of a moratorium you not only allow 
Germany to keep wnat she has already achieved but you still 
allow her to increase her influence inside nuclear sharing 
arr&~gement, while India, for instance, would stay frozen. 
The inclusion of this possibility of nuclear sharing -would 
thus make it difficult for such a moratorium to be accepted 
not only by the Eastern European countries - which have al
ready declared their strong opposition to any idea of furlher 
sharing with Western Germany in nuclear strategy (planning, · 
targeting) or any other form that could increase GFR's in
fluence on the use of atomic weapons - but also by some other 
countries not belonging to NATO or to the Warsaw Pacto These 
are the problems which I would like to hear your opinion about 
Thank you. 

CAVALLETTI: Well, for the first point: the similarity b~ween 
the Polish proposals and the Italian proposal- Tl1ere is a cer 
tain similarity but there is a rather important difference. -
We consider in our proposal that nuclear sharing among allies 
should be permitted, and the Polish proposal doesn't accept 
any nuclear sharing. 

Second point; the division of Europe: Well, the d~ 
vision of Europe is a fact. Now, we have two alliances; one 
in the East and one in the West. What is under examinationis 
the non dissemination agreement; the conclusion of this agree 
ment would not involve the liquidation of the alb.ances. We 
hope that later with the progress of general disarmament the 
alliancr1G could be dissolved, but it is not possible that just 
through one single collateral measure the alliances be de~ro~ 
ed. So the alliances must be lcept and this is the reason way 
we say: fue all:ances are co:u"~il:luiJJg mJ.d · >?e ''~ust be free to or..o .· 
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ganize a nuclear collaboration inside our alliance under the 
condition that the collaboration won't give such control to 
any country which has not the control of nuclear weapons. As 
to the Federation, I mean, nothing is precisely stated in our 
draf-t; treaty. There is only the way open to the possibility 
that the Fed.:;ration be eventually set up, formed by nuclear 
and non-nuclear countries -" it isn't said that the Federation 
should be formed of the six of the Common Market, or of the 
seven of the Western European Union - the idea is just 'Federa 
tion". I must say that in the present language of ~he treaty
the word "Federation" is not even mentioned. It is only said 
that the number of nuclear countries should hot be increased· 
So there is nothing in our position which could prevent a much 
broader Federation later on. 

Now the situation of Western Germany~ if Western . 
Germany should accept the nuclear moratorium proposal. Well, 
Western Germany would give up something because at present 
she has renounced only to manufacture atomic weapons butnot 
to acquire or to receive atomic weapons under national con
trol. So I think that the unilateral declaration of non-mqui 
si tion -· if accepted by Western Germany - would be a step fur 
ther - but in a good direction and not in the bad direction.
Of course, since the unilateral declaration contains the e>x
pression "national control", nuclear sharing is allowed. But 
I shouldn't say that this puts Germany or m1y other Western 
country belonging to an alliance - also Eastern co1mtries -
in a different position in comparison with non-alie;,tled cou12. 
tries .• This is the definition of a situation. There is a real 
difference between members of an alliance and the non-aligned 
countries, and these differences have been chosen by the non
aligned countries themsives. In Western Europe - and also in 
Eastern Europe - certain countries have freely chosen the p~ 
sition of being a member of an alliance, because they thought 
that this was the best way to protect ·bheir seouri ty; whereas 
other countries, the non-aligned countries, think that their 
security is protected and guaranteed without pertaining to an 
alliance. Once a non-aligned country has chosen not to b~ 
aligned, the consequence is clear. ~he non-aligned countries 
won't take part in any arrangement inside an alliance. I could 
not think that there is discrimination, nor that the non-e.ligrl 
ed countries should feel themsives in an inferiority status. 
It is just the status they have chosen by their free will. 

LAPTER: The main problem is the idea of nuclear sharing and 
here I think we disagree. The main difference between the 
positions of Eastern and Western Alliances and a diffennce 
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which is necessary to stress - is the attitude towards so
called nuclear sharing. And it was already expressed so many 
times that I wouldn't like to enlarge upon it. That is just 
the most important difficulty that blocks the road towards a 
non-dissemination treaty. There is no doubt about it, for 
it was stated more than once by representatives of my coun
try, of the Soviet Union and of other Eastern European co~ 
Uies both inside and outside the Geneva Conference. !~ink 
your exFlanations most certainly are satisfactory in that 
sense that they make your position very clear- but that 
doesn't mean that they are therefore acceptable, Thank you • 

CAVALLETTI: The trouble is that we can't really, at present, 
in the West, give a definition of nuclear sharing ~ which 
after all is a rat):ler complex affair. We can't give a defin;h_ 
tion because nuclear sharing is utlder examination. But on 
the other side the Eastern Gover'nilients do hdt help very much 
becaure 1h:ai gJ on repeating their points but refuse to answer 
our questions. We keep asking: what do you consider nuclear 
sharing? Do you consider nuclear sharing disseminatory'? Even 
if it consists only in consultations? You recognize- your 
former delegate, the Polish delegate, did - that the non-dis 
semination agreement wouldn't dissolve alliances. What is an 
alliance? It is many things: collaboration, integration, and 
above all, consultation. Well, do you think that if we set 
up in th.e framework of the Western alliance some consul tat ion 
on nuclear ~eapons - something of the kind of the rlicNamara 
Committee.or even a bit more developed- but onlJ consult~ion 
would you sa:f that it is disseminatory? Do you think that if 
this is done in the Western countries - then there is .. dissem 
ination and you can't accept the treaty1 

LAPrER: It seems to me that some consultations between al-
lies are just the result of being allied. There were and there 
are consultations among NATO members ,just as among Warsaw Treaty 
members. The problem as I see it is not of consultations but, 
that of acquiring by the GFR more responsibility in the nuc~ 
strategy than she was given till now. It seems to me that by 
increasing, - in the framework of what is called in a very 
vague term nuclear sharing, - the power to decide, to iwrease 
GFR's influence in nuclear matters creates a real modification 
of the existing situation; that's neither freeze, nor mora
torium. What we in Poland dislike is just the increasing amount 
of influence of Western Gennany on nuclear matters. If this is 
to be incorporated in any plan it could make us only more re
luctant to accept it; as is well-known the main difficulty in 
getting an agreement on nuclear non-dissemination between the 
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Soviet and American proposals, creates the problem of intern~ 
tional sharing. Otherwise there exists full agreement that no 
more states should aquire nuclear capability~ The d·ifficul ty 
arose out of this· multilateral arrangement, sharing or what
ever it would be called. To say it again, the main problem 
as I see it, is the tendency for increasing the influence of 
the non-nuclear states on the positive use of nuclear weapons. 
If it would be a demand leading towards decreasing the danger 

I . • 

of the use of atomic weapons, - for instance, if the partici 
pants of NATO, lr all the members of this organization, GFR 
included, would ask for the power to veto the use of atomic 
weapons - we would cenainly see it as a positive step. My own 
country- as everybody knows -doesn't want to have any atomic 
"sharing", Therefore with clean conscience we could ask.to 
sirp the increase of nuclear :;Jossibilities and capabilities of 
Western Germany; which is the third industrial power,in'the 
world, with reai capabilities to turn in a very short time in 
to a nuclear coudtry. So it seem~ tb me that this important -
point should be takerl into account by our partners from the 
West when they are putting forwa~d some proposals and want 
them to be accepted by the East. 

CAVALLETTI; You know the requirements of the West are two: the 
first is to make a treaty of non-dissemination; and the second 
is to keep the Western Alliance alive. So we would be very 
glad if we could make a treaty which will meet both require
ments. As for nuclear sharing there is what we call -using 
these rather peculiar words - consultation nuclear sharing 
and hardware nuclear sharing; hardware is the word that is 
used to denote in a certain way a physical nuclear collabora 
tio~. Jt would be. very useful, I fuink, to know if the Eastern 
countries will consider disseminatory also a consultative nu
clear sharing. But I was very glad when I heard you say that 
you considered consultation as quite natural in the framework 
of an alliance. This is just our point of view and I th:lnk 
that you must also have in the Warsaw Pact a certain amount of 
consultation about the use of weapons, conventional and nuclea~ 
I think, it could be useful to have some clear statement from 
the Eastern side that the consultation on nuclear matters 1s 
not .considered dissemination. It could be very helpful to us. 
But in spite of all the questions we have asked, we never had 
an official reply in the Conference. Moreover, it should be 
kept in mind that the Western Alliance is an open one; we 
don't keep secrets, if we have a consultation we must have it 
publicly. 
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STONIER: I would like to shift away nom the East-West problem 
to the Noth-South problem and I would like to ask two questions. 
One is: what do you th±nk are the probabilities of Israel and :1£ 
dia joining the moratorium? The second is: You madethe statement 
that the treaty was aimed primarily at those countries whichare 
coming close to a nuclear capabilitj. But one wonders whether in 
the long run per'haps tre most significant aspectbf this proposal 
might be all the non~huclear countries sign it. !n fact, it may 
well be, that because there are stumbling blocks elsewhere, we 
may need a long period of restraint. As you mentioned during the 
coffee break - the whole thing will boil down to ~ question of 
East~West trust. We need at least another five or ten years for 
this trust to become sufficiently established. In the meantime, 
the moratorium might be a very good check on the rest of the 
world. 

CAVALLETTI: Well, about the situation in Israel and India in re
lation witl their neighbors, I think we have no special indication 
but we think that the fact that we put safeguards in the morato
rium-should help. I mean, what we must try is to have a simultan 
eous acceptance of the moratorium by countries which could be in 
contrast. I think that it is difficult to foresee that Israel will 
accept the moratorium if the Arab countries won't accept it. I 
mean, what we must do, once the idea of a moratorium has taken 
shape, is to set up a machinery in order to have a simultaneous 
acceptance of the moratorium by countries which have reasons to 
fear one another. I don't think we could have a conference be
cause the Arabs wouldn't accept to sit with the Israe.li but one 
should approach them separately in order to have a simultaneous 
acceptance of the moratorium. 

Well, as for ~ colillWies having nuclear capability or 
not, I think that, of course, if all countries--even those not 
having any nuclear capability - accept the moratorium, that's 
very good. And I think that the fact itself, that a number, a 
large number of non-nuclear countries even if they are not ap
proaching the nuclear capability, accept the moratorium, will 
exert pressure on the ~ers. But you know, we can fonsee that 
in the next three, four or five years a certain number of coun 
tries could become nuclear. If these countries, which could b~ 
come nuclear, would not have great importance. Suppose we have 
one hundred countries accepting the moratorium except India; 
Israel, Sweden and the Arab countries, then the moratorium 
would not be very serious. I am sure that if a large number of 
countries, also among those that are not yet approaching nu-
clear capability, accept the moratorium, the pressure will con 3 

vince the others to accept it also. But, of course, what is really 
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important.is that the moratorium be aaepted by about ten coug 
tries whic'.l are not very far from nuclear capability. 

AMALDI: May I say a few words? Well, I should say that in 
principle I like the idea of the moratorium as it has been pr~ 
sented by Ambassador Cavalletti and as proposed by the Italian 
Governmen~;. As was mentioned before by Calogero a very Similar 
idea had been discussed in the Italian Pugwash Group. I should 
however, say that I am really a bit worried about what ybu said. 
l understand that when there is an alliance between a feW coun
tries there should be a certain consultation and so on. ~ut if we 

·think that this is a step toward a pbssible situation when there 
is a federation, confederation, what you want, of European states, 
and we foresee from now that this new organization of European 
states has atomic weapons, just from now - this worries me very 
much. Very much, because I think that such a step or such a view 
for the future goes in a direction which will in some way make . 
it more difficult to reach an agreement. I am very much worried. 
I would prefer to see some step which is really facilitating the 
reaching of an agreemen';. I am worried. I am worried because - it 
has rJeen mentioned many times - if this should be the case prob,
ably the most powerful ~ountry in Western Europe would be Western 
Gerrr_any and at a certain moment we would find that probably who 
decides - or who has a great weight, a great influence on the 
final decisions - is We;,t Germany now, I have nothing against 
Weet Germany, but I am :frankly, afraid. So while, in principle, 
I ';hink that the ide·a of a moratorium is a good idea because it 
gains five years, which may be doubled, during which tension is 
rGduced, I am afraid if the sharing goes beyond consultation. I 
really don't like it and I feel that it is a very very dangerous 
step. That's my personal opinion, of course. As a private person 
as a citizen of this cotu1try, I am really very concerned. 

CAVALLETTI: I am glad you agree that on a voluntary basis some
thing can be achieved in nuclear disarmament and I will also 
add this: I think that something can be achieved in nuclear di~ 
armament outside the nuclear countries, without the participation 
of nuclear countries; bec~use in certain fields in certain sectors 
I think no nuclear countr;r can really contribute directly to di
minish the nuclear danger:!. Our proposal was an example. The sw~ 
dish "detection club" ini·tiati ve even though I don't know how it 
will develop, is certainl;r another example of an initiative, taken 
by a non-nuclear country :Ln order to limit the nuclear dangers. The 
Latin American Conference for the denuclearization of the Latin 
American Continent is another example of the efforts of non-nuclear· 
countries to limit the dant:ers. There is also a certain trend in 
Africa to get an agreemen:t to denuclearize that continent. There 
are many unilateral initi:J.iives of non-nuclear countries which 
can help very much. 
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Professor Amaldi is worried about a nuclear federa 
tion. Well, I think everybody could be but we don't know how 
the world situation will be in the future. The federation is 
to be taken into account in the franiework of the treaty, not 
in the framework of our moratorium proposal. The moratorium 
proposal will certainly not extend for such a long time to 
reach the moment of the European Federation. As for the ireaty 
whose duration is unlimited, ·yes, there is a clause, the 
European Clause, which permits the setting up of a nuclear 
Euporean Federation. But you must take into account that the 
tre<'.ty has no time limit, as it has been proposed by the frlviet 

.delegation- or by the American delegation- because on this 
particular point the two drafts do not differ - the treaty is 
for always. Then if you have to put a signature to a treaty 
of unlimited duration, which engages us for always, you must 
keep open the possibility of a nuclear federation. We can fur~ 
see a situation in which France or England are ready to get 
into the federation, but having atomic weapons, they do not 
know what to do them. They would be confronted w·i th the altar
native; either to destroy the atomic weapons or to hand them 
over to the federation. And I think that it is rather wise to 
keep open this possibility in the framework of the treaty. We 
don't know which will be the situation in many years. We hope 
that this European Federa.f:.ion could be achieved without nuCLear 
weapons but I th:imk that a responsible government must have 
open the possibility that the Federation has nuclear weapons. 

AMALDI: May I say just one more word. I would like very 
much to see a European Federation. I am not sufficiently pre
pared to say what form, legal form, it should have, but some 
comlination of Western countries may be extended also to other 
countries and that's what I prefer, I should say frankly. But 
I would like very much to see this spirit of unilateral deci
sion that we were mentioning before. A certain number of co~ 
tries,that are ready now and willing to say: well, I renounce 
for five, maybe ten, maybe more years, not forever, nuclear 
weapons. Now in the situation where each country has a certa:in 
independence inside the alliance, I would like very much to 
see the spirit extended to this new body. That's what I say 
to the Federation or Confederation or whatever it is. I vould 
like to ree 1hi sat; least - 1'1811, re a hope. lfu.ybe you r:ay it is mreali 
istic but on the other hnnd we often see that one should leave 
some time also to think about utopias because at a cer1ain tlme 
the utopia becomes reality li 1he r::JOple believe; because very 
much depends on what people believe. 

PILLAI: Do you think, Sir, 1hat Jhdia would sign the non-
proliferation 1reaty wi. thout partiCipation of nuclear China, 
since the nuclear ~eat from China is felt by India? . 



• 
- 13 -

CAVALLETTI: You know that India has taken a very open position 
in Geneva and has spoken only very much in favor of the non
dissemination treaty. But India is one of the countries which 
have stated that the nuclear co~ies should make some sacrifice, 
should stop the nuclear race and should give some guarantee in 
favor of the security of the non-nuclear countries. I think 
that if the two major powers, the super powers, will reach an 

' ' ' agreetrenton the treaty, it will be very difficult for India not ; 
to sign iti becaus~ this treaty has a tremendous importance as a 
a political rapprochement betwe~n the Soviet Union and the United 
States. And in a c.ertain way this kind of rapprochement is very 

' much in favor of India. The fact tHat the Soviet Union and the 
United States collaborate together in a non~dissemination agree 
ment can be for its repercussions on the Soviet -Chinese rela
tions very important , and in a certain way the treaty will re
inforce the position of India. But India has also asked for some 
guarantees. I must say that a number of countries have said: If 
we give up the right to manufacture or to acquire atomic weapons 
we must have some guarantees from the nuclear countries. This 
question of guarantees is a rather complicated one because these 
countries are non-aligned countries. The moment they accept a real 
solid guarantee by one or the other.nuclear of the nuclear coun
tries they become aligned. But some formula can be worked out. 
So I think that if the non-dissemination treaty is agreed upon 
by the two major powers, we should have certain kinds of guarag 
tees which could be elaborated either in the treaty i"tself or 
in the framework of the United Nations. 

FEHIMOVIC: ·In the course of July 1965 the experts of the NATO 
Powers discussed among themselves in Geneva the possibility to 
prepare a joint draft but the United States in August submitted 
their own draft. Lord Chalfont and Mr. Foster openly discussed 
a theoretical disagreement about loopholes. Canada asked for 
guarantees and finally your country proposed its own unilateral 
non-acquisition draft. Does it mean, Ambassador Cavalletti, that 
the Western co-~tries have different approaches to the subject 
of proliferation? 

CAVALLETTI: I think there is a well coordinated action. As you 
know the Americans have tabled a treaty which has been supp~ed 
by the other three delegations, and our proposal for the mora
to:rim! has, of course, been coordinated with the other Western 
delegations •. The far delegations have regular meetings of co
ordination. In one of the meetings I have informed the allies 
that it was the intention of the Italian Government to take the 
initiative of the moratorium, and the others have agreed. Great 
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Britain and the United States, being nuclear powers, were, of 
course, in a certain way outside our proposal. Canada was in full 
understanding. That's how we proceeded in coordination with the 
four delegations. The collaboration in Geneva is usually very 
clo,se among the four and very satisfactory. 

BERTOTTI; I have two short questions. The first is really addres 
sed to Professor Lapter. Let us suppose that a number of Western 
and non-aligned countries sign the moratorium agreement. Do you 
think - in your opinion - that Poland would consider joining it? 

The second question concerns the role of safeguards in 
the proposal of a moratorium with which, of course, I wholeheart 
edly agree. But it seems to me that the safeguards question is a 
rather difficult one and a weak point. If the system of safeguards 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency is applied it is possi
ble that the moratorium will encounter many difficulties. In fact, 
it has been stated that one of the reasons why the member nations 
of the Agency refused to get nuclear fissile material from the 
agency is because thE would have involved acceptance of its rather 
stringent safegliards system. If the nations which sign the mora
torium accept the safeguard system it might mean that the whole 
nuclear industry of the nation concerned would be subjected to 
very stringent requirements. It seems to me that there is an al
ternative here. A new system which is not so strict might be de
veloped or perhaps -and this is my question - is it conceivable 
to have a moratorium with no inspections? Because after all,buil~ 
ing up a nuclear armament is not a simple undertaking and in~ 
volvesa large amount of money and personnel. So it is very diffi 
cult to do it in secret. 

LAPTER: I don't know what would be the position of the- Polish 
Government in this pro'b.lem. I am talking only for myself. IVJy guess 
would be that Poland1 accepting the existence of the Warsaw Pact 
Treaty as a major safeguard agaj_nst the dangerous development in 
the GFR, certainly avoids a'1y step that could endanger the strength 
and unity of the Warsaw Treaty organization. So if you ask the 
question: Will Poland join such a treaty of moratorium while other 
Warsaw treaty members will not, the answer would be "no"; because 
under the circumstances of signing it we would lose more than we 
could gain. Here I wish to say that I fully agree with what was 
said by Professor Amaldi, about the need for European unity, be
cause I believe rather in the necessity of uniting all of Europe 
than in keeping this small continent divided. So, going back to 
Professor Bertotti's question; if it could be put another way, 
for instance: what would be Poland's position if NATO countries 
would put· -before the Warsaw ·:rreaty countries a proposal that could 
be acceptable by them, then I can assure you that Poland will say 
emphatically "yes". 
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CAVALLETTI: The reaction of the Eastern delegations to the . ·Ital 
ian proposal was tie following: they said: well, your proposal is 
a good thing, but not enough. It is good because even in relation 
with Germany it is an improvement. Germany has now given up its 
right to manufacture atomic weapons only vis-a-vis the Western 
countries, in the framework of the 'Nestern European Union; throu~"l 
tie unilateral declaration of moratorium7 Germarry would be engaged 
not to manufacture nuclear weapons towards everybody, and it 
would also,undertake not to acquire atomic weapons under national 
control. Of course, the Eastern delegations including the Polish 
delegate - said that this is not enough, because the moratorium 
should also prevent nuclear sharing. This is the position of the 
Eastern delegations. They are not opposed tnt they say: it is 

.not very useful not very important; it is not complete. 
As to the safeguards - you put the question of safe

guards. I think the question of safeguards should be better 
elaborated exploring if very heavy safeguards are necessary or 
whether we could also foresee some lighter safeguards -we don't 
know. I wonder also whether the Vienna Agency has enough person 
nel to carry out all controls, if this treaty is realized. But 
some sort of effective safeguards, I think are essential. I don't 
think Israel will give up the right to manufacture nuclear wea£ 
ens unless it is sure the Arabs will do the same; and viceversa. 
The same consideration is valid for India and Pakistan. I think 
safeguards are essential, but maybe some formula - not so heavy 
- could be found. 

~~NFREDINI: This is perhaps a silly question: In this discussion 
there was a lot of wonder of what the position of China couJ.d be 
in a general agreement of other countnes. And I should like to know 
in the present situation- China not being recognized by many Wes
tern countries - is there any diplomatic means to know the opinion 
of China besides just reading the papers or to stat a discussion 
with Ciina? 

CAVALLETTI: There are some means, I suppose, but som~imes they 
are not so good. In the United Nations there are a few delega
tions, particularly the Albanian and Cambogian delegations, 
which are supposed to interpnt the Chinese thought. But we are 
not so sure, because last year we· realized that these delegations 
were not very well informed about the Chinese position. They 
supported the International World Disarmament conference. You 
know that at the United Nations last year there was a proposal 
in favor of a World Disarmament Conference. The delegations 
which in a way are the spokesme.n of China were in favor of it, 
b.ut, the moment the resolution in favor of a World Disarmament 
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Conference was voted, there was a'broadcast issued by Peking 
in which it was stated that China wouldn't join any disarma
ment conference and that China was against all initiatives of 
this kind" So I think it is not very easy to be aware of the 
Chinese thought. 'rh en there is &"loth er channel, namely, the 
conversations between the Amer;_can ac>d Chinese ambassadors in 
Warsaw" I think through this chc>.nnel they can exchange some 
views" There was a rurnor that in these conversations the 
Americans proposed to give up the right to use atomic weapons 
first against China if China would join the Moscow Treaty. But 
that is ohly a rumor" All together I think that the best way 
to be informed is to listen to Chinese broadcasts! 

.Alv!AtDI; Any other remarks? Weli, I thc>..nk again Ambassador 
Cavalletti for having not only presented two lectures in which 
he has given us an i~ea of what is the official Italian point 
of view but also for h2.v:Lng ansvvereil a lot of questions - there 
were so many of them from ma."ly persons. I should say as the 

-director of this School that, since the official point of view 
of Italy has been presented so nicely, and we had the pleasure 
of listening tci points of view~ if not officially,but unoffi
cialiy - from other Wer;·;;Grn countries and from Poland, I re
gret even more now that our RussiEm colleagues were not able 
to be here, in spite of my repented letters, to present their 
point of view" 

CAVALLETTI: Thank you again, Pi"ofessor Arnaldi, for your invi
tation" I must say that I didn't always state the official 
point of view of the Italian Government" Sometimes, I did, 

·but sometimes .I also stated my own personal opinion. So don't 
take everything I have said as official, because a great part 
of what I said was just a personal feeling. Thank you again. 



The U.N. and PeaceKeeping 
William Epstein: Tues. 21/6/66- 11:30 

Irrespective of what progress it makes in implementing 
the economic, , the anti-colonial, the social, the legal and 
the other provisions of its Charter, unless the United Nations 
succeeds in maintaining international peace and securit~ the 
United Nations will not continue to exist. This is its main 
purpose and the most important in its activities. 

The League of Nations broke down for many reasons as 
you know. One of the reasons given for the failure of the Lea 
gue is that it had no international police force; so when the 
UN Charter was signed in San Francisco, speCific provisions 
were made for international forces at the disposai of the Se~ 
curity Council, which is the body having primary responsibil
ity for peace and security. In Chapter VII of the Charter, 
dealing wi. th Enforcement measures, specific p:-ovision was made: for 
ooonomic, mi.li tary md other sanctions, for ihe- creation af a military 
Staff Cl:lmmi tee, md for forces 1D te PLaced at ihe disposal af ihe Security 
Council to enforce peace and security. It was also provided 
that decisions of the Security Council under Chap. VII would 
be binding on all states. It is strange that these specific 
provisions of the United Nations Charter, which were intended 
to rectify, or remedy defects in the League of Nations system 
by providing international forces to deter and prevent breaches 
of the peace and acts of aggression have never been applied 
and remain unimplemented. Except, perhaps, for its decisions 
regarding Rhodesia the Security Council has taken all other 
decisions not under its enforcement powers under Chap. VII of 
the Charter, but rather under Chap. VI, where its decisions 
are not binding but are recommendations to the parties. De
spite some contrary opinions, most students of the United Na 
tions feel that, although it has not succeeded in preventing 
all conflicts or restoring peace in all cases, it has, never 
theless, operated with considerable success in halting wars 
or armed conflict. 

Even i:r:t..,.;the case of Kcx-ea ~a 1950 to 1953, when; a 
Uni tec!-Nat~ force was assembled to ·.defend South Korea from 
~tack by North Korea, the de0jsion of t.t>.e Security Council 
was taken und8T· Chap, VT <>f -;~!.:_;:) c:-_:.-?..~:·te;·· aY):.:,. ·.nFJ,:-3 only a recom
mendatJ.<rtt ·tc ·:;:t-:t.e ·,~a~r.' ~"(tl.f:' ·,Jl( .. :~·cL'l .. '::::,c· :ii~. X::yt·,:;~_,_ were not un
der di:cec·r; LYN UGlYtrt_..,~:,_, s:tnce -~118 1J:n.itt":d Sta.tes of America was 
named in the Korean resolution as the United Nations' Command. 
The Korean case is also unique as the only instance where an 
actual fighting force, a police force, was set up with the 
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specific function of taking military action in order to r.sl_ 
store international peace and secur:i.ty. What the United. N:! 
tions has tried to do in cases of armed conflict is to call 
on the parties to end the hostilities, to achieve a truce or 
cease fire in the fighting, to fre~:ze the si tuati=n and 
then to restore a peaceful situatjon by encouraging the 
machinery cf pacific settlement to try to bring about a P2. 
li tical solution of the dispute. The United Ne.tions peace 
forces, have sometimes been compared to a fire brigade that 
goes out merely to put out the fire and leave it to other 
people to determine what was really the cause orwhat has 
to be done to restore the situation or prevent a repitition. 

There are two kinds of peacekeeping operations and 
all kinds of intermediate blendings between them. One kind 
is known as an observation mission . and the other kind is 
actually a peacekeeping force. The observation missions are 
usually small and consist of a group of military observers 
(I think the largest group consisted of some 700 military 
observers on the Israel-Arab truce or armistice line). The 
task of the observers is either.to supervise an armistice or 
truce or, more often, to supervise a cease-fire agreement. 
As I said1 the first thing the UN has tried to do in a case 
of conflict, was to attain a ceasefire to stop the fighting 
in order to prevent the conflict from spreading or escalat 
ing. Then the United Nations sends observers there to check 
on the cease fire and to act as a brake on those who might 
want to violate the cease fire. While, in almost all cases 
there are some violations of cease fire agreements, never
theless, the fact that you have impartial international o£ 
servers there, the fact that you have machinery and an in
strument for hearing and investigating complaints about Vi£ 
lations and making reports on them, makes it possible on 
the whole, to preserve peace and security. 

The second kind of peRce keeping operation consists 
in haYing actual military fo:cces not as fighting forC'es but 
as peacekeeping forces. 'l'hd ·· pc:· :'_.)Of;e is to put them22~.·;-es 
between the oppcaing hostile sides or fcrues, to keep them 
apart and to er;ta'!->1 ish sitvat:;_~,,1S en.d an:as of peace. The 
number of such peace keeping forces has varied from some 
3500 in Cyprus to as many Es 20,000 in the Congo. These for 
ces, unlike thuse in Korea, Nere true international forces 
in the sense tby!; they carne under the !J.irer:t jurisdiction 
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of the Secretary General acting on the instructions of 
the Security Council and of the General Assembly~ Because 
of the difficulty in agreeing on every little specific step 
and on everyday to day administrative or operating instruc
tion in a political or deliberative body li'"e the Security 
Council or the General Assembly, the tendency grew to give the 
Secretary General a broad mandate to go ahead and imple
ment, to take charge and supervise, the work of the peac~ 
keeping forces. 

Since these peace-keeping :.t'orces where established 
by the Security Council under Chapter VI of the Charter, 
where the decisions are merely recommandations, the forces 
could only go to countries or areas of fighting with the 
full and free consent of the countries whose territory was 
involved. Although it is not quite so clear, I think that 
the majority opinion also holds, that can only stay there 
with the full and free consent, the contin~ing consent of 
the government concerned. But this is an area which is still 
somewhat in doubt and there are some s~ggestions, perhaps 
only minority ones, that holds that once the Sec~rity Cbunc.''l, 
or the General Assembly, with the consent of a country, has 
authorized peace-keeping forces to go there, that it's not 
possible for the country by itself to throw them out with
out a fQrther decision by the Security Council or General 
Assembly, because all sorts of international, legal and PQ 
litical facts evolve from the original authorization and 
consent. Fortunatel~however, that specific situation has 
not arisen and has not had to be faced. Up unt.il now, 
wherever United Nations observation missions or peace-keen . " ..... 
ing forces have been sent nobody has wished to carry pla-
cards or paint on walls "UN go home". There is a general 
acceptance of the objectivity-, of the imJ:B.rtil.lity and of.'the 
effectiveness of the operaticn of the United Nationc :r,.,,. :;es. 

Now 1 would like to give a quick, very brief, run-do11m 
of some of the main peace keeping oper~tions. In the very early 
days of the United Nations immediately after the war, there were 
troubles in Greece and (}reece appealed to the Securi tyCbuncil. 
1947 the Security Council decided to send observers to Greece. 
They were under the supervision of a United Nations' Committee, 
th" Balkan Sub Committee and not of the Secretary General. Then 
ir. 1947-43 the United Nations sent observers to Indonesia; 
these were chosen from the nationals of Consuls in the area; 
they were a very, very small number, I don't think they ever 
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exceeded 50-100, maybe 150 at mosto It's difficult now 
to recall really the amoUnt of international tension in 
the Greek situation abd Indonesia, but at the time they 

were very, very tense and dangerous situationso Never
theless,- the interesting thing is that these little bands 
of observers could command respeyt abd obedience, and could 
help to bring the temperature do~ and bring the situation 
around to some form of stabilizatio.,-. .• 

In the Palestine case in 1948, the United Nations 
first sent in a few observers to supervise the truce br 
cease fireo In 1949 they became a permanent body recognized 
in the three Armistice Agreements established betweeri I§ 
rael on the one hand and Egypt, Jordan and Syria on the 
othero The parties accepted the United I~ations Truce Sjlpe£ 
vision cOrganization as a permanent observing bodyo I thi.nk 
it would be accurate to say that despite all difficulties 
and proble!lls, this is on-e of the most successful interna
tional operationso In that very tense and complicated 
area where feelings are often very high, to have succeeded 
on the whole, to maintain peace there, is, it seems to me 1 

an enormous entry on the credit side of the United Nations 
peacekeeping ledgero Another case was in Kashmir, where 
observers were also sent by the Security Council in 1948, 
but they are called UMOGIP (United Nations Military Obser 
ver Group in India and Pakistan)o In Kashmir and on the 
Indian-Pakistani frontier, where relations and the Situa
tion is also tense and in danger of 1:reakingout into arrried 
conflict, the observers have, with oniy rare exceptions, 
managed to keep the situation fairly well stabilized and 
peacefulo , 

The only case where the General Assembly rather 
than the Security Councii ·:stablished peacekeeping forcc;o: 
was in the qase of Suezo In 1956, when there was fighting 
in the Sinai Penninsula and Suez between British, Israeli 
and French forces against Egyp-t;, the General · ·!l.ssembly . 
created the United Nations Emerp-'1ncy Force ~EF) C"J"JP; .:ting 
of some 6000 meno Its instructiuns were to intervene be
tween the c0ntending armies in order to bring about peace 
aDd to bring about a halt in their military activity thereo 
It was an amazing operation, the first time that anything 
like it had ever been done in history in this wayo Within 
a period of something like two weeks, Secretary General 
Dag Hammarskjold managed to assemble a11 international force 
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and put them into the area wearing the UN blue helmets 
(that's why they are called 'les casques bleus•). This 
little band of some 6000 men under General Burns 
went and placed themselves between the warring armies, 
the British, the Israelis and the French on one side, . 
and the Egyptians on the other. This was a very drama
tic development and a most successful operation that re
stored peace to the area and prevented the possibility 
of a larger conflict. Now this great effort cost the 
United Nations something in the area if 20 million dol 
lars per year for a number of years. If you compare the 
amount of money spent on the actual .fighting there with 
the military budgets of the warring parties it is really 
so minuscule as to make any comparison aJmost ridiculous. In 
1958.when Lebanon was threatened by the possibility of 
outside infiltration, the UN also sent an observer group 
there, called UNJ'I[OGIL, the United Nations Military Obse!: 
ver Group in Lebanon. And here again just a few hundred 
observers managed very quickly, in a matter of weeks, to 
stabilize the situation, which some people feared could 
develop into a war, one of the real dangers of these 
small conflicts is that it is always possible that the 
big powers may be drawn into them. 

The original idea under the Chapter VII of the 
Charter to establish m~ police forces, was that the major 
powers would contribute armed forces to maintain or re
store international peace. The whole operation was to be 
carried out on the basis of the agreement of the big p~ 
wers. Unfortunatel~ the big powers,the permanent members 
of the Secur;i.ty Council,just could not agree; the armed 
forces envisaged by Chapter VII of the Charter were never 
establishe~ in fact, the great powers even gave up trying 
early in 1946 or 1947. On the dher hand, the small peace 
keeping forces drawn from the middle or the little powers 
were set up in the cases I have mentioned and quickly 
brought about some pacifj.cati01.:s; they moved into ~;,_,, 

vacuum or the breach and thus made it difficult or im
possible or unnecessary for the big powers, who have in
terests even in little incidents or disputes anywhere in 
the world, to go in or become directly involved·themselves. 
If once the big powers go into these tense arc:as of con
flict with their forces, then the situation becomes very 
very much more dangerous. But if the United Wations can fill 
the vacuum and go in there and thus make it possible for 
the great powers to stay out or more difficult for any of 
them to go in, then the dangers of the conflict and the 

! 
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and the possibilities of halting the actual fighting and 
of stabilizing the conflict and of working towards a peac~ 
ful settlement are infinitely greater. 

The largest operation that the United. Nations ever un• 
dertook was in 1960 ih t:de Congo. There. the Se cur~ ty Council 
set up what they called dNUC fo:t the French initials "Oper§: 
tion ·des Nations Uriis a~ Congo". During this operation, the 
United Nations forces and the Secretary G·eneral became the 
objects of criticism by the original Cbngolese government 
from the Soviet Union and also from some western powers, 
paroicularly Belgium, France and the United KingQom. This 
was really a large operation with as many as 20,000 troops 
at one time from some 20 different small countrieS. But 

. ' here there was an extraordinary situation; there was not 
only the ordinary question of conflict between contending 
factions and. groups, but in the Congo practically the whole 
Administration of law and order collapsed, and the United 
Nations moved in1 not only to maintain international peace 
and security, but also to assist the government of the COli£ 

try in maintaining law and order, internal law and order and 
to help the ordinary civilian administration of the govern
ment to continue in being. The whole cotmtry was on the 
verge of anarchy and in danger of splitting up into anum 
ber of parts. Katanga,for example 1 attempted to secede and 
set up a separate state. This operation cost the UN about 
_one hundred million dollars per year, which again is a 
very small sum when compared with the figures we have 
heard here of 150 or 1?0 billion dollars a year spent 
for armaments. So to spend one hundred million dollars per 
year is really an insignificant sum for such an important 
task, not only in keeping the big powers ::"rom active confro£ 
tation in the area, but in preserving the country, in main
taining law and order, and preserving human life. It was no 
part of the UN mandate to wage war; their mandate was to go 
in there to create peace, to re-estatlish the peace- Sow<:Jtimes 
the UN forces were in a sm"C:.vich .. >etween contending f"~-·'-'as and 
sometimes they were openly attacked and fired on. They are 
however authorized to defend themselves when attacked; they 
must have this right and they carry as a rule only small arms 
but in the Congo they often carried more than small arms; 
they had armed vehicles, air support and other things and 
towards the very end, I think it was in January 1963, they 
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did actually become engaged ih actual fighting with regular 
or irregular forces to prevent these forces taking over cer 
tain territones, from which they had previously been exclu~ 
ed. This is one of the few cases where UN forces were even 
for a very short period of time engaged in actual fighting. 
Finally in 1963 the peacekeeping operation was ~ompleted 
and it was possible to withdraw the UN forces. 

In 1963, another unusual and unique event occured 
which in a way comes under the heading of "peacekeeping". 
You will recall that in 1948 when Indonesia was created as 
an independent state, the governments of Indonesia and the 
Netherlands agreed that what came to be known as West Irian 
which at one time was known as Western New Guinea, should 
be dealt with later. In 1963, after much arguing and contention, 
they agreed that West Irian should become part. of the terri 
tory of Indonesia. In order to assist this transition and 
to make sure that it would happen without any threat or 
breach of the peace, it was agreed by both parties, that the 
United Nations should set up a United Nations• Temporary 
Executive Authority (UNTEA). During the transition period 
which iasted some six months or nine months, the United Na 
tions actually acted as a sort of governing body. It was -
assisted by a force of 1500 men, drawn from Pakistan, in or 
der to preserve law and order during the transition period. 
And for the first time a new principle was adopted; as a r~ 
sUtt of the dispute about the financing of UNEF and the UN 
force in the Congo, it was agreed by the parties that they 
would share the cost of the operation. Accordingly Indonesia 
and the Netherlands reimbursed the United Nations for the 
cost of the UNTEA operation.However, this case constituted 
a matter of the UN becoming the administering authority of 
the country for the purpose of insuring a smooth transfer of 
authority rather than a typical peacekeeping, or peace ob
servation operation. 

In the same year, 1963, the only really clear failure 
of the United Nations in the peacekeeping field occc•.pief. in 
the case of the Yemen. A United Nu~ions Observation mission in 
the Yemen was set up by agreement between the parties, bffiween 
South Arabia, the Government of Yemen, the fighters in Yemen 
and the United Arab Republic. Observers were sent there to
gether with a United Nations• representative and their job 
was to observe the cease fire which had been negotiated. 
In this case, after a few months they actually reported their 
i~ability to carry out their peacekeeping mandate. This is 
the only case I know of that resulted in the absolute fail
ure of a United Nations' peace keeping.mission. 
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Then we come tb the Cyprus case in 1964 and here 
there were severai new precedents established. Once again 
a peace keepirlg force that reached about 6000 men,· was set up 
by the Security Council of the United Nations to help the 
peace in Cyprus. The largest element in this pea~e kaping 
force was the contingent of troops of the United Kingdom. 
This was the first time that a great power, one of the 
permanent members of the Security Council, had its forces 
included in a peace keeping mission. This was again due 
to the fact of agreement of the parties, not only of the 
two contending factions in Cyprus but also the agreement 
of Greece and Turkey, Secondly, ihstead of giving an in
determinate mandate, the force is kept there for repeated 
periods of three or six months. This was due perhaps to the 
fear that once you bring in the United Nations peace-keeE 
ing forces, the tendency is for them to stay on. Since 
questions of peacekeeping involve the maintenance of inter 
national peace and security, international responsibility 
flows from it and its not a responsibility which can be 
lightly started or ended. In this case, a new princ~e was 
adopted to give the UN force very short period Of three 
months or six months. Before the expi~ation of each period 
of three or six months, it was necessary to obtain a re
newed mandate from the Security Council. In the Cyprus case 
there were three new elements: a mediator was sent out to 
attempt political mediation, while the UNFICYP (UN Force in 
Cyprus) kept the peace; a great power contributed troops 
in -the tNFICYP; a very Eh'ort pariod of time vas fixed for -the ]:BacekeeE 
:ing operation, o.nd the I£ ace-making mediation f.;.nctiorr·p:-oceeded 
side by side with the I£ace-keepingfunction, And in this case 
because of the difficulties over the financing, they adopl 
ed a new principle of voluntary assessment. The force is 
paid for entirely from voluntary contributions from mem
bers of the United Nations .•. Because · of the difficulty in 
obtaining sufficient volurnary contributions, the fcrces 
were progressively reduced :from 6000 to, I think now, 
some 3500 men. But this little band of 3500 men, because 
of the authority and prestige of the United Nations and 
the support of its members, has managed to keep the peace 
in Cyprus. 

The last instance of a United Nations peacekeeE 
ing mission, and this was a more successful one, was that 
of the observation mission sent to India and Pakistan in 

1965. It was called UNIPOM (UN India-Pakistan Observation 
Mission) and was a separate missi~n from UNMOGIP which 
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continued its observation task on the cease fire line 
in Kashmir. In the Summer of 1965 fighting broke out in 
Kasbmir and soon spread to the border between India and 
West Pakistan with forces of the two countries entering 
each other's territory outside of Kaehl!lir. 1'he S cur:i.ty 
Cour..cil called for a cease fire BJ::>.d the wi thd.r·awal of 
their troops behind their ovm bov .. c'ldaries and reqae;:•i;ed the 
Se0reta:ry General to provide the necessary a~;sist2,nce to 
c:;" "' .. ~"" -'-·h o f.;--,. . d W.: -rl,.., ~ .,.... '·~1 f f'"' ,..., -.eo my., o ... -U}H'.~l\•.L.::.8 t.. 8 C82.-u8 ~..1. 8 an .L .Ji.i.G..•.aWe-1. 0 · ... :r'v•":-•-'o .L..~.._\.,.. 

p;:~r·t.ie3 agJ:"'eGd to cease fi~e and the Secretary Get'!.eral 
sent out t}'le Ul'-TII'C'III ccnsi~ti:::1.g of a·t:vut SO cbe,e:r-~7e~-:-s to 
Il,_d'a a···-' 1.h;,-; ~-l·an fi"Oll! 10 c·i·' -'-he c•;,~J l~r noo,1 I"'i ~nl e r,.~ • ..1- tl.'..J. -'·a_~ ..I... .:;J 1 .. . . - V i...J.:..UCA· - '-' • c;.,.;_ ... ......_ -•-- \...~· ....... J:'w"':. 

v.;-e:rs .. Although there \V•3re charges of viols.:Lions of the 
cea:Ja fire by each sid8 1· ne.,.tertlJ.eless the cee.se f:i.re 
did not eolle.pse and, as a resul·t of aethm both by the 
Securi-t:~· cocmeil a:c!d outside of it by the great pcwers1 
the dG:n.gerous flare vp vms kept under cciu-Grol and 
brcorgt;.t to a.':l endo In this respect, the FN's efrerts were 
greatly helped by the Tashkent agnlement. 

As I said, there were <'J<JJ,,_c 26 cou:n.trj_es in all 
wh!.ch at one time or anr>ther hacl supi;li eel forces to the 
Uni·:;ed Nations peace observation or peace lct"ep:i.ng missions 

and all these forces had been sup11b.-ed V<)llmtE>xily by 
these different countries at the c:cc.J.l of the SecretRry 
General and with the consent of the host govsrrm;::;c·cs 
which had agreed to accept th81'1o As a resFl t of -~his 
experienc:e 1 the idea develored of h'l-ving ";1to.nil--hy" 
fore es? th8 initiative he :re was tG.kQ:!J. by ·t:he Sc2.D.Ctina vi8.n 
ecuntri en, Canada, and the N etherlandlO/: The ScaDdir:aviclll 
countries, Canada and IJ:·eland, I tl'.ink l-;.avo been part;i
cipants in every or nem·ly every peacekN-ping ope.::-Ri;ion 
of the United Nations from the time the~· becsn\e ffi8li'.bers 
of the Organization. TheEB countries O.ecidcd to earmark 
special units of their armed forces to serve at the 
call of the United l'rations for peace keeping missj .-:-ne. 
It is a very comforting thing fe-r the Secretary General 
to be able to know th8.t he can get these forGGS and really 
quickly becawce when they are needed they are neecJ.ed 
very quie1·ly. Both in the case of the. Sue<~ and the case 
of the Congo, UN forces were on hand within two weeks, 
which is a remar-kn.r;l:f fat operation, coiJ.sidering all 
the complexities. 'i'here ha·ve been severD.l attECmpts in 
tr~ 'Jnit<>r1 Nations to get res:::lutions throue;h, for 
kc_:.-i:ijfing -us t Clhd by 11 forces on :J. more or les3 ccn
tinuing basis but the Soviet Union, F ranee' and some-
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other countries say this concept of "stand by" forces is 
contrary to the Charter, that the Charter says that armed 
forces must be supplied under Chqter 7, Articles 43 and 
47 through the Security. Council and the Military Staff Co!!! 
mittee. It is wath recalling that all of these peacekeep
ing missions have been established by the Security Cotincil, 
with the sole exception of UNEF (the UN force in Sinai·and 
Suez) which was created by the General Assembly in 1956; 
All th.e others were established by the Secud ty Council with 
the consent, or at 1 east without the opposition of the So
viet Union and France who have the right of veto in th~ Se . -
curity Council. It is true that after some further actions 
were vetoed in the Security Councii, the General Assembly 
continued to deal with the matters under the Uniting for 

I . • 

Peace Resolution. 
The problems of having to integrate such forces 

are immense. They speak different languages, they have ~if 
ferent weapons, they get different ra-tes of pay,. they come 
from different areas in the world, their uniforms are not 
necessarily ideal for the actual locality to which they mqv 
be going, and most of them know very little about the lo
cality where they are going. The ordinary problems of mak
ing an army rwtJ. smoothly, ·the logistical and the cominand 
problems are difficult enough; when you do it in an in
ternational force they are compounaed many, many times. 

un one 1.n1. ol.a ,;i v.e or· the 1JaJ1aa.1.an gov ernmen-c, a 
meeting was called in ,Canada, I think it was in 1964, to 
which more than 20 countries came ---- I think almost ·
every country which had ever< participated in the peace
keeping operations ---- to discuss the technical and logis 
tical problems in order to see what was necessary to keep
forces armed and prepared for quick use by the United Nations 
Thus, while it is not possible to get a directive or reso
lution through the UN for such forces to be called j_ntc be 
ing on a stand by basis, a number of countries are doing 
tt on their own and they are training their forces for UN 
purposes, so that they will be very quickly ar1d readily 
available when needed. This is also a very interesting 
development from the point of view of international law 
and politics where countries of their own accord are 
volunteering not merely the payment, but the provision and 
the training and the keeping of armed contingents, so 
that they will be ready for UN service. 
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The question of financing led to a very serious 
problem in the United Nationso A number of countries, of 
which the most important are the Soviet Union and France 
took the position that the UNEF forces and costs and the 
Congo forces and costs were illegal under the Charter, and 
refused to pay for these forceso The Secretary General 
finally reported in 1965 that 16 countries, including the 
Soviet Union and France were in arrears more than two years 
in their assessmentso The UoSo took the position, and so 
did the United Kingdom and a number of other countries, 
that under Arto 19 these countries lost their right to 
vote in the General Assemhlyo The Soviet Union, F~ance ~d 
other countries said that these assessments were illegal 
and hence no legal action under Arto 19 Was possibleo The 
General Assembly had referred the question of the legality 
of this charge to the International Court of Justice for 
an advisory opinion and in 1962 the International Cout of 
Justice by majority vote, I think 9 to 5, said that the 
assessments were legal; in fact the majority went further 
and said that the General Assembly could, under the United 
for Peace Resolution, set up these peaceforces when the 
Security Council was paralyzed by a vetoo The General A~ 
sembly by a majority resolution, accepted this advisory 
opinion of the International Court of Justice, and in 
the following year, by Assembly resolution in 1963, the 
General Assembly passed1 adopted a resolution, setting 
down the principles for sharing the cost of peace-keeping 
activities by the Members of the Ul'L In 1964 when the 
Secretary General reported these 16 countries were in 
arrears, the United Nations really was confronted with 
the greatest constitutional crisis in its history,- be
cause the Soviet Union and France took the position that 
these were illegal assessments; that. each country could 
reserve the right to inteprete the Charter itself; that 
the opinion of the Internati.onal Court was merely an o
pinion and was not .binding on th,_-;m; that the recommeY:.:J;2c 
tions of the. ~meral Assembly in the resolutions that had 
beenadopted c6ncerning the matter were merely recommend§: 
tions and were not binding on them; and that they were 
not required to pay for illegal peace keeping activities 
and hence that the Article 19 had no application and they 
could not be deprived of their voteso The United States 
took the position that if they would not pay, they would 
be deprived of their voteso They said that if they were 
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deprived of their votes, they would walk out. This con
fronted the United Nations with a basic problem in a very 
sharp and acute form. The United Nations, when the Char
ter was signed, was really founded on the assumption of 
great power unanimity, or at least sufficient acq·:ie,scence 
by the.great powers to permit the organization to operate. 
There is no way in the world you can compel a great power 
to do something against its will except by only two means: 
firstly, by the use of force, Which, in the case of a 
great power, means war, which is obviously ecluded or 
secondly, by the force or influence of public opinion, 
Which is measured or influenced by the votes of the Mem
bers of the United Nations. One test of what is just or 
correct is the vote of the n<in,;_aligned countries, Who 
because they are not allied to either of the two great 
power blocs are regarded as uncommitted and as l:eing ther~ 
fore Jess :illvolved, and iherefore capable of taking a more'D 
obj eCtJ. ve view I know there are those who disagree with 14at 
point of view, but t know no other way you eau determine 
what is the opinion of the international community or 
world, what is just or unjust, except by the registration 
of votes in the United Nations. This is a far from per
fect instrument, but until a better one is perfected, it 
is the only practical way to go about it. The United Na
tions' Charter is a living tree, not a document which is 
forever frozen by the circumstances of 1945 but a dynamic 
thing which can and should develop and evolve. The United 
Nations has in fact evolved and developed but it was dis
covered or re-discovered that there is no way of forcing 
a great power to do something it regards as against its 
vital interests. There are those who say that the United 
Nations suffers some paravsis because the Peoples Republic 
of China is not represented there. Can you visualize how 
the Organization could operate effectively if the United 
States or the Soviet Union or France were to walk out. 

As a result of this vie/\1 of the Organization the 
arguments about Art. 19 Nent on for a long time. The 19th 
session of the General Assembly in 196'1 did not operate, 
that is,although it met it could not take any action be
cause the United States said that if any votes were taken 
it would insist on the application of Article 19 and many 
countries felt that if the Soviet Union was deprived of its 
voting rights 1it would walk out. Finally, after the passage 
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of time and further reflection, the United States decided 
not to insist on the application of Art. 19 because they 
said it was better to preserve the Charter and the Organi 
zation than tb insist on the legalities of the implement~ 
tion of Art. 19 •. 

A special committee on peace keeping known as the 
"Committee of' 33" was set up' to try to solve the problem 
regarding peacekeeping. To find a solution to this problem 
is like squaring a circle. How cart you persuade great po
wers who say that certain types of peacekeeping action 
are illegal except when authorized by the Security Coug 
cil and that only the Security Council can fix the asses~ 
ments for the ·costs of peacekeeping with the views of others 
that only the General Assembly can fix the assessments for 
all costs of the United Nations? Since there is no way you 
can compelwy great power to do anything in this field a
gainst its will and since there are limits to the amount of 
pressure which can be exerted by fue smaller count:eies .. and 
the power and the influence of public op1n1on, one had to 
face the problem of how to resolve the deadlock. The nations 
of the world are now negotiating in the Committee of 33 but 
I foresee no early solutions for the problem of which body 
can authorize peacekeeping operations and which one can 
make the assessments.therefore. 

It is possible that in the future the great powers 
will come to rely more and more on the Security Council 
for the implementation of peace keeping, where they do 
have the veto over actions they oppose. However, as I undex 
stand the situation,. some of the great powers, and many of 
the non-aligned small powers, want the General Assembly 
to retain its right to interver.!!'. in peace-keeping situations 

·when the Security Council is prevented from doing so be
cause of a veto. The small and the non-aligned powers 
who insist on the right of the General Assembly, have a 
real and powerful voice therG, ar;:5. they have voted to c<l 
tinue its peace keeping functions. They have agreed with 
those great powers who say that the Security Council mere 
ly has primary responsibility but not sole responsibility 
in this .field, 
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In any case it seems clear that the United Nations 
will at least for the immediate future, have to rely on vo
luntary assessments, as they are doing now in Cyprus, until 
they can come to some agreement on how assessments should 
be made obligatory for peace keeping functions. There are 
many formulas which ban be put forward as to how to impl~ 
ment the United Nations peace keeping operations, but 
since politics is the art of the possible, sometimes the 
best course is to accept what is feasible. And we see that 
it does work. The United Nations is preservingJBace :in Cyprus 
on a. volUntary rnsessment 1:asis md V'Ov.ld be a very very sorry 
fuinG for the world, if it did not_ and could not do so even 
on a_voluntary assessment basis. Sometimes you can not 
achieve the best and you have to be content with the gbod> 

Now, if I might JUSt draw a few principles or coil 
clusions from this brief outi±ne of the hisury of the trnited 
Nations forces. Firstly, that these UN forces excspt those 
in Korea wer.e meant to be conflict-reducing peace forces, 
not fighting forces. Secondly, that with the sole exception 
of Cyprus the contingents of the peace f9rces were drawn, 
not from the permanent members of the Security Council but 
from the smaller powers because this was really the desire 
of the host country. The host countries feel more comfort
able with troops of small powers on their territories than 
with troops of great powers. Moreover the great powers seem 
to recognize that it is in their mutual interests not to 
have their troops in some peace-keeping operations; the 
great po~s also get nervous about little conflagrations 
and conflicts because they can sometimes get drawn in a
gainst the~r real wishes; sometimes they are afraid that the 
other side is liable to go in and then they .might have to 
go in too, and this might ;_nvolve them in the possibility 
of a confrontation that they do not really want. So often 
the great powers are quite content to have peacekeeping 
forces drawn from only smaller powers, particularly since 
the host countries prefer it that way. Thirdly, these fo8'l-C~ 

keeping forces can operate only with the consent of the 
rost country; as to whether this consent and permission for 
them to remain must continue throughout, is something not 
yet clarified; I might guess that the majority opinion 
would hold that such continued consent was necessary, but 
no actual case has yet arisen, and the outcome might de
pend on the facts of each situation. One of the ad-vantages 
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about UN forces as compared to others, is that the host coun 
tries know that the UN-doesn 't really attempt to interfere' 
in their internal affairs, particularly when the troops are· 
from smaller countries. In the case of the big powers, be
cause of their huge influence, the tremendous influence they 
can exercise in so many different ways, there is the possibi 
lity that they might try to influence the internal develop
ments in a country, whereas these host countries know that 
the United Nations does not and. cannot try to influence the. 
political developments of a country except through trying to 
achieve agreement and conciliation through the provisions 
and' processes of the Charter. Usually the UN does not attempt 
to bring about political settlements through its peace-keep-' 
ihg,operations. Their function is not peace-making and even 
ih those instances where mediators are appointed in addition 
to peace~keeping forces, the mediators usually act indipend~ 
ently of the forces and follows a different line of authority 
to the Security Council or the General Assembly or the Seer~ 
tary General. 

In this picture I tried to dra~ it becomes clear 
that every sutuation varies from every other one; each case 
is more or less sui generis. Hence, when suggestionsare rrade 
about having standing UN peace-keeping forces, the enormuos 
problems of the financing,-. stationing, deployment and command 
make these suggestions unrealistic in present circumstances. 
Dag Hammerskjold recommended against creating standing UN 
forces, because he said, and I think this is the position of 
U-Thant also, that ev·ery situation is unique and you cannot 
visualize standing forces that would be able to meet all 
situations. It would seem, on the whole, better to rely on 
stand by forces rather than on a standing army for the UN. 
Certain great powers are op})osed to the ide::J. of standing 
armies and forces and, without the cooperation or at least 
the acquiscence of the great powers, it is not possible for 
such constitutional problems to be resolved. 

Another question that arjses, and has been 2.sked 
by many people, is whether these peace-keeping forces, which 
succeed in tamping down and putting out the flames of a 
conflict, do they not have the effect of preventing or at 
least postponing the peaceful settlement a solution of poli! 
ical disputes? It is argued by some that the very fact that 
you take the heat out of the situation, the very fact that 
people are m longer killing each other, tends in rrake it a little less 
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urgent to arrive at a peaceful settlement of the dispute 
not only on the part of the great powers, and the other 
Members of the United Nations, but even on the part of the 
parties themselves. There may be some truth in this com
plaint :or charge, but the answers in so far as any.answer. 
exists, is that it is better to postpone a political settl~ 
ment, than to.have the dispute fuir up or explode.into 
fighting. Perhaps there is a possibility for the United Na 
tions to concehtrate a little more on trying to bring about 
.the settlement bf some of these long standi~g conflicts and 
disputes .rather than in confining itself mainly to pu~ting 
out the flame1 stopping the fighting, achieving a cease fire 
•and mairitain:lng br restoring international peace. Another 
int~re~ting development in peacekeeping operations is that 
the role of the Secretary General has grown greatly. The 
Secretary General was given important powers under the Cha£ 
ter; he has similar powers to those of a state in being 
able to bring to the attention of the Security Council threats 
to the peace or a situation which could.endanger the inter
national peace. Under the development, evolution if you like, 
of these peacekeeping operations of the United Nations, if 
you try to be too precise or detailed in the resolutions in 
the Security Council, it may be difficult to get agreement 
and some country or other may find some clause not~ its 
liking. Hence, there has been a tendency merely to adopt 
simple resolutions and to leave it to the UN Secretary General 
to implement the resolutions. The countries had confidence 
in the Secretary General and know he was not promoting the 
interest of any side, but only promoting the interest of the 
United Nations, During the Congo crisis, when one of the 
great powers, the Soviet Unio·n and to a lesser degree some 
other great powers, said that the·Secretary General was 
really going beyond his powers. But under any Secretary 
General the same tendencies are likely to develop because 
you have to have somebody to takE; d.ay to day; perhaps minute 
to minute decisions when you have an operation of this sort 
you cannot go back to the Security Council every few hours 
or every day for interpretation of its resolution. On the 
whole the situation is workable if 'there is oonfidence :i.n.ihe Solcre 
tary <EnerB.L fue Solcretary <EnerB.l keeps 'the rembers of 'the Solcuri ty 
Council informed privately and informally through direct cog 
versations and also through formal reports, which are con~ 
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sidered publicly in the Security Council. 
The overall conclusion I would like to draw, al 

though t know that not everybody agrees with this, but I 
would like to submit it to your considerations, is that the 
amazing fact is not that the United Nations has nLt been. 
able to carry out all of the provisions of the Charter, im 

' -
plement them all; and has failed,in some of its goals and 
objectives, but rather the wonder is that, with all the 
problems and difficulties arid the cbnfrontations it had to 
live ihrough<lurihgihese 20 years, that it ms mt only survived 
but has done as well as it has. It has developed new tech 

· niques which were not tried or tested at the time the ChaE 
ter was adopted; it has developed a new "know how" 1 new 
expertise; and in dealing with difficult disputes where 
many governments had failed, the United Nations has succeed 
ed very well in maintaining or restoring international peaca 
Perhaps it has succeeded better in its job of peacekeeping 
than in its job of peace-making. I hope and I'm sure all of 
you hope that this process and this success will continue. 
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EPSTEIN: G~n~ral Surv~y of Disarmament 

Mon. June 13 1966 16:00 

(Thank you Prof. Amaldi). I have been asked to give 
a general background survey of the problem of disarmament, 
a sort of historical perspective of what has gone on these 
twenty years. I don't intend to go into what occurred at 
the various peace conferences before the first world war 
or what occurred in the.1eague of Nations, although some 
of the things that were acheived during the time of the 
League of Nations, for example the Geneva Protocol of 1925 
banning bacterial, chemical and gas warfare, still have 
validity and legality to~day. What I intend to do is to 
give you a brief review of what has happened in the field 
of disarmament after W.W. II and from the United Nation's 
point of view. 

For the past 20 years in the Uhi ted Nations they 
have discussed disarmament in the Security Council and at 
d:nost every session of the General Assembly, as well as 
in many differe:p.t commissions arid ,committees set up to 
deal with the whole prbblem or some sp~cific aspects of 
it, varying in composition from two to the full member
ship of the United Nations, which is nbw 117. The qu~stion 
was discussed in thousands of m~etings and the amount of 
documents and records that have been accumulated could 
literally cover the entire wall of this room. For many 
many years, nothing was achieved and yet in 1963 we have 
what turned out to be a vintage year. That was the year 
of achievement when several important agreements were 
signed. In June 1963 the United States and the Soviet Un 
ion entered into what came to be known as the "hot line 
agreement" for a communications link between Moscow and 
Washington. In August 1963 they signed the partial test 
ban treaty which has now been signed by one hundred and 
ten countries. In October 1963, at the General Assembly 
the United-States and the Soviet Union entered into an 
agreement, not to put nuclear weav~ns or other mass de-· 
struction weapons in orbit, or station them in outer 
space and that agreement was endorsed by the General As. 
sembly and made universal. In addition to that, we saw 
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something develop in 1963 and 1964 which came to be called 
the "policy of mutual example" or reciprocal, unilateral 
disarmament measures which took the form of budgetary re
ductions and unilateral decisions for a cutback in the pr£ 
duction of fissionable material for military purposes. 

Despite all the enormous efforts and the successes 
of ,1963-64, we have a paradoxical situation that the arms 
race has tended to increase and accelerate. I don't know 
what the exact figure is but I have heard figures ranging 
from 120 billion dollars (that is 120 thousand million · 
dollars in European terms) a year and up to 170 billion 
dollars a year as the total world expenditure for arma~ 
ments. It is unnecessary to stress to a group of the na
ture of this one what this means in terms of the waste of 
resources and potentialities which could be used for better 
purposes.. Nevertheless, as the arms race intensified so 
have the attempts to achieve disarmament intensified. At 
one time or another almost every leading world figure has 
said that disarmament was the most important political 
problem in the world and most people seem convinced df this 

. ·and yet we seem to be in a position where it is impossible 
or so it seems at the moment, to make any great headway 
in grappling With the prbblem. 

What I would like to do is to give you just a quick 
sort of personal bird's .. eye view, a panoramic view as I 
see it, of what's gone on these twenty years to see'whether 
there are some lessons which can be learned f.or the fu
ture discussions of disarmament and peace because there 
is a very high correlation between those two subjects. 

Now in 1946 immediately after the war, the world 
faced the question of disarmament and the new situation 
that existed as a re'sul t of the discovery of the atomic 
bomb. The first resolution, (resolution I) of the United 
Nations is the resolution on the peaceful use and th8 
control on atomic energy. It laid down four propositions: 
that scientific information should be exchanged for the 
use of atomic energy for peace; that atomic energy should 
be'controlled so as to ensure that it would be used only 
for peaceful purposes; that all atomic weapons should be 
eliminates as well as all weapons of mass destruction; 
and that there should be effective safeguards by way of 
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inspection and other means td make sure there was no eva 
siorL The resolution also set up a.ri Atomic Energy Con\mi ttee 
Which was the first coil1Iilittee set up in the United Nations. 

The United States delegation under the leadership 
of Bernard Baruch, put forward what came to be known as 
the "Baruch Plan" which had three or four main principles> 
There should be an international authority, an internatiog 
al development and control authority, which would 01vn all 
atomic material, all nuclear fuel and all source material 
It would have the· ownership, the operation and the manag~ 
ment of all non-dangerous facilities and would license 
them to the individual governments for peaceful uses> The 
Soviet Union opposed this plan on the ground that it was 
an interference with national sovereignity and the internal 
affairs of countries, and it urged the prohibition of nu
clear weapons as the first step and the destruction of all 
bombs. The United States opposed this and said that it did 
not provide anY safeguards against violations and evasions. 
Thus, from the very beginning there was a developing dead
lock, After three years of the most intensive discussion 
the Atomic Energy Commission adopted what was later ap
proved by the General Assembly as the United Nations Plan 
for the control of atomic energy. This was basically the 
Baruch Plan with 'some variations and it was adopted 
by a vote of 46 in f'avor and only the Soviet Union and its 
allies opposed. Nevertheless, majority yotes in this field 
do not bring agreement. You can perhaps organize some col
lective security or peace keeping forces without ~-11 )O'<rars 
u:...l L ;ou..l ~,.;.J.nJ..'lV u or.:;J .. niz.s d.is._.E -__ ;, ·- .... nl; j_ ~~.10 -_;_ G ~L!u rr: :, _; ~1r· ·Jo··;i0J..· _j 

or agains I; the will of a m:1jor l')o·ac;r. '£his a field where y:n 
c:J.n only O:JGrate with full and frec;ly- n0,0otiated consent of 
every- im:Jortant power. Despite the a:Jproval of the United 
Nations there was a deadloclc 

In November 194G, the General Assembly also adopted 
a resolution on the general princ;-()les for the regulat:'cG:; 
and redu.ction of armon1cnts; this dealt with the whole qwstion 
of disarmament. It recommended that :tche Security Cou.ncil mould 
formulate 'Jractical measures according to their priority to 
achieve t!1e reduction and re:s-u.lation of armament ::rJd m"'lled forces. 
It also recommended the withdrawg,l of the armed forces first 
fitom the enemy or ex-enemy >.zrritorics nnd fu.on from othor \Brri tories 
rhc.:n condiGions tnrmitted; it also mcommended ·ihe gmero.l {Z'ogressive 
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balancad reduction of all armed forces. A commission was 
created by the Security Council, called the Commission for 
Convenient Armaments, which met at the same time, in para1 
lel with the Atomic Energy Commission, to bring about•the 
reduction of armaments. Here the Soviet Union proposed an 
immediate plan for a one third reduction of all arm8d fo~ 
ces and all armaments of the great powers. The Western PQ 
wers opposed this, saying that first of all you had to 
know what was the armament situation and, under the leader 
ship of France, they proposed a census, an international 
censu2; all countries should.dSclose what their armed foE 
ces and armaments were, then they would be verified and 
then you would be in a position to negotiate the reductions. 
The Soviet Union said this was (a statement which after
wards came to be crystallized in the prTase"control with
out disarmament") merely a mean:.: of gathering military in
telligence about the armed forces and armaments of every 
country and they said 'ho", that first you had to make a 
decision to reduce and then afterwards you could go ahead 
and check to see that the reductions were carried out. The 
Western Powers also argued at that time that you also had 
to establish the security arrangements under the United 
Nations Charter set up the international police forces 
under Article 43 of the Charter - and you also had. to have 
peace treaties with Germany and Jaoan before you had 
the political conditions which would permit you oo ~arry 
out disarmament. The Western Plan f~r a census and 
verification was also adopted by the General assemb~y ~n 
1949, But no progress was made because of Soviet opposi
tion, and here too the problem was deadlocked. 

At that time the Soviet Union had also urged that 
you must link nuclear weapons· and conventional weapons in 
disarming. The United States said "no" you must start 
with the least sensitive weap0.1s first which are the cog 
ventional ones. It said that if you started disarming 
with nuclear weapons that would mean that just the United 
States would be disarmed, and without controls which are 
necessary, and they said this would upset the balance at 
that time and would favor the Soviet Union which had no 
nuclear weapons but which had a preponderance of conven
tional armed forces and weapons. ~he Soviet Union charged 
that the United States wanted to preserve its monopoly 
in the nuclear field and at the same time wanted to carry 
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out military espionage and then to cut. down the Soviet Union 
in the conventional field in which the Uhited States claimed 
that the Soviet Union was stronger. 

The der.d.lock persisted for several years until 1950, 
when the Soviet Union walked out of the Commission for Con
ventional Armaments and refused to participate in the Atomic 
Energy Commission until China, that is1 the People's Reputilic 
of China occupied it's rightful seat. It also walked out of 
the Security .Council as you recall, but it came back la.ter 
at the time of Korea and also returned to the other United 
Nations bodies. It was decided in 1950 to create a committee 
to see how to move ahead in this deadlocked disarmament sit~ 
ation a.nd:it. set up a Committee of 12. Incidently, I should 
say that the Atomic Energy Commission for Conventional Dis
armaments were composed of 11 member countries of the SecuE 
ity Council plus Canada when it was not a •member of the 
of the Security Council, because Canada as you recall wa.S 
one of the three Western Powers participating in the dis

.covery of the nuclear weapon. This committee of 12 met and 
recommended unanimously that instead of having these two 
separate Commissions £or.Atomic Energy and for conventional 
armaments, there should be one disarmament commission to 
deal with t!:.e whole problem, that is to deal with both cog 
ventional and nuclear weapons at the same time. Although 
the G0neral Assembly did create a new unified Disarmament 
Commission of 12 Powers including Canada, the main powers 
carried forward their basic disagreements. The Western Powers 
said there should be progressive and continuing disclorure: 
of all armed forces and the armaments including atomic. The 
words "including atomic" represented a new element they added. 
But atomic disclosure and verification would come at the 
fifth and last stage of the process of disclosure-andverifi 
cation. They also said that verification should be based on 
continuing inspection and that, until a better plan w2a d:\ .. -
vided, the United Nations Plan (thG so-called Baruch Plan) 
should be the basis for the control of atomic energy and the 
prohibition of atomic weapons. They also wanted a permanent 
system of safeguards to 4etect all violations. The Soviet 
Union proposed firstly, the unconditional prohibition of all 
atomic weapons; secondly, they proposed the establishment 
of international control of the reduction of arms and of the 
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prohibition of atomic weapons; thirdly, they proposed that 
the first reduction of conventional weapons should be one
th~rd reduction of all armed forces and all armaments of 
the .five Great Powers within one year; and fourth~y there 
should be full disdlosure.of all armamehts and armed forces 
including atomib, drie month after the decisions had oe€ln 
agreed for tlie prohibi hons and the reductions .. This led to 
a continuation of the old argument, as to whether you must 
have a verification simultaneously with or before or after, 
the prohibitions. Very quickly the negotiations arrived at 
a dea.rUock again. 

In order to try to resolve the deadlock - and this 
came on the initiative of Prime.Minister Nehru of.India in 
April 1954. After the Americans had explod.ed a huge hydro 
gen bomb at Eniwetok Atoll in March 1954, Nehru proposed 
the cessation of all nuclear tests. Then the United King
dom proposed the establishment of a subcommittee of the Di~ 
armament Commission to carry on negotiations tn private. The 
Disarmament Commission set up a Subcommittee of five, con
sisting of the United States, the Soviet Union, Great Bri-. 
tain, France and Canada. That Subcommittee met in London in 
1954, '55, 1 56 and 1 57. The Subcommittee started out in 1954 
with an Angle-French Plan for disarmament in three stages 
synchronizing reductions and prohibitions and control for 
both conventional and nuclear arms. Their plan for compre
hensive disarmament provided that the numbers of armed foE 
ces and armaments vouldbc reduced in three stages as would 
also the production,the testing and the use of nuclear wea
pons, and each stage would begin when the countries were 
satisfie~ The control organization was ready to verify 
the next stage and that the reductions and prohibitions 
of the preceding stage had been carried out. 

In 1955, the Western.Powers put forward a ~igure 
for the reduction of armed forces for the USA, the USSH 
and China to a level of between one and one-half million 
men, and for the. United Kingdom and France to a level of 
between seven hundred thousand and eight hundred thousand 
and for the other countries proportionate reductions to 
levels not exceeding one percent of the population. 

At first the Soviet Union was opposed to the Anglo-: 
French Plan but after negotiating in 1954, and the .early 



- 7 -

Spring of 1955; the Soviet Union put forward its own plan 
on May 10th 1955 for comprehensive disarmament. It was 
based in a large part on the Anglo-French Plan for disabna 
ment but it was to be completed in two rather than three
stages of one year each. The problem of when you ban the 
use of nuc,lear weapons was solved by Soviet acceptance of 
the Anglo Fre!1.ch proposal that the use of these weapons be 
prohibited when seventy five percent of the agree1, reduc
tion of conventional armed forces and armaments hSd been 
carried out. 

The situation really looked hopeful at that time, 
1955 was a good year- it saw the contlusiqn of the Aus
trian Peace Treaty and the calling of the Suinmi t Conference 
in Geneva in July. At the Geneva Summit Conference the 
parties agreed that war was no ionger possible and that it 
could not be rational means of achieving any country's ob 
jectives. However, on disarmament question the position 
tended to disintegrate. The Soviet Union restated its plan 
of May 10th 1955 for disarmament in two stages. They had 
adopted in effect Jules Moch's dictum of no control with 
out disarmament 'and no disarmament without control. How
ever, in its May 10th Plan the Soviet Union had stated 
(and it was to hear about this many times there after) that 
there was no way in which you could guarantee that all 
stocks of nuclear weapons had been eliminated, and that 
there were possibilities of evasion whereby some stocks 
of nuclear weapons could be hidden. Hence it had proposed 
an early warning system with control posts at main rail
road junctions, crossroads and at main airports and sea
ports to see that there were no large troop movements. They 
argued that you could not have a sudden surprise attack 
without a big build up and movement of forces, and tha:t 
observers stationed at important cross roads, railway st~ 
tions airports and seaports would therefore be alerted to 
any danger. This became the basis of a proposal by Presi 
dent Eisenhower at the Summit Conference. He put forward 
a plan for aerial observation to prevent surprise attacks, 
where each side would exchange blueprints of its military 
establishment and they would have reciprocal aerial surveys 
of each other's territories. The Soviet Union said this 
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was "control without disarmament", and the United States 
said the plan for "open skies" was the only way to ensure 
against a large scale surprise attack. The Prime Minister 
of France, .M. Faure put forward a plan for perc·entage bu_<l 
getary reductions of armaments, which a part would be de 
voted to economic development, particularly of the under 
developed countries, and part would be used for reducing 
domestic taxes. Prime Minist~r Eden put forward a p1.an 
for inspection in an area in central Europe five hundred 
miles on each side of the div-iding line i.e., the line be 
tween East and West Germany. · -

Up to the time of the Summit Conference the dis
armament negotiations were about comprehensive disarmament. 
After the Summit Conference the discussiiY(ls proceeded 
mainly on the basis of parial disarmament measu~es. Mr. 
Stassen who was appointed as the Arnerican.disarmament n~ 
gotiator put a reservation on the previous American dis
armament proposals, which included the Baruch Plan for 
nuclear disarmament and the conventional disarmament pr£ 
posal to reduce American and Soviet forces·to a level 1 
to 1 and one-half million men. In 1956 and 1957 the dis
cussions centered on different measures of partial disarrr~ 
ment such as the Soviet Proposal for banning the use of 
nuclear weapons and the liquid action of foreign military 
bases, the Indian prop .. 'sC'l, which was adopted by the So
viet Union, to stop aLc .nuclear tests, and the United 
States proposal to cut urf the production of all fission 
able material and tllit the Soviet Union and the United 
States should each contribute u.p to fifty tons of military 
fissionable material to be used only for peaceful purposes. 
None of these proposals was accepted by the ether side, but 
intensive negotiations took place. 

In the !Jr.eantime, in December 1953, President Eise_!! 
hower had proposed at the United Nations the "atoms for 
peace plan". He said that, since it was difficult to bring 
about disarmament by the direct approach of eliminating n!:!: 
clear weapons, perhaps it could be promoted by the indirect 
approach by starting to build up to the peaceful uses of a' 
tomic energy. He proposed that the nuclear powers should
contribute fissionable material fo_r such peaceful uses and 
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that the United Nations should keep the different coun
tries to obtain the benefits of atomic energy. This "at 
oms for peace"proposal, after lengthy negotiations, led 
to the establishment in 1956 of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency. While helping to disseminate knowledge of 
the peaceful uses of atomic energy, by the dissemination 
of peaceful power reactors, this process carries the dan 
ger that non-nuclear powers m.ight become nuclear powers 
too, unless· there are adequate safeguards. 

The Soviet Union had throughout the period from 
1949 (at that time of the tltoclcholm Peace Pledge) until 
1957, always ha,s at the forefront of its various disarma 
me$ measures the proposal to ban the bdmb and to liquid= 
ate all foreign fuili tary bases. The AmeHcan:S useci. to 
say they could always tell when the Soviet Union was seri 
ous and when it was not serious about disarmament. They 
said that when the Soviet Union was not serious it came 
up with two proposals: one to withdraw all military for 
ces and liquidate all foreign bases and two,to ban the 
bomb. The Americans said there was simply no way to sim 
ply ban the bomb and that you could deal with this whole 
question' ·:)nly step by step. They thought that the Soviet 
proposal of May 10th 1955 seemed to indicate a serious 
approach.· On the other hand, the Soviet Union ·said that 
as soon as they accepted all or part of an American pro
posal the Americans backed away from it. Nevertheless, in 
1957 in the negotiations between Mr Stassen and Mr Zorin 
in London, there were serious attempts to achieve a zone 
of inspection against surprise attacks covering part of 
EUrope and part of the United States and the Soviet Union 
Each side. p~t forvmrd proposals, but they did not succeed 
in agreeing on the .same zone" 

In 1957, the Soviet Union also put forward the 
idea of a test ban and the United States at that time in 
sisted that it had to be linked to a cut off in production 
of fissionable material for nuclear weapons, and no agree 
ment was reached. After the 1957 meeting of the Sub-Commit 
tee in London, the Soviet Union refused to go back to the 
Sub-Committee saying that it was weighted against it, as 
there were fcur Western Powers against itself. 

For the first time the Soviet Union in 1957 started 
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putting forward the idea of parity. At first, they said 
there had to be equality or parity between Eastern Powers 
and the Western powers; later on they cam~ up with the 
idea of the so-called "troika" i.e., parity of the three 
world groups - the East, the West and the non-Aligned 
world. In 1957, they re?used to go back to the London 
Sub-committee of Five and said they wanted the Disarma
ment Commisssion to consist of all members of the United 
Nations - at that time 82. And so, there was a redoubled 
deadlock on procedural as well as on sustantive grounds. 

Nevertheless, as a result of correspondence that 
they ensued between Mr., Krushchev and Mr. Eisenhower, two 
conferences did take place. Legalistically speaking, one 
can say they took place outside the United NationoJ, but, 
since they took place at the U<N. office in Geneva, and 
the Secretary-General was represented at them! it is un~ 
necessary to decide the abstruse scholastic argument as 
to whether they were inside or outside the U.N. 

In the Summer of 1958, in Geneva, there was a Con 
ference of Experts to find out how and whether you could 
control the cessation of nuclear weapons tests. This CO£ 
ference was set up on the basis of parity, which was one 
of the reasons why it was said to be outside the United 
Nations, because the Americans refused to .agree to the 
idea of parity inside the United Nations; nevertheless, 
four countries were represented from the East by individ 
ual experts, and four from the West, the same four from 
the West as always, that is to say, the United Kingdom, 
France, the United States , and Canada; from the East, 
they were: the Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslavakia and 
Romania. So you have four on each side though they were 
regarded as individual experts rather than as states. 

They came out with a unanimous report in August 
1958 saying that you could control all tests except very 
small ones below 5 kilotons; but they outlined a very 
large system of controls: 180 land control posts around 
the world and 10 ships, and then, tl:cy 3et up a scheme 
for detecting tests in outer space, for which you would 
have nine different methods of detection, including sat 
ellites. I remember, at one time, the Soviet represent~ 
tive saying that the cost of this inspection system for 
a test ban alone would be 2 billion dollars to set it up 
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' dollars a.year to maintain it, and that 
than the armament system. Nevertheless, 
very serious negotiations. 

The Report of the Experts was the first time you 
had an East_West CoDference agreeing not only on the ob 
jective namely, banning tests1 but also on the method of 
control. Still, this was only ah experts report. That Au 

tumn the conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
'Ilea pons Tests opened in Geneva as a political conference. 
of the three nuclear powers, the u.s., the U.S.S.R., and 
the U.K. That Conference.went on from October 1958 until 
the Spring of 1962, when it was absorbed, after it had 
broken down in a deadlock, by the 18-Nations Conference. 

In the Autumn of 1958 there was also a Conference 
of Experts on Surprise Attack. This time there were ten 
countries - five from the East and five from the We.st. 
The Soviet Union said that you had, first of all, tp agree 
on the principles, the political questions of what you 
were going to do; namely, withdraw bases and things like 
that, to reduce the risk of surprise attack; and the 
Western powers insisted on a purely technical approach 
to the question, and wanted to discuss what would be nee 
essary to prevent a surprise attack. The Soviet side 
argued that you had to have agreement on principles on the 
political questions, and the Western side argued that you 

had to. go .ahead with the technical details in order to 
see what was possible and feasible in terms of poli tic.al 
.agreements. So they quiclcly reached a stale-mate and the 
conference broke down. 

In 1959, there was a Foreign Ministers Conference 
at Geneva of the U.SS.R., and the U.S. and the U.K. and 
France to discuss the questions of Germany, European Securi 
ty and Disarmament. 

The basic position of the West has been, through
out, that you can have small steps towards disarmament or 
arms control, but you could not have drastic or radical 
disarmament until you achieved either some .basic political 
settlements and the resulting establishment of confidence 
would mill<e it possible to have drastic disarmament. Alter 
natively, the Western Powers argued that you must set up-
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the United Nations peace keeping forces under Art. 43 of 
the Charter- the police forces would guarantee security 
as an alternative to national armaments. The basic position 
of the Soviet trnion has been, throughout, that you can and 
should arrive at arms reductions and prohibitions, and that 
such agreements in themselves would cause such a reduction 
·in tensions and'would bring about such a change of cli
mate that the political settlements would .in e£fect be
come easy to solve. These differing approaches to the prob 
lem as to-whether political settlements must precede or 
would follow disarmament, are with us to this day. 

The foreign ministers could reach no substantive 
agreements,· but they decided to set up a Ten Nations Corn 
mittee on Disarmament - I should mention also by the way, 
that 1959 was also one of the vintage years; you had the 
Foreign Ministers' Conference; then Krushchev was invited 
to visit the United States: and the Fall, in the General 
Assembly, he proposed the plan for general and complete 
disarmament in three stages. 

The Soviet proposal for general and complete dis
armament unanimously sponsored - not just voted and agreed 
on: all 82 members of the United Nations became sponsors 
of the Krushchev Plan for general and complete disarmament 
and they agreed that it should be referred to the 10 Na
tiom Committee for implementation. 

I should perhaps interject here that every year we 
have a big review in the General Assembly of the United 
Nations of the whole disarmament question and all schemes 
and proposals; this is the big deliberative consideration 
whereby all the members of the United Nations review the 
work of the disarmament negotiations and express their views 
and opinions and make proposals and suggestions. While this 
view and ventilation and expression of policies and opi:rti.cns 
and principles is very important, the actual detailed nego 
tiations must be worlced out by a small group, and mainly 
by the powers concerned. 

So the Foreign Ministers in 1959 set up this Commi! 
tee of Ten: 5 Western Powers, the United States, Britain, 
France, Canada and now Italy; and 5 Eastern Powers - the 
Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslavalcia, Romania and Bulgaria. 
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This Committee of Ten met in Geneva in March 1960 to dis 
cuss the United Nations resolution for general and complete 
disarmament •. 

After a very few months, in June 1960, the So
viet Union and the Eastern delegations walked out; they 
gave as a reason at the time that the vlest was not seri
ous as regards to complete and general,disarmament, but 
insisting on partial measures and paid only lip service 
to general and complete disarmament; while the Wes.t said 
that the Communist countries had walked out because this 
was the aftermath b£ the U2 flight and the breakdO\Im of 
the Summit Conference at Paris in Aprii 1960 1 and also be. 
cause of the troubles that had developed between the so: 
Vi et Union and the People Is Republic of China arid that at 
a meeting at Bucharest, uhder the pressure of the People's 
Republic of China, they agreed to break of£ this Confer-' 
ence that is what the West said. 

So once again there was a deadlock and this dead
lock went on till the autumn of 1961. In that year the 
u.s. and the u.s.s.R. made what we considered to be a 
great step forward. Mr. Zorin and Mr. McCloy agreed on a 
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles, in which they laid 
down eight principles 6£ disarmament which the General A2 
sembly unanimously endorsed. They also agreed to set up 
the 18 Nation Disarmament Committee. This time there were 
the five Eastern and five Western Powers, plus eight so
called "non-aligned" countries, which meant, not bound by 
military alliance to either of the two sides. These were 
chosen on a geographical basis. The Soviet Union at first 
had wanted 5-5-5, on the principle of the so-called "troi 
ka", but the Americans refused. They finally agreed on 5,-
5' and 8, the eight being: Brazil and Mexico from Latin 
America, Sweden from Europe, Nigeria, Ethiopia and the U 
nited Arab Republic from Africa, and Burma and India from 
Asia. 

This 18. Nation Committee has been meeting in Gene 
va ever since March 1962, and its work has been along 
three main lines which I shall develop in more detail in 
my next talk. To state them briefly, these three main 
subjects were the following: one is the general and eo~ 
plete disarmament, where for the first time each side 
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presented a complete outline or a draft treaty for general 
and complete disarmament in three stages. These three 
stages provided for nuclear disarmament, reductions in CO!!; 

ventional armaments and armed forces down to tte level 
needed to preserve domestic peace and international securi 
ty commitments under th~ United Natior.s Charter, and the 
setting up of a peace keeping force. There was to ·be an i!!; 
tegrated system of control and a balance between a conven 
tional and nuclear disarmament. Although each of these -
two plans differed in a very important respect, neverthe
less, it was something that each side could put forward a 
complete plan. 

The second main subject was a nudlear test bari. 
The ENbd continued in a rluclear Sub~committee of three 
powers: the United States, the Soviet Uhioh and Brita1n, 
the nuclear test ban discussions which had till<en place 
in Geneva from 1958 until they had broken down in 1961, 
after the Soviet Union - as the Western powers and the . 
United States put it -broke its unilateral moratorium 
and resumed testing at the end of August 1961. 

In 1963 they succeeded in agreeing on a partial 
test ban treaty hanning nuclear tests in the atmosphere, 
in outer space and under water. Although it was signed in 
Moscow on August 5, 1963, it was a direct result of the 
years of discussion in Geneva. In fact I am one of those 
who believes that the treaty could not have been so quickly 
::;greed cpon :in Moscow without the previous years of intensive 
discussions in Geneva in which they had explored every a,!. 
leyway, every avenue and every consideration and thus knew 
the exact dimensions and impact of every proposal, so they 
could understand exactly what they were doing. 

They are still discussing in Geneva the question of 
the comprehensive or underground test ban. 

'Ilm, the third subject of discussion: they went i!!; 
to what came to be known - and this is a new expression -
the area of collateral measures of disarmament. These vari_ 
ous confidences building or partial disarmament measures 
which could facilitate general and complete disarmament 
comprise a long list of different measures. I will read 
off some of the 20 odd subjects which the respective sides 
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propose. The Soviet Union proposes: 

1) the reduction of military 
withdrawal of foreign 
reduction~ the total 

budgets; 
troops ; 
number of 

2) the 
3) the 
4) the elimination of bomber aircraft; 

armed forces; 

5) 
6) 

the prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons; 
measures to prevent surprise attacks with obser 
vation posts; 

7) a non-agression pact between the NATO and War
saw Pact powers; 

8) denucleari zed zm\.es i such as •iRapacki Pian" and 
the latest variation, .as it is sometimes.referred 
to "Gomulka Plan"; (The Rapacki plan was for a 
zone of reduction to armaments and denucleariza
tion in Centrai Europe, comprising East and West 
Germany, Poland and Czechoslavakia; and the Go 

9) 
118) 

mulka plan was for a nuclear freeze there);' 
then the prohibition of underground tests; 
the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, 
and as a first step, a muttfal declaration of non 
first use; ~ 

then they also had several items such as: 
11) the cessation of war prpaganda (they came within 

an ace of an agreement on this in 1962, when after 
it had been agreed in Committee, the Soviet Union 
for whatever its motives, moved a number of amen£· 
ments - at that time the western and non-aligned 
powers said because cr the ideological difficulties 
with the Chinese - however, that may be, the 
thing aborted); 

they also had some proposals for 
12) the exclusion of nuclear weapons and other wea£ 

ons of mass destruction from outer space. 
Thus there are a dozen proposals for collateral measures. 

Then there are a number of American proposals for 
collateral measures starting with 

1) measures to prevent surprise attacks, war by a52 
cident or miscalculation (and it was as a re
sult of this proposal that they agreed in June 
1963 on the "hot line" communications link be-
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tween Moscow and Washington which was one of the 
elements in the American proposal for measures 
to prevent war by miscalculation or accident); 

2) then there was the question of the cut off, or 
the cut back, of fissionable material which had 'teen 
pressed for several years, and now the u.s. pr_£ 
posed a transfer to peaceful uses not o£ 50 tdns 

·by the u.s. and u.s.s.R., but that 60 by the Unit 
ed States and 40 by the Soviet Union should be 
transferred from military to peaceful uses; 

3) 'then they also proposed a verified freeze of all 
nuclear delivery vehicles; 

4) the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons and here 
they had various suggestions including non-trans 
fer to national control and inspection of all 
peaceful nuclear activities by the 1AEA, and 

5) a comprehensive test ban; 
6) they also proposed measures to keep nuclear wea£ 

ons out of outer space; 
7) the phased reduction of Soviet and American bomb 

ers. 

At the moment the most important collateral items 
being discussed are ·~non proliferation; and 

~ a comprehensive test ban. 

As regards general and complete disarmament, while 
all ENDC participants agree that it is important and must 
be pursued, it is not for today or tomorrow, but for a 
little later on. You will be hearing in more detail about 
the current negotiations on these questions from Ambass~ 
dor Cavalletti and· a little o£ the background material 
from me in my next lecture. 

Now, i£ I can just reduce this historical survey to 
the formulation o£ a number of principles, then I think 
I will have completed my talk £or today. 

You can trace what I call the "chicken and the egg'' 
type of argument all the way through from 1946 to this 
very day, that is to say the. "which comes first" argument. 
(1) Which comes first: nuclear disarmament or convention 
al disarmament? To this very day it is not fully settled 
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although it is agreed that you must have a balance be
tween them. The Soviet position is that you must get rid 
o£ the nuclear threat first, and that you have to get rid 
of your nuclear delivery vehicles, if not all in the first 
stage, keeping a few of them as· a nuclear umbrella until 
the end. While the Western powers say you must do the 
whole thing in a balanced and proportionate way through
out - you have to shrink and reduce both your conventio!!: 
al armaments and armed forces and your nuclear weapons 
and delivery vehicles all by 30% to 35% in each of three 
stages. The argument of what is balanced has never been 
determined; everybody agrees that the disarmameht process 
must be balanced, but it is not agreed on how you apply 
this in praci:ice. ( 2) Then there is the old question of 
which comes first: disarmament or control? The Soviet 
Union charges that what the United States wants is con~ 
trol of armaments and not of disarmament. The United States 
charges that the Soviet Union wants disarmament without 
adequate control. While both agree that you must have e£ 
fecti ve control and that the control should not te more 
than is necessary for applicable disarmament measures, 
they haven't agreed on how and to wha.t extent the controls 
should apply; (3) then there comes the old question of 
whether you should have political settlements before di~ 
armament and how much in the way of political. settlements 
you must have. Must you solve the problem of Germany? Or, 
how much down the road must you go before you can have 
disarmament in Germany and in Central Europe? Must you 
build up the security forces first? It is somewhat like the 
old League of Nations argument: which comes first, securi
ty or disarmament? Can you have and must you establish CO£ 

ditions of confidence and security in the world and also 
achieve political settlements before you can have disarma 
ment? Or will disarmament help create conditions of confi 
dence and security and help bring about political settle
ments? Everybody is agreed that you must have both securi 
ty and disarmament, peace forces and political settlements 1 

but nobody has yet managed to propose an acceptable way to 
integrate these things, i·e., how you phase them or bring 
them together. (4) Then, they have not yet solved the pro£ 
lem of whether you have partial measures of disarmament 

• 
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i.e., first steps- as the West has always prbposed M or 
whether you must start with radical and drastic disarma
ment - as the East has always proposed. Here too, they 
have reached some understanding in the joint statement 
of agreed principles which say you can have p~rtial meas 
ures provided they are ali part of an integrated approach 
to complete disarmament and not just something separate 
from generai and complete disarmament. Some real progress 
has been made in this direction of what is now called 
collateral measures.that is, collateral to the main dis 
armament effort. They have made several agreements in -
this area, as I said ~ in 1963 and in the Spring of 1964 
the hbt line agreementi the partial test bah agreement 
the banning of nuciear weapons ih outer space; the uni
lateral cut back of the product1on of fissionabie materi 
al wh~is still in effect, and also - although unfort~ 
nately this has not continued any further - the unilater 
ill reduction of military budgets which did take place in 
1963-4, but which has since been reversed. ( 5) Then, a~ 
other chicken and egg type of problem which is still un 
resolved is the question over whether you must have agree 
ments in principle first, or technical discussions. The 
Soviet Union says that the disarmament decisions are 
basically political decisions and, once you make the 
basic political decision, you can work out all of the 
technical details which pose no problem. The Western 
approach is that until you know what can be.agreed upon 
technically, i.e., what is feasible, controllable and 
safe, you cannot know what political decisions you can 
take. The United States says that a decision in prin
ciple is something which it is easy for the Soviet Union 
to agree on, but difficult for the United States because 
its public opinion, once it makes an agreement on princi 
ple, sul:: jects it to pressures to go ahead and make an 
agreement in fact; but in the Soviet Union an agreement 
in principle can be made or changed withput any great 
domestic pressure. Hence they say that they, the Western 
powers, can only approach agr.eements after thorough tech 
nical ·discussions. Here too, Dag Hc:ll'marskjold put for- -
ward a proposal, he said " Do both; you do not have to 
separate them", and he pointed to the success of the test 
ban negotiations, in which there was an expert Committee 
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which bound nobody, and at the same time'the parties went 
ahead with political discussions which they interrUpted 
where necessary, to have further technical discussions;· 
thus · the technical and political discussions could go 
forward hand in hand.· 

Those are thc.five areas.of discussion as to which 
should come first. Then the Zorin....McCioy Joint :>~atement 
of Agreed Principles agreed at ~ast in principle on the 
way of solving every one of these problems. The goai they 
sa~d was the general and complete disarmament in a peac~ 
ful world. Nations should retain only su~h non-nuclear 
arms as are necessary for internal order and for the 
preservation of a peaceful world, meaning United Nations 
Peace Forces, and ypu must abolish nuclear weapons from 
national armaments. Then, they agreed that disarmament 
must be balanced disarmament that must proceed by stages, 
with an assured means of transition, so that you would 
go from one stage to another when you were satisfied 
that each stage was completed. They agreed that the pri£ 
ciple of balance meant that no state at any stage should 
obtain any military advantage over any other state. They 
agreed that there should be effective international CO£ 
trol and that an International Disarmament Organization 
should have full access without any veto to all objects 
of disarmament. Here there was one very serious problem 
which was left unsolved, and the disagreement was recor£ 
ed in an exchange of letters; the United States said 
that, in order to be safe to go ahead with this control, 
you had to be able to.verify not merely what weapons 
were destroyed and what forces were reduced, but you had 
to be able to check to see what levels are retained, and 
unless you could verify the retained levels you would 
have no way of being certain there was no clandestine r~ 
tained stocks; the Soviet Union said that this was merely 
a way of obtaining control over armaments and not over 
disarmament, and was a way of acquiring military inte} 
ligence as to Soviet armaments and armed forces, and that 
they could not agree to this until the zero point was 
reached. This is a point of serious disagreement which 
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exists to this date; it is a major point on which they 
did not they did not agree in principle and it bedevils 
the whole question o£ control and of general disarmament 
to this day. They agreed that progress in disarmament 
had to be accompanied by progress in setting up intern~ 
tional peace keeping by creating international peace 
forces. They said that ypu must make uninterrupted ef
forts to reach general and complete disarmament. You 
could have agreement on individual or partial measures 
of disarmament; which should not be held.up until you 
have agreement on all, but that each such measure ought 
to facilitate the whole program of general and complete 
disarmament and form part o£ it. Well, the agreed prin
ciples ._with unfortunately the lack of agreement on 
the question of control - do represent a considerable 
step forward they represent really the quintessence of 
the agreement in principle resulting from some 15 or. 17 
years of negotiations up to that time. They all indicate 
that you coU:ldnlt put one thing ahead of another, but 
that you could go ahead with partial measures, such as 
the test biffi/ noni:.proliferation, non-orbiting in outer 
space, and things Like that, without doing damage to 
your overall goai; But whilG! this was a tremendous step 
forward there are still big problems - as I indicated 
before - in implementing these principles. H6w mc;ch se
curity for how much disarmament? How much control for 
how much disarmament? What is balance? How much conven
tional disarmament for how much nuclear? How much poli
tical settl@ment? How far do you have to go in terms of 
peace with ermany or other areas of the world before 
you can go ahead with radical disarmament? These are the 
subjects which are still the basic problems of the de
bates in Geneva, 

At the present time, as you will hear from Ambass~ 
dor Cavalletti, they are concentrating in Geneva mainly 
on the non-Froliferation question and on the test ban 

·question. And while these are very difficult, there is 
no question about it but that there are serious discus
sions in an effort to reach agreement. The negotiating 
powers now know a good deal more about the techniques 
and the complexities of the problems than they did be-
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.fore. There is now a flood o.f li teratu'r·e in the disarma
ment field •. I remember in the.early days when 'nobody 
wrote on disarmament, Philip Noel Baker got a Nobel P:rize 
in part because he wrote the .first boolc on the Arms· Race 
i:ri 1957 or 1958. Now the fbod of literature is such tl1at 
it is dif.ficult to keep up with it. Moreover, the major 
powers have created disarmament agencies or groups in 
their respective governments to study and press .for agree 
ments in the .field. There is the feeling, in the world -
today - and I don't want to go intd the area o£ military 
and risarmament strategy~cause that is sdmebody else's 
subject -that, because each side has now a relatively 
invulnerable retaliatory capacity neither side can gain 
anything .from or a.fford to go to war; in other words, 
nuclear war has become impossible by mutual deterrence. 

' ' ~. / 

Nuclear Wlr is no longer rational, and we have ·to end the 
arms race or it will end us •••••• While this attitude 
does not provide a stable basis .for permanent peace, 
there seems to be some general feeling that while there 
is this rough stability or balance of terror, and be.fore 
it becomes unstable and before all sorts of new problems 
arise .from further proliferation, this is the moment to 
take advantage of the existing stability and negotiate 
agreements. The fact that this group is meeting here in 
dicates the serious interest, since ten years ago there 
were no similar international group meetings. Now I get 
invit~d to so many group meetings that there simply is 
not time to go to talk to all oof them. Accordingly, since 
we know a good deal more about the nature and problems 
of disarmament, since there is a nuclear stalPmate, or 
temporary bal=co Gr tomporary.stability- what;:;ver you 
may wish to call it - the conditions are ripe for dealing 
with the problem now. 

Just a few words about the People's Republic of 
China. Unquestionably, you cannot get a great deal of 
disarmament unless the People's Republic of China be
comes a party to it. The American position- and to 
some extent the Soviet position is- that this doesnot 
prevent you from going ahead and getting some agreements 
between yourselves, but you cannot get radical disarma
ment without taking China into account. lam not going 
to go into the problem of Chinese representation in the 
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United Natiohsr that is worth at least a lecture in it 
. -

self- but, since there are problems of disarm:ing with 
' , .I , -

out the participation of the PRC there have been sugges 
tions, raised mainly by the non-aligned countries, first 
of all in the Belgrade Conference in 1960, then in the 
Cairo Confernce in 1964, and twice last year in the Unit 
ed Nationsi calling for a world disarmament conference-

·which would include ail ,countries. The phrase "all coun . ·-- . -
tries" includes other countries as Germany arid not just 
the People's Republic of China, although most people 
understand it as intended to apply chiefly to the PRC. 
Since the PRC is not represnted in the United Nations 
they sought a formula to have the world disarmament 
conference take place outside the UnitedNations. The A!}. 
sembly resolution, voted for by 112 countries, asked 
fuat this world disarmament conference should take place 
not later than 1967~ There are indications up to this 
stage that the Chinese People's Repubiic is far from 
enthusiastic about the conference. There has been a move 
on the part of the Americans; they say they are prepared 
to discuss in a preparatory group with the Communist 
~inesvall questions in connection with holding the 
World Disarmament Conference and all the questions of 
disarmament. Nobody knows at this stage whether there 
will or will not be a World Disarmament Conference, or 
when or whether it is worth holding if the People's Re
public of China refuses to participate. 

The thought which I wish to leave with you fromthis 
historical survey is that there are very serious efforts 
being made, both in the negotiations in the ENDC and in 
the deliberations in the United Nations, and, in a broader 
way, in the idea of the World Disarmament Conference to 
press forward on all fronts to make progress. The question 
is - and here it is again a question of what come first: 
the chicken or the egg; disarmament or destruction? That 
is the thought I want to leave with you. 
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Willam Epstein 

STONIER: What do you think is the chance of any serious heg£ 
tiations iri this generation? 

EPSTE!Ii.: Well, you are asking a big question. I am prepared 
to talk for three hours on this question if you like; but let 
me give you just two ot three thoughts. 

Firstly, as the United States and the Soviet Union 
both say they have got so much still to talk about. between 
themselves that they can and should agree upon - the question 
of non-proliferation, the test ban - neither the People's .·Re
public of China nor France nor Cuba signed the partial test 
ban treaty, but the test ban treaty has been a tremendous step 
and this was done without France. There are those who say that 
they have got so many things to talk about and agree upon theJ!l . 
selves, including questions of European security, non-prolifer~ 
tion, bomber bonfire, freeze of nuclear delivery vehicles, test 
ban - there are so many things that they can and should negoti 
ate about. They say that there is no reason that they shouldn't 
go ahead with these questions and work on them - that is one 

point of view, and it seems to hQVO some support not onlyfrom 
the Western powers. 

The other point of view is - as you have just said 
and as I tried to indicate -that you can't get much radical 
disarmament, you can't go far down the road to disarmament 
without taking into account the Peoples Republic of China. Then 
there is the question of timL1g. 03.ndi:ce;ctr:egotio.tionsl:eginwith 
the PRC? There are various possibilities. One is the possibility 
of the PRC becoming represented in or becoming a member of the 
U.N. Another possibility is, can you get a world conference on 
disarmament with the PRC? 

A third possibility is one that some Americans talk 
about occasionally, namely whether they should try to get the 
PRC into the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference. Another 
possibility the Americans are talking about is that they have 
proposed starting a dialogue with the PRC at the Warsaw dis~ 
cussions. As to the question of whether or not the PRC will or 
will not agree to a world disarmament conference, or to talk 
with the Americans i~ Warsaw, or to come to Geneva, or whether 
the FRG would insist upon first coming into the United Nations 
where her demands .seem to become increasingly higher, only time 
can tell. 
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In the late 40's and early 50's before the Soviet 
Union became what has come to be called a "sophisticated nu
clear" power, that is a big nuclear power, with a full range 
of weaponery, it used to argUe for a ban on nuclear weapons 
and destruction of all stocks of nuclear weapons. This is pr.!:!,· 
cisely what the PBG is propos_ng now, a world summit confer
ence to destroy all nuclear weapons, and the PRC goes one step 
further and says they wot;.J.<'i v.n.dertake not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons and calls on t':.•.e United States and the 
other countries not to be the first to use. them. An Indian del~ 
gate e.t the U.N. said that thi.s is the way the Communist Chi,-. 
nese wanted to exchanga their nuclear "golfball" for the over
whelming American nuclear Arsenal which some people estimate, 
has enough power to destroy the whole world. I don't know the 
answers ·to these questions and I don't think anybody knows the 
answers to these questions. What I do know is that you've got 
to keep working, you've got to keep arguing, you've got to keep 
proposing, you've got to keep negotiating, and if one approach 
doesn't work you've got to try another, you must never ever 
stop or tire. For five years we went through hundreds of meet
ings just on a nuclear test ban alone, which some people think 
is a very tiny problem as compared to the others. There were 
365 meetings of the Conference on the Discontinuance of the 
Nuclear Weapon Tests and in addition there were ~he discussions 
in the U.N. and many others. And eventually they got the par
tial test ban agreement. People have asked me "How do you main 
tain interest, don't you get frustrated, don't you get bored, 
don't you get fed up after 17 or 18 years?" I answer, "Of course 
I do at times. So do cancer researchers, so do people who try 
to improve the economies of countries. Everybody gets bored and 
fed up and frustrated at times. But in this field you can't af 
ford to stay bored or frustral;ed, you just must go on." If poli 
tics is the art of the possible, certainly disarmament is qui& 
tessently the art of the feasible. You keep on trying; and you 
never know when or where you may make a breakthrough or make 
progress. Let me just put two thouc;,· i;s to you: 

In 1945, did any of you believe that in ten years or 
so amongst the most powerful countries of the V'Orld ollie d tn ·tne 
United States would be West Germany En:d Japan? In '45 . it seemed 
inconceivable. Ten years ago, in 1956 di it seem conceivable that 
there would now be 36 independent countries in Africa when at 
that time there were only four or fiv<=? Up until a month or 
two before the partial test ban agroement was signed, the Soviet 
Union said never never would it sign a partial test ban agree
ment. So we do not know what is posnible. All we know is that 
we've got to try everything and keep on trying. 
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It's very interesting that Canada and Mexico, these two neigh 
bors of, the United States who are two countries who have po
tential nuclear weapon capabilities, have ur,ilaterally said 
that they will never m:cJke nuclear weapons, Although as I hav<: 
said "never" does en' t eve:~ mean. •:nevccr". Canada and Nexico re re 
the ones that put forwe.rc' .. i.n 1')6;) 'l.:.·.:.d 1963 in '}mevJ.. lJ:Loposals 
to keep nuclear weapop:c; Cl}·c .C'.~· ,.,,;-;:::,:r space, the non-stationing 
of nuclear weapons in cutr:c' E<;,o:t(•:-: .. f·.t l.hat time the Americans 
said they could not agree to tc1i2 :.:,.•:r '•' 1~aper c,cclaraticn., this 
prohibition without colltr•:>l 2x:d 'tr:•cy also said "never ·never", 
and yet in the month of October 1963 at the United Nations, the 
U.S. and the USSR agrf:ed not to orbit or station nuclear wea12. 
ons in ollter space and that the con.trol was not necessary. 
The U.S. and the U.K. also ag:ceed to the partial test ban with 
no control, after years of i:nsistj:.Jg on controL So the more 
I see of predicticms and prOe)iOsth:aticns and prophesies, the 
less inclined I am to make any c:::o:ccpt to say that you can't 
be sure of any of them. I don't c'.llON what is going to be with 
the PRC, I doubt whether anyone in the world knows. 

All I say is that you ca·Tnot stop, you must not stop 
working because someo~1e says that ·t:J..ti.s is a bar or an obstacle 
to-agreement; you just go ahead. A:ecd I certainly agree with 
you that all sorts of rJ.rEJas of social, psychological economic, 
political; all sorts of considerations enter into this. This 
is a whole complex of problems, not a simple question of Olina's 
seat in the United Nl.tions. Not a simple question of nuclear 
banning or not of being the first to use nuclear weapons·. This 
is a problem which, as Mr. Rusk said the other day that, at 
least from the American point of ~.ew, the problem of the rel§: 
tions of the United States and China or the relations of the 
world with China was going to occupy the rest of this century. 
Now you said 15 years, 25 yea.rs, I :1ave heard it said in the 
United l'Tations ever since 194cJ that the PRC must be admitted 
to the United Nations next year. Vlllat is it now? 17years? I 
don't know, it could h2.ppon next :\''ca.r or the year aft.;c,r, c:~ 

not for some years 



MAJOR PROBLEMS OF DISARl!C~MENT , 

MON. 20/6 11:30 

The General Assembly sevex·al times has called for non
proliferation of nuclea:- wea.r:ons, I11 the last session t!1ey went 
into Considerabl8 Ch~t.ail on the subjf..:;c"t.:o The:y called for notl.• 
proliferation 8.!'1d laid cio~r~l. five pri .. nd.p1es o Fi:mtly; that any 
treaty for non-proli.feraticm should be void o:f m1y l.·:op,holes, 
whatever that rr~e2.11s. Th.e Soviet U1.1:i.on saj.d that t:h.a.t mea.JlS :ho 
nuclear sharing in NATO a!ld the United States ss.:i.d since the U.S. 
proposals for nuclear sharing i::.1 N1:\TO don 1 t invo]_ve dissemination, 
so that the non-proliferatj_or: tre"ity 'll<•uld. be void of loop-holes, 
even with nuclea!:' :::harLc,g in NATO, Ncbcc1y quite kl'l.0'.'iS what it means 
specifically or precisely. The seco:c,d principle is i;hat any treaty 
for non-prolifeloation shou.ld emboc1v a balance of m'xlcual responsibil 

. ~ ' -
i ties and obligations for ths :r.~ucJ.ea:r ... and n.on-·~n.u.clear pq·tters. 
There is considerable d.iscus~Jion ir_!. Geneva i~.l wl'.to.t; thia means; how 
do you tell wh.r;.t; is a balF-r.:..ce <Jf u:.v.t1.}2~1 cblig::d:J.~~I\s ~ some of the 
non-nuclear pcwers la:r dovin as a c;o:ndi tion ±"or "i4ts ~-lenc e that the 
nuclear powers sr~.ould. begin some nu.clel!' .. r d.i.s:;,.rmams:rrG; e-t hers say 
they ~would be satisfied with Home Q.:;;clara.tion c,f i:r:.i;sn~;ion from 
the nuclear pov{r:;:-r."s "Gl1G .. t they wo~1d gD e..!'lG&.C. wi -(;h cl:i.::::.~r.m8..ment meas
ures. There is a e}JGGtrD!E 0f opinion mrtC•L.g the ncn-alig11ed. Some 
say that the In~c:l_ee.x 11owers must agx·ee ·to s .. :c .. ti.:~ .. i.dt";~"grou.n\:1 test -ban 
because that iPrp:-;sGs reB.l SE!.cri.fices or·. the :nucle.·ar pov,lers. Arother 
one of the fi vc prir-c~.ples was tho:!.; the. n~Jn··Ju·c}_ifc;ration treaty 
should lead to a.'lci help fa:::ili tate the whole cc,n·:oept (>f general 
and complete disa.~ms.Jn.en"to Anothe::· p}."'iD.cipl8 vvas the..t it should not 
bar regional denuclearized zone a[C;reements among those who want to 
go ahead on their ovm. The fifth principle was that the treaty for 
non-proliferation should be subject t0 effective safeguards. All 
these have been discussed at considerable length. In Geneva we now 
have for the first time two '.)_raft trPaties, the Soviet d>~aft treaty " 
and the Americe.n dre.ft treaty a11d there has been ;:r_>uch discussion 
of them. One problem is the problem of ~lUclear sharing, whether or 
not any nuclear sharing arra.ugmnent in 8...'1 aJ.liance would be dissem 
ination and would be a bar to a treaty. The Soviet Union says: "yes" 
and the United States say "no" .. One ques+,ic;n not fully explored yet 
is that regarding consultive arrangements or a NA2'0 committee for 
consultations without an actual nuclear force. Another area here 
which is subject to a good deal of discussions as 'l'lhat about the 
whole problem of guarantees by the nuclear powers of the security 
of the non-nuclear powers. According to U!r. Kosygen's letter the 
USSR would be prepared to guarantee not to use nucle.ar weapons a- · 
gainst the territory of a.'lY non-nucl.ear state that had no nuclear 
weapons on i.ts territory. There have been relatively va.gue state
ments by the United States that they were prepared to give ru.clear 

I 
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guarantees against aggression or threats of aggression. f.rom a 
nuclear power to a non-nuclear power. The whole questibn of 
guarantees is a big questiov. Then there is the question of what 
about co:htroiEi ari.d. safeguards. Here there hl.s 't:een rome ±eal rrove
ment; the Soviet Union has hinted it might be Willing to co
operate in considering provisions for IAEA safeguards in con
nection with a non-proliferation treaty; Then there is the whole 
question of what about the right of withdrawal in case of a 
violation or real fears by a country, that its vital security 
was endangered, should the right of withdrawal be automatic or 
through the U.N. Security Council or how? There is lots to 
talk about yet. The question of an underground test ban and the 
non-proliferation treaty are at the very top of the interna
tional agenda. 

I had hoped that I had time to go into some of the 15 
various collateral measures. I listed them all for you I think 
the other day, but to go through all of ·wese 15 3nd eKplain the 
basic positions would take a little time. Since these measures 
are not really at the top of the international agenda but a 
little further down, that perhaps they don't need to be discussed 
at such length at this stage. The main American proposal here, 
is for a cut-off or a cut-back of production of fissionable ma
terials and the establishment of IAEA controls. The main Soviet 
proposals have been the withdrawal of foreign troops and bases, 
and the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, and in the 
first place an undertaking not to be the first to use them, In 
1961 there was also the so-called "Ethiopian resolution" that 
consisted of two parts: the first was a declaration, saying that 
the use of nuclear weapons was a violation of the Charter; was 
contrary to the laws of humanity and to international law, and 
any country which used them would be regarded as committing a crime 
against civilization and humanity; that was adopted as a declara
tion by the General Assembly over the oppositbn of the Western 
powers. They said that it was a mere paper declaration ann had 
no validity, because you could not just c1eclare such a thir•g with 
out having general disarmament or as part of a verified system. -
They said that, until there was controlled general disarmament, 
nuclear deterrence provided the rough basis of stability on the 
continuance of which the psace of the world depended. Neverthe
less, this declaration was part of tta resolution adopted by the 
United Nations.The other part of that resolution called~he Sec
retary General to conduct an inquiry on convening an internatio~ 
al conference for the purpose of signing convention prohibiting 
the use of nuclear weapons. In response to his inquiry, the Sec-
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retary General received 62 replies from over 100 memrers of the 
United Nations. About 33 replies favored the holding of such 
a conference, 26 were negative and a few were non-committed or 
favored postponement until after the .ENDC had considered the 
whole disarmament question. 
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I 

After Hiroshima and subsequent technological revolu
tions in the field of nuclear weapons an entirely new situation 
for the human race has arisen. This new historical situation 
can be characterized in the following way: 

A. Han has created the capability of destroying most 
of the human population and practically all civilization. Ac
cording to Kahn by 1970 it will be possible to construct the 
"doomsday machine" - a device capable of destroying the world 
automatically. 

B. Man has lost control over his most terrifying pr~ 
duct. While an unpr.ecedented arms race is getting ever more 

,impetus from the conference halls on disarmament, words, words, 
and more words are pouring out and in the best case, they end 
with the lamentations about the clock of doom approaching Mid 
night. 

C, For the first tim-2 in history no defense from an 
attack with such arms is possible. Until now the invention of 
a new powerful weapon has aJvays been followed by the discovery 
of some satisfactor.y protection mechanism. Now, even the most 
powerful and most tech:o.ologically advanced countries are u_! 
terly helpless against a nuclear attack. That's why the prob 
lem of defense, in the proper classification of the word, has 
been discarded and replaced by the problem of retaliation. 

D. As a consequence, for the first time in history 
any distinction betw~E?n mili tal'Y and civilian populatio:.1 ':::;:; 
disappeared.Hillions of innocent people, women and chiidren 
have become hostages for the decisions of their leaders. 

E. The existing military technology has put such 
high demands on the speed of decision making that even the most 
crucial decisions involving life and death of many millions 
of human beings must be taken ty political leaders almost i_g 
stantly. It is true, there has never been much democracy in 
this world, especially in war. However, in comparison with the 
times when at least, parliaments voted on war or peace, a si 
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tuation in which not even cabi~1ets ca~ 1 ~e consulted, devoids 
the concept of democracy in any sense. 

F. All civilization has been, besides other things, 
the result of human struggle for control of blind,unknown and 
uncontrollable n<:ttGtral and social forces, for maximum possible 
elimination of chance even·ts in the life of nations and the 
human race as a W''lol.e. Now, after so many amazing successes in 
discovering almost hidden natural regularities and introducing 
order and security into human life, the moment has come when 
the very survival of man1cind increasingly depends from some 
pure accident (hum<:.n or mechanical error, false alarm, unau·
thorized behavior of so;ne sic!< individual, miscalculation, etc.) 
to the extent of which the production of nuclear weapons will 
become cheaper and simpler in ·::he very near futur-e. They will 
inevitably be widely distributed and the probability of such 
a fatal accident will increase" Such an overwhelming role of 
chance in human life throws us back into prehistory: our situa 
tion :is comparable to the helplessness and dependence on acci · 
dent of our ignoroTit and primi t:ive ancestors. 

I£ we wish to embra.ce all aspects of this new si tu~ 
tion by a single formula, we might say: this is a situation of 
universal and perm3.nent insecurity for each individual at al
most every place at eve::.'y r,1oment of time. It is true, there 
have always been si.tuaticms and conditions under which man was 
bound by experienc•c', in a re:tat:i.•;ely prolonged int:erval of t.:!:_ 
me, the nightmarish fe,~:ii:ng oJ.' living on the verge of nothing 
ness. However, in the cuc1.rse o.? history, man has gradually 
transformed the world to such ;cm extent that he was able to re 

(1) Ph!lip Noel-Baker is quhe right when he givo<; tf,o 'fol!.ow!ng co;r,"ent of Kahn's con~sr+'••l. thd the 
United States and ~IATO would re1udiantly env·lsa;;o the ~··ssibillty of one or two mill ton ·iaid·:lties 
fn order to prevent a surprise attack. "Who has agreed to that? The cabinets of the United States. 
and of the NATO count~1es? The1r c~:mgrt:sso:;; QnJ 'lhelr Par.Haments7 The~r electorates? Dr., Kahn 
does not ten us but, I venture ~(he r.on-fldet,-t belief that no cabinet of any deffioccatlc country. 
has decided to risk a war in wh·:ch ll:e lo58e3 ~:ou]d be as great as that.' (Arms Contr·o_1_~~ 
ment and National Securl.{r, ed, by D,G, Brenr.an, N. Yo ·J961; p. 451•.) 



cognize conch tion.s in which he :can overcome anxiety and count 
on the future and where eve:cy sa.crifice acqD.ires a meaning b~ 
cause the day would c:Jme when. its fruit would ripen? Nowadays, 
a thinking and .feeling human t•eing, who was nor compelled ty 
other .factors in our pr-esent civili!4ation to behave and to be 
manipulated as a thing· a:nd not as a man., .finds himsel.f again 
in a state o.f per:c,Ttent an:x.iety, condemned to live permanently 
on the very edge i>:;twec•Il being and nothingness; in £-v1.ll un-
certainty between ,_,ny de.Pini·t<" .sense o.f the future a:1d in the 
total absence o.f t:he .future cn;<'J. there.fore, all meaning in the 
present li.fe. CleC\rly, the pro'J tem is not only the survival o.f 
that trembling .flc:.me o.f ci viJ ::. zation on the verge o.f non-ex~ 
stence. What is in the quesUon is also the quality o.f existence 
in the conditions o.f pe:~manent insecurity. Nothing is able to 
disintegrate a cc;·rmrun:i_tJ, t·:> undermine all their values, as the 
lack o.f a sense of the .-c'l<tu:c,'>. 

IT • 

What ir,: thE: -,,cssii;')_e o-c;_tcome .from this situation? 
It has 'hcoe:o \'i:ic1ely rcocogniz.ed during the last decade; 

at least at the g.c•ne:cc:tlJ.y theor·0·tica1 le'Jel, that the only out 
come might be un:i.v<:>rs3.2. accE.pt:on.ce of the policy o.f peaceful co 
existence in inteTnat::icrnal l.·eJ.c.tions. Various people and coun 
tries have acceptul t:;i.c: princip:l_e more or less enthusiatically 
or more or less l''.lCJ.ci.<mtly, b·Jt hardly any serious politician 
or scientist was r·c~ady 1;o re~;.~'"t: it in its general form. Some 
hawe accepted it i .l'or ."2C\son<c: wH.ch we will analyse later) as 
a tactical formu1<'- only, as mGre propaganda device; some 
make serious effo:cts to s ecvl.l0 l" its realization in international 
life. Naturally the former h;nd to preserve it in the original 
vagueness and abstractivenees, whereas the latter endeavor to 
make it as concrete, operationa.l and. as precise as possible. 
Some wish to retain its litera~ me&ling and to interpr~t co
existence as mere passive ju:~! wos'-~:ion of the hostile ·, ' ... clcs 
of the states. Others reject such cold war interpretation 
and assign to the cor:2ept, 2 u:"-:-h wider and richer meaning. 
In Yugoslavia, for ez<'·m:;:>le, t::.l'C: concept of peaceful co--exi
stence embraces, bes:i cles ot:h,~cs, 'che following elements: 

1. active struggl2 .t'o·r' the preservation of peace 
against all those pov.'ers which tend to dominate other coun
tries and to use mi.l i tc;:r·y and (~conomic force in order to 
preserve the exist.ing privil,~gi.-iH and to acquire new ones 
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on account of the righte and interests of other nations; 
2. active struggle for the protection of independence 

of all countries and the support of self-determination of all 
nations; 

3. support of full economic, political and cultural de 
velopment of all countries, particular;t.y·aid for an accelera 
ted economic development of developing countries. -

4. Rejection of any fixed d_ivision of the world into 
military, economic or political blocks, which implies a de
mand for growth of economic cooperation, political indepe£ 
dence, free travelling, general increase of communication, 
scientific and cultural exchange and in general, mutual col 
laboration of the countries with different economic and so
cial systems and the development of2 <~n attitude of openminded 
ness towards the world as a whole. J 

It is easy to realize that even in such an 
elaborated form the principle of peaceful co-existence hard
ly contains any essentially new elements. All this in one 
form or another was already expressed in the Charter of the 
United Nations and in f01ct, repreoen.ts part o:f a long 
humanist tradition which de?eloped from Stoic philosophy on 
wards. 

However, we must take into account that readi 
ness for opening towards the world may be the function at the 
level of technological development and economic strenght, and 
that in general, readiness to accept various progressive and 
humanistic demands depends on the nature of the existing so
cial system and ideology of the ruling elite in a given coun_ 
try. Therefore, if we want to contribute anything toward S£e 
cification.of at least some conditions which are necessary 
for realization of peaceful co-existe:nce in practice, the 
first step which we have to take is in-establishing the lo
west common denominator which could be generally accepted as 
the concept of peaceful co-exi.s ~encP., This, I hope wo:::J.:J r-" 
the idea of the renouncement of the use of force in inter
national relations and the idea of non-interference in in
ternal affairs of other countries. 

2-
.Speeches of Yugoslavian Representatives at Y:t. GSJ>er'al Assembly at the United Nlt1ons 19G5, p. · 3-4. 
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Our problem consists in the obvious discrepancy 
between general acceptance of these ideas and the actual facts 
of international politics. The very ones who agree with them 
and make use of them in abstracto, behave in an entirely op~ 
posite way in concreto in their physical practice. 

The question is now: whether mankind is con 
demned to this fatal discrepancy which would inevitably lead 
to its collective suicide or is there at least one factor 
which hasdecj_sively influenced recent history but which people 
can consciously modify and in such a way introduce a major 
change in the existing situation. 

III 

The best method to discover such a factor 
would be, as it seems to me: 

1). to analyse the causes of those great international 
political crises which led some.great powers to interfere in 
internal affairs of other countries and even to use military 
force; 

2). to analyse the causes 
gotiations, especially in those 
parently reach full agreement. 

of failure of disarmament ne
situations when both sides ap 

Such an analysis yf which I have 
ficient time at my disposal to expand in detail, 
follo\\•ing conclusion: 

not the suf 
leads to the 

:3oth mili t2.l'j' int2Y'\1"21.i. tions Ji? s·r·2a t powc:.c:: 
and their incapacity to reach agreements even in the most 
favorable moments in the history of disarmament negotiations 
for exarnple, in 1955 and in 1960, have decisively influenced 
the deeply rooted belief on each side that the fundamental 
interest which underlines all activit•y of the other side, is 
to destroy her in any possible way as she would not have to 
pay a great price for that. Eve.'y qesture of the other side 
and indeed, every event jn the irternational political. · -~e---c 
has, therefo:c8, been interpreted and ,c,valuated during 1."'--' 
last twGnty years, primarily from the point of view of whether 
it strengthens or weakens the positions of the main opponent 
and what would be the consequences for a possible future 
clash. 

For example, there is ~nple evidence that 
Krushchev did not order his troops to attacl< Hungarian re
bels in- 1956 just because they wanted to to be politinally 
depc,:G.<lsnt., even less because they wanted to end the economic 

i ~ ., ........ 
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exploitations of Hungary, and not even because they wanted 
to leave the Warsaw Pact keeping the Soviet troops out of 
their country. They did not attack Yugoslavia which was ut 
terly isolated in 1948; they did not intervene in Poland in 
1956; their troops left Rumania in 1956, they stopped ex
ploitations after 1956; they allowed a considerable political 
i-ndependence to some East-European countries. The essential 
motive for intervention in Hungary was the belief that, in 
given circumstances this count:r'y would inevitably become 
capitalist with the ultimate result that the Russians would 
soon have American troops on their borders and bases. 

American interventions in San Domingo, Viet 
nam and elsewhere were primarily motivated hy Durely ideo
logical belief that such revolutions are provoked and encoura 
ged by subversive activity of persons who are agents of in 
ternational communism and who gradually tend to destroy "the 
free world". As Munich has demonstrated, the policy of aE 
peasement leads nowhere, therefore, the only alternative 
is to be firm and strike back. Of course, the real objective 
is not to prevent new dictatorship nor to help to restore 
really democratic governments. General Kee is obviously a 
dictator whereas there can be little doubt that in a United 
Vietnam, any government elected by western standardS would 
be Communist- that is why the United States opposed the 
application of the Geneva Treaty on ¥ietnam. The real re~ 
son for intervention cannot be found in some Marxist expla 
nation of the old, dogmatical type: in terms of struggle for 
sources of new material, markets and cheap man~power. Such 
cliches are totally inappropriate to explain such an impo!: 
tant process 1n modern history as decolonization. 

To be sure in aLl jnternational conflicts 
in which one or the other s id(" '.<sed "'J:rt; e, there was c.:, __ " 
a clash of certain particular econontic, political and other 
interests. Ideologi-cal beliefs are expressions of interests 
in the first place. However, they are one-sided, abstract 
and st:Elreotyped expressions of interestso They are uncon~
scious realizations, therefore, uncontrollable. In addition 
they are much too st<:ttic and there is always a large element 
er 'loctrinn.l law in them. That is why thinking mediated 



by ideology is not only never true to the facts, it is also rare 
ly true to one's real interests in the given moment and under 
specific historical conditions. 

IV 

When we analyse the long frustrating history 
of disarmament negotiations, ,.e easily find a confirmation for 
both theories which J: have .just mentioned: 

A. that ideologica)_ considerations have always played 
decisive roles both in formulating ones own proposals and eValu 
at in g t · c; coming from ths opponent; - · 

B. t~at later experience amply demonstrates inadequacy 
of many ideological assumptions in relation to the genuine in 
terests of each side. 

As for A : - two kinds of behavior were typi 
cal for the representatives of the US and the USSR in all 
those negotiations. one prevailed during the period of the 
cold war until sometime after Stalin's death and was best de
scribed by Bertrand Russell: 

"Each side comes forward with a proposal which, if a
dopted, might have considerable merit, but each side takes 
care tha'c tne proposal should contain something that the other 
side is sure to reject and neither side is willing to seek 
a reasonable compromise,(3yince that would be thought to be 
cowardly appeasement. " 

Among many examples of this type of behavior 
one might mention the Baruch Pl :oa in 1946 and the Soviet re
action to it. The essential element of this plan was the pro 
posal to establish an International Atomic Development Autho 
ri ty under the United Nations, which woul·d hve a monopoly in 
mining uranium and thorium, refi··1ing the ores, owning materials 
and constructing and operattng j:.J.an·,_s necessary for the use of 
nuclear power. It was quite ob7' Jus .·.at the Russians c.o:. · · 
m rdly consent to an envisaged amount of inspection; to give 
up their efforts to reach atomic balance and to ~y entirely 
on the UN, where at that time they had only five out of fifty 
votes. 

1. ;·<c-·-n-.·;; cl O.ussoll, Has Man a Future ; Pon1uln Books, 1961 p. 32 
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·So, they flatly rejected the plan and the pr£ 
posal to ban the bomb and destroy all the stocks. In view of 
Soviet superiority in conventional armaments and the Soviet a_!_ 
titude it seemed to the Americans utterly non-serious and in
slncere. 

That is how history began. Later, Americans 
used to insist starting with conventional di,sarmament and 
where they were weaker, to agree first in the mechanism of 
control and inspection and then on disarmruments which to the 
Russians always meant orgaai zation of espionage without disarma 
ment; Eisenhower proposed i·n a letter to B11lganin in 1956 to 
stop any bomb&fuel production but, it was clear that such a 
cut-off would freeze the advantage of the u.s. According to 
Frye, "the tactic of linking the cut-off to other disarmament 
measures came to be used as a protef~~on against premature 
agreements on the other measures." · 

On the other hand, Russians used to insist on 
p:riori ty of nuclear disarmaments - whel'e they always were weaker 
while proposing conventional disarmaments, they.kept expres'
sing the reduction of armed forces by 1/3 or by some other 
fraction (and not by level ceilings) which would help to 
preserve existing superiority; they insisted on the priority 
of agreement in principles although they knew well, how lit
tle the imericans aP.preciated broad, unverifiable and unco.:2; 
trollable statements and how much they insisted on agreement 
in technical and partial problems. 

The underlying structure of all such behavior 
on both sides was, on the one hand, lack of any trust, utter 
suspicion, fear that the enemy might launch a surprise attack 
any moment and on the other hand, a desire to speak from a 
position of strength and to demonstrate firmness and toughness. 
It vras assu£:1ed that. one had t;__·, deal not w~- t:t1. t~J.e ordilJ.ary e:c1eiil~' bu. t, 
with one who is especiallya_;gressive and perversive, one who is 
the incarnation of all evi 1, whC' be~_ongs to a Satanic w0rld, 
an anti-world which is entirely ·Lnco· .. atible with the er• · .ry 
decent world. Those two worlds must inevitably clash ana one 
will be destroyed. Cne must be fully prepared for this clash 
and the only way to survive is to increase ones O\vn armaments 
as much as possible. 
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A new more hopeful period began in 1955 which 
for the US was one of those good quiet preelection years, and 
for the USSR, a period of reapprisal of Stalin's foreigh po
licy and the inaugur.ation of a new more flexible and realistic 
attitude in international relations. By this time, both sides 
possessed thermonuclear war weapons and became aware that a 
stability of fear had been reached. A breathtaking arms race 
did not increase national security, on the contrary, however 
this new situation gave rise to a new idea, namely, that the 
anti-vorld would not attack. 'l'his resulted in a certain 
change of attitudes in the negotiations: what in the days of 
the cold war was sheer propaganda struggling for points in the 
world's public opinion rep.laced now, by a genuine and sincere 
search for solutions. Onesided purely pregmatic proposals with 
full disregard for the opponents interest and with full aware 
ness that they contain elements which are totally unacceptable 
f h . d. d. \ 5 ) or lm ten lng to lsappear. Both sides adjusted to each 
other and at least agreed that the opposite extremes on which 
they used to insist previously (priority of nuclear versus 
conventional disarmament, priority of starting with actual 
disarmament versus establishing first control mechanisma, etc.) 

·must be taken as inseparable moments of the whole complex 
which has to be resolved gradually, 1<eeping the necessary ba 
lance, but' ,.. as a whole. 

Anu. still, except the Hoscow partial test 
ban treaty in 1963, not a single step toward real disarma
ment has been made so far, inspite of the fact that at least two 
times, in 1955 and 1960 the positions of both sides have been a 
mazingly close. When one compares Anglo French proposals at the 
United Nations Disarmament Sub - Committee submitted iYJ modi
fied version April 19, 1955 and the USSR proposals f:tcm Hay 
10, 1955, one notices the following simularities: 

(1) Both proposed man-power ceilings of between 1 and 
1. 5 million. 

(2)' Both proposed nuc:!.e?-r p:r0duction cut-off t~ 1> o 

gin when 50 percent of the conventional force reduction has been 
made. 

(3) Both proposed a completP ban on the use of nu
clear weapons and abolition of all existing stocks after 75% 

" Sure1,· {here wereexceptions such as Eisenhower's "Open Skies 11 plan offered at the Summit ·:lorr 
ferznce in 1955 or at the Russians insistence in 1958 that agreement should be first reached in 
general political problmms hefore discussing any technicol details, 
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op conventional force reduction tcs been made. 
(4) Both proposed to establish an International Con

trol Organ with its own staff of inspectors having the right ( 6) 
to access at all times and keeping all objects under control. 

It is clear that Russian proposals meant il. 
fact, the acceptance of British - french proposals. But then, 
the Western representatives withdrew their proposals. Accor 
ding to Jerom Weisner the reason for this extraordinary act
was a growing fear of some American experts that the declara~· 
·tion about the size of nuclear stock piles cannot be conclu
sively verified and that f91 problem of the clandestine stock 
pile could not be solved. But according, to Frye, once the 
Soviet Union was ready to accept inspection which would su~
fice to dete~t preparation for any major nuclear agression, 
the United States said f~ndly and publicly later that year, 
that it no longer favored the elimination of atomic weapons 
that it wanted to focus(§~ the two ways .to make the balance of 
power more stable •••••• 

At the Geneva Disarmament Conference, Soviet 
proposals from June 2, 1960 and the United States proposals 
from June 27, 1960 again contain amazing simularities, not 
only in principles but also in many technical details. Especial 
ly important was the recognition by both sides of tbe need 
for an international militia within the UN to preserve world 
peace. Soviet proposals confirmed readiness to accept inter
national on the spot control already in the first stage of 
disarmament but specified its tasks as the control of actual 
operations of disarmament already in the first stage, (dis
truction of missiles and' other delivery devices, elimination 
of military bases and withdrawal of foreign troops, destruc 

6. Phi lip Noel Baker, Th~~!.':'!.Race, London 1958. 

7. Jerom Weisner, Comprehensive Arms Limitation oyscems, (, ... ms Control Disarmament And Nation•. >e 
curlty ), N. Y. 1961 p. -228. 

B. Will!am R. Frye, ~..i· p. 76. 

I 
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t;_on of missile launching sites, etc.) The U. s. proposal 
postponed all such OJlerations for later stages (without me~ 
tioning withdrawal of foreign troops andQsmounting of mili 
tary bases). In the first stage it insisted on conventional 
forces reduction, establishment of an Internationql Disarm.§:_ 
ment ControlOrganization, notification and inspection of de 
livery systems, fissionable material production cut-off, 
etc. 

So it turns out that the differences in time phasing 
are very essential and that they disclose old well-lmown dif 
ferences in approach urge for disarmament without quite satis 
factory control on the Soviet side, emphasis on inspection 
and control without much real disarmament on the American side. 
As is well-known .the whole Eastern delegation walked out on 
June 27th. The impression remained in the real interest for 
serious negotiations and for reaching an agreement on both 
sides was less than the verbal manifestations in the texts 
of the proposals. 

How to explain that inspite of enormous risks and 
costs which both great powers subject each other to, they 
fail to find a common language? It is true, they have many 
conflicting economic, political and other interests but, 
these are not of such a kind as to justify such a trem~11ous 
day-to;..day waste of the best natural resources and huma., 
energies, not to speak about the constantly increasing d~ 
ger of mutual annihilation. ~~en one cons~ders those fac
tors which immediately influence negor.iations and tend to 
aggravate reaching an agreement such as: needs to improve 
technology of weapon production,pressure of military and 
conservative people on both sides, J;Oli tical reasons especi_al 
ly taking care of the interests of the such allies as China 
and Germany (east and west) o~e invariably finds ideological 
considerations underlying them. At the root of all interpr~ 
·tation, evaluation and decision-making, there is the b?,. i.c 

belief that Communism and Capi ta~ism : Jr the so-called fr<=<= 
world) are incompatable social systems and that any co-exis
tence is only temporary. The only change in relation to the 
period of cold war (1945-1955) is that now, few well informed 
and serious people in both countries believe that a premedi
tated surprise attack from the other side might happen at 
any moment. But, the attitude which still prevails is that 
in case of any considerable change (including those resuJ.ting 
in a possible process o£ disarmament) might upset the existing 
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balance. So the other side would strike back the 2f~Jt moment 
it would estimate that the price was not too high. This is 
then the ground motive for both fear and a feverish arms race. 
Both effectively prevent any real step towards disarmam~nt. 

V 

Therefore, one should ask the following questions: 
( 1) Is peaceful coexistence in the present his

torical situation really acceptable to both leading world Fg, 
wers? 

(2) Granted that it is, is pec.;;:eful coexistence 
really possible under conditions of ideoloci.cal war? 

As to the first question, there is not much to be 
said. I£ the fundamental interest of at least one of the big 
powers really is to dominate the world so that the policy of 
peaceful coexistence is really acceptable to har(although she 
might find it useful propaganda device and pay lip services 
to it), then we are doomed. A~y fight for peace can only po~t 
pone the holocaust. Any negotiations will not lead to real 
disarmament,and without disarmament one day one of these bombs. 
will inevitably go of£. However,· inspite of the fact that there 
are groups and circles on both sides that think about a world 
socialist revolution or a world democracy in terms of military 
conquering the rest of the world, and inspite of the fact 
t.hat from time to time great powers make impressions actually 
behaving exactly that way, their strateg:i.esare based on op
timistic ideological assumption9. Our world is better and mo
rally superior. Evil (communism or capitalism) has no histcri 
cal future because it is evil and so it is doomed; even with 
out our military intervention. But while it is on earth it 
will tend to destroy us and we must protect ourselves. This 
basic optimism and basically defensive strategy on both sides 
provides ~: for relatively sincere acceptance at least in 
its more general and m eager form. Even one who os skept:'. ~aJ. 
toward my hypothesis that prevailing c..~ti tudes on both siues 
are basically optimistic and defensive would have to grant 

• 

9. • Jt came to be believed that the USSR might attack the West as soon as she estimated that she 

had a marginal superiority in military power ••••"• her intentions would become equal to her 
capability. On this view the slightest falling behind of the West In military power would pr~ 

cop! tate a holocaust." 
-Blackett, Stud! es Of War, Edinburgh 1962; p. 94. 
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th;;it now-a-days .~eV"en mediocre intelligence suffices to 
realize where any policy ccmparable to the one of fascist 
powers r,f World War II would lead. Not to admit such a m1n1:. 
mum amount of common sense to the opponc;~1t would in itself 
constitute an instance of ideological th~nking. 

VI 

So the m·.ore interesting question is (2). Is it pos_ 
sible to advocate peace.f'ul coexistence and in the same time 

lead an ideological war? It seems to me that experience has 
shown and theoretical analysis can demonstrate that this is 
plainly impossible. 

By leading ideological war, I do not mean just ex
pressing the view of a certain type of society is not satis 
factory from the economic, political, moral and any other 
point of view, or according to my standards of evaluation an 
other social system is pr-eferable. If we by "ideology" mc::tn 
theory about ~n accepted ideal; choice of a value orientati0n, 
a projection of futur.e for which we are ready to engage and 
consequently; a critical attitude toward existing social real.:!:_ 
ties everybody hB or should have a definite stand on these 
matters. Far from being blind and irrational, ideology in this 
sense is one of the pr~conditions of all relationship as a 
concept of rationality is relative to our goals and ultimate 
values. 

Unfortunately, the term "ir1eology" usually covers 
an entirely different structure of thought and behavior, for 
which it is characteristic that our group interests, emotions 
and indeed sometimes most irrational, blind, animal-like sub 
conscious urges designed in the form of indicative statements, 
making tl':.e impression that they refer to obvious facts, being 
accepted, therefore, as indubitable truths. All ideologie~ in 
this sense are C.angerous because ':hey .~'eate illusions a11C. 
prejudices and they are all conservative because their fun£ 
tion is to rational.ize and preserve the interes-;;:s of various 
social elites and because they are too static and necessarily 
left behind the facts. Being based on interests and emotions 
rather than objective observation and critical thiru<ing 
ideologies tend again and again to reproduce dualistic pie 
tures of the society and the world with extremely sharp distinc 
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tions between white and black, good and evil. Such an extre 
mely simplified dualism is not only the result of utter lack 
of objectivity of those whose interests and needs it should 
serve to promote but·,also, the consequence of simple psycho 
logical fact that very broad-minded people can be moved to 
action solely by very simple, easily understandable and em£ 
tionally - loaded ideas. In time of great social trru1sfor
mations and vastly increased possibilities of successful stru~ 
gle for ordinar:' people's souls - due to the revolution in 
the fi~ld of mass media of communications - it is no wonder 
that all the world is virtually Booded by the most outraga
geous, most infantlie products of ideological thinking. There 
is no need to go into details to prove how dangerous and i.:£ 
responsible are such colorblind and utterly belligerent pr_§; 
sentations of quasi-reality in a world full of very destru~ 
tive arms. 

It would not be realistic to think that there is 
any power in the world which can in a reasonable interval of 
time remove ideologies or reduce dangerous ones of the type 
II to more rational and scientifically based ones of type I~ 
Ideologies are part of our world, they look ghostlike only 
from the political ?Oint of view of theoretical reasons be
cause there are so few reflections of reality. They are fir~ 
ly ~ntrenched in reality because they are expressions of i~ 
terests and needs of various social groups, and because they 
are guiding lines of all activity of so many people that they 
have really acquired the strength of material forces. 

What can be done is:(f.) to show that in the present 
historical conditions, nobody can expect both to survive and 
to stick to all marp distinctions of his ideology with all 
implied aggressiveness and fear and.susiJicion towards his 
ideological opponents; (2) to show in a single and very eo~ 
~ncing way what is untrue in his declarations and what are 
the elements of common interest "'i thout asking him to give 
up his ideology as a whole and his preferences· of one +··rpe 
of society to the other. 

The first is clear by now, I hope. I might quote 
some authors 'who came to th.e same conclusions. For example 
Jerom Wiesner says: "Experience indicates that individual 
projects or proposals, no matter how promJ.sJ.ng always wi11 10 ) 
be evaluated in a negative state of mind born of fear". ( 

10. Jerom Wiesner, op.ci~ •• p. 199. 
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William Fox comments on the widely held opinion in the u.s. 
that "one cannot trust the Russians" and goes on: "Trust
prerequisite. to cooperative or contracted relations hardly 
operates at all between the first ranking states of our era 
•••••• Lack of trust drives them to bargain so closely and 
prevents them from moving toward agreement except by hesitant 
and short forward steps." {I·~) Even Herman Kahn, who by his over 
optimistic and pedentic calculations of the possible outcomes 
of• the nuclear vtar or by his warnings, about the dangers of 
arms reduction and arrrs control has not made a great service 
to the creation to the new international climate of trust and 
confidence, is right in saying: "The big thing that the So
viet Union and the United States have to fear from each other 
is fear itself". In concluding: "it is most unlikely that 
the world can live with an uncontrolled arms race lasting for 
several decades." ( 12) 

VII 

As to (2) the following elements in the Soviet 
ideology on the one hand and the American ideology on the 
other seem to me to be very dangerous, entirely unconfirmed 
by facts and in fact, redundant from the point of view of the 
genuine interests of Soviet and American people: 

In the Soviet ideology: 
(a) A new social system inevitably replaces the old 

in the new world and in a revolutionary way. Therefore, the 
possiblity is excluded that the old might adjust and survive 
in a modified form. W11at follows logically, although never 
said explicitly, is that peacefttl coexistence is a· transi
tory phenonomen. This theory has been confirmed by some past 
experiences, especially from the periods of the transition 
from the periods of transition from slavery to feudalism and 
from feudalism to capitalism. However,many facts from the pre 
s.ent transition period seem to ix;dicate that the two grec;.t -
social sys terns have been ad jus L.ng t· each other and gr·a'-'~ .... 
ly transforming in rather surprising ways (increasing role 

11, Will lam Fox, Political and Diplomatic Prerequisites of Arms 6ontrol, "Daedelus ' 1960, p. 1005. ------------------- -....,___ ..._ 

12. ~ta~~~~~-~esearch I nstltut~~~~~~~}, Stanford , Fourth Quarter 1959, p, 139 -1i,o·. 
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of the state in both systems; introducing of planning and v.9o 
rious social funds in capitalism; emphasis on market economy 
and personal property in socialism,. etc.) 

(b) As capitalism is doomed it has no other choice 
but to use every means, no matter how desperate it might be, 
to stop the whole of history. So it will certainly try to 
destroy the leading socialist country as soon as the occasion 
arises. 

This generalization again is not without any SU£ 

port. It has a history that every revolution was followed 
by counter-revolution.There nas counter revolutionary inter 
~ntion in Russia in 1917-1922. There can be little doubt that 
the advance of Fascism and preparation for the attack on the 
u.s. was directly or indirectly supported by some circles in 
the West. However, modified capitalism has demonstrated such 
a surprising vitality and ability to develop productive forces 
(which according to the Harxist theory main criterion of 
vitaiity) that is not all clear now whether, why and how is 
this modified social system doomed. And even if it were, their 
ruling elites are not aware of the fact that now-a-days and 
it is only what matters when we want to predict their be
havior. 

(c) As progress is possible only through the stru~ 
gle uf opposites. As every balance of force is only relative 
a genuine revolutionary must always be milit~1t and uncom
promising; It is true under present ('nnditions he cannot 
manifest his revolutionary zeal in m~ litary combat, however 
there is no need for restraining the field of ideology. 

Philiosophical assumptions here do not justify the 
conclusions. Struggle a~d completion can take very different 
forms including very noble and creative ones. Ideological 
militancy as manifested by many apparatchiks and propagandists 
during the last two decades certainly did not show any traces 
of creativity; it usually goes hand in hand with the most 
obvious form of dogmatior. and intellectual rigidity. 

In American ideology: 
(a) International communism is a conspiracy against 

the free world • Communists want to conquer all countries and 
they will attack whenever and wherever they can. When they 
cannot attack openly they will use agents to reach the P£ 
wer by subversive activity. 

That even this piece of nonsense can be illustra 
ted by some facts only proves the wisdom of Hagel who said 
once that there is no such silly statement for which some 
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good reasons could not be given. It is the fact that in some 
Ea=tern European countries in the final stage of World War II, 
socialism was introduced mostly due to the action of the Red 
·.xmy which liberated those countries from German occupation. 
It is v.lso the fact that some communists in the u.s. And else 
where were spying for the U.S. However to build up some fun
damental principles on those facts would, among other things, 

' prove total lack of the sense of history. It is the essential 
part of the Marxist theory and of the way of thought of every 
genuine contemporary-revolutionary that real socialist rev£ 
lution can only arise as the result of the internal struggle 
of forces and internal change - never as the result of foreign 
intervention. That is exactly the process which is taking p 
place in many Asian, African anl S. American countries, in 
the conditions of utter misery and corruption. Fe.r from being 
anybody's agent, leaders of these movements strive to reach 
full independence, including independence from the allies. 

(b) People under communist rule are slaves. It is 
our moral duty to help them whenever we can and especially 
to protect all other nations from the real danger. 

This willingness to make other nations happy a
gainst their will and to assume unauthoriz£d by any World 
organization, the role of World policeman is especially d~ 
gerous. But even asidefrom the fact that who is to judge 
whether people from another continent with entirely differcrt 
traditions, habits, needs., in entirely different 'conditions 1 

etc., will be better off with what we press on them accor
ding to our standarC.s of evaluation with what we already have 
or envisage to reach • That is why the behavior of Buddhists 
in Vietnam is such a riddle to many Americans. The only pO.§_ 
sible solution is that each person must be left eo deciae 
for ::cimself whether he will support any given government or 
fight against it. After all, there is some wisdom in the idea 
of a philosopher that each people deserve to have the gover~ 
ment which they have. 

(::) The experience of Kmic!·. ::~nd Pearl Harbor slL '· _ 
that it is dangerous and ineffective to be soft on communists 
and try to appease them. Yle must stand firm and drr.:vr a line 
beyond which no concessions can be made even at the risk of 
v·,.ar. 

One can understand why the shocking experience at 
Munich and Pearl Harbor is so vivid in the minds of the pr~ 
sent ruling group of Americans. However, here we have the 
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case of a completely misleading analogy. Both Hitler's Ger
many and Japan were hungry for space and raw materials. Their 
inh=rest lay primarily in outer expansion which was c1e.arly 
reflected in their ideology. Soviet union has more space 
and natural resouces than she can organize and use; her main 
interest lies in internal growth and evolution - which again 
really follows from the Marxist ideology, which is fundame~ 
tally an ideology of internal social_ transformations. 

VIII 

The conclusion is then, that ideological war must 
stop if we seriously want to ,sc..::ure peaceful coexistence and 
survive. 

There was a lot of discussion whether trust is a 
ccmdi tion or a consequence of arms control and disarmamDnt. 
Putting the question in this way leads nowhere. Both depend 

on the other factor. Some of these factors are too fi:~ed, 

objective and outside our possibility to change them by our 
actions within a reasonable interval of time. Such arc real 
conflicting economic and political interests, pressures of 

conservative militaristic social forces in bGth societies, 
development of military technology which in itself makes 
the security problem increasingly complex. In addition to 
such relatively constant factors there is an important var~ 
able which probab:Ly can be sufficiently mcdifieci by our 
action, and that is ideology. Nothing can be cha:aged in the 
fact that they would win souls and direct activities oi nd 1 

· lions. ,'Jomething can be clPnged in the way they c1o that 
and that is, so far as I can see the only possible major chansc 
in· the present sih:ation which can resotore the Lec'Cssary mi
nimum of mutual trust and help to create a new atmosphere, 
a new way ,)f thinking and approa":hing to all events of this 
necessarily complicated world. 'lhat is exactly what was d::; 
manded in the first Pug-wash sta~c nent "We have to lec.r_n ',
think in a new way. We nave to learn to ask ourselves not 
what steps can be taken to give military victory to whatever 
group we prefer, for there are no longer such steps: the 
question we have to ask ourselves is: what steps can be t~ 
ken to prevent a militarycontes(b~f which the issue must 
be disastrous to all parties?" 

-----------
13. Bertrand Russell, Albert Einstein,~~ Apeal_ior the Abolition of~~· Sept. 1955, 'The Atomic Age" 

ed. by Grodelne and Rablnovitcl,, N.Y. 1963. 
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Those elements of existing ideologies which contr~ 
diet the very principle of peaceful coexistence must be elimin 
ate because they are obsolete and no longer correspond to -
the facts or to the real interests of those who profess them. 

~ 

Even the purely theoretical reappraisal of existing 
ideologies, critical analysis and rejection o2 all black and 
write dyclotomies would bea'll.:!ry valuable contribution. Much 
more important would be the positive search for common in
terests, increase in communication on all levels and creation 
of a new climate in mutual relations. The old Latin proverb 
must get new form: "Si vis pacem para pacem." 

/ 
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INTERNATIONAL SUMMER SCHOOL ON DIS~IAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL 

(M. MARKOVIC: Thursday, June~ 9:30.) 

I 

Any discussion about the role of science in reducing 
international tension, and in general, in making the world a 
better place to live in, depends upon what we understand by 
science, which of its contradictory tendencies we take as .§.S 
sential, how do we apply its results. 

Science, ~coording to its definition aims at estab 
lishing truths about nature, society and the individual man • 

. But how to conceive truth? 
In contempory science, there is a tendency of in

creased division cf work and of ever more narrow specializ~ 
ticn. The result of such a specialized inquiry of a s tric_!_ 
ly isolated, fixed problem will be true if it has been prov 

ed and empirically verified. But, it will only be a partial 
incomplete truth which has not taken into consideration many 
essential elements of the given fragment of reality. Such an 
incomplete truth can be fruitful in its practical application· 
it ca:tLsecure the solution of an important technical or social 
problem it can considerab:tf increase the efficiency of our action
But, this efficiency can be for man or against man. Nuclear w~a 
pons are the result of a one-sided development of the initial 
theoretical knowledge abcut fission and fusion of the atomic nu
cleus. The history of nuclear arms race is the best example of 
the abuse of science, =d of the tragic a.liennti_rm of some bril 
liilllt oroducts of the human mind. A com)arable s.ouse of science 
we fine!. in :;_G.eological propaganda. The rnost e:ffocti·,re and ther~ 
fore most dangerous propaganda in not one which is based on ug 
truths and is therefore in an otvious conflict with scie"l.ce, 
but one which, for the rational::.'?.atic. l and justification --~· che 
interests of the privileged social groups, uses partial truths 
established by science. 

Science would be helpless against such abuses, if it 
were atomized, disintegrated and disinterested in the problems 
of whales at all levels. Fortunately, there is in science now 
a strong opposite tendency toward synthesis, toward integration 
of the results of partial inquiries within the framework of big 
coherent systems. 
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In science one must carefully distinguish between pure 
experts and genuine intellectuals. An expert remains at the 
level of partial knowledge, at the level of correct application 
of the general theoretical and methodical principles to the sol_ld; 
tion of a special problem - in one word, he remains at the level 
of technique. A genuine creative intellectual in the field of 
science critically examines and further develops the very theo
retical founda~ions, he establishes important connections and 
generalizations, creates new forms " and new systems, 
tends to penetrate into the full me.anJ.ng of scientific results 
by incorporating them into broader cultural and philosophical 
contexts of his time. 

This brings us to the other essential polarity of sci
ence. Is truth pure factual knowledge neutral with regard to all 
values or is it knowledge oriented toward the realization of gen 
eral human values such as freedom, justice, development, aboli 
tion of alienation, etc? 

In contemporary science there is a very strong tendency 
of positivism, that is the view that the sole function of science 
is to describe and explain what there is, and eventually, if at 
least some laws are known, to extrapolate what there might be. 
ll.ll evaluation in terms of feelings, nec~ds, moral standards, etc, 
are basically irr3.tional and must be discarded. Such a conception 
of science is perhaps the expression of the alienation of a good 
part of the present day intelligentzia from the general goals 
and values of their society. This conception of science is V3.l_ld; 
able as a counterbalance to a constant tendency in contempory 
society to reuuce science to a mere servant of ideology andpoli 
tics. But, su~h a passive resistence in the absence of any act
iv'3 one, - is, after all, quite acceptable to the ruling elites 
because pure positive knowledge can always be interpre·ted and 
used in a most profitable way w~.th the final consequence that 
society would be devoid of its critical self-consciousn~s~. 

On the other hand, some humanita.rians, Existentialists 
and recently some !l'larxists extend their criticism of positiv
ism to the science as a whole. By asserting that science accor£ 
ing to its·very nature is not and cannot be anything else but 
description and classification of facts' calculation and a cold 
aloof interpretation of what there simply is - they help to re
affirm this prejudice about science and lose one of the most 
powerful allies in the struggle for the humanization of the 
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contemporary world. 

In fact, true intellectuals in the field of science do 
have a certain value orientation; they have a critical distance 
towards the existing world's realitie~. They are very much con
cerned about the way the products of their mind will be inter
preted and practically applied; they are seriously concerned 
about the human sense which they will eventually acquire. That 
is why all lead:_ng physicists of our century: Einstein, Bohr, 
Planck, Heisenbe.rg, Schr~dinger, Born, De Broglie, etc., were 
also philosophers and humanitarians. Many of them and their pu 
pils took an active part in the struggle against Fascism and 
against the abuse of the achievereents of nuclear science. All 
actions of scientists to prevent the use of atomic bombs in 
1945: Einstein and Szilards letters, the Franck Report, petition 
to the President of the U.S. of July 17, 1945 and after all, the 
very fact of existence and development of the Pugwash Movement; 
is the best proof that scientists are not only concerned with 
the accumulation of knowledge. Providing knowledge (which is the 
necessary condition of technicological and all other developments) 
is just one function of science. Another equally important 
function is a critical evaluation of all unsatisfactory aspects 
of contemporary human condition and a thorough scrutiny of the 
optimistic future changes which have already been made possible 
by the achievements in the present. 

There is no doubt that the fundamental values and assumE 
tions of each individual scientist depend on the fact that he 
belongs to a given nation ~d was educated in a particular tra
dition and in a particule.r social climate. E•.JWever, truth is 
universal, science is a universal human product, it is guided 
by a universal humanist tradition. A true scientist will tend to 
speak ar-J Man a:nd will tend to overcome all limitations of nation, 
race, class or religion. This is the language that one finds 
in the first Pugwash statement signed by Russell and Einstein: 

"We are speaking not as r.'embe.·-:! of this or that "12:' ' . :a, 
continent, or creed, but as human beings, members of the species 
man, whose continued existence is in doubt." ••• "Most of us are 
not neutral in feelings but as human beings we have to remerrber 
that if the issues between East ana West are to be decided in 
any manner that can give any possible satisfaction to anybody, 
whether Communist or Anti-Communist, whether Asian or Euro
pean or Ame~ican, whether white or black, then these issues 
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must not be decided by war .• , 

",.,.,We appeal as human beings to
1
human be~ngs: remem

ber your hu.!Jlanity and forget the rest." 

One should not have illusions that most scientists will 
always be able to live up to these standards. One shouldnot 
even cherish iilusions that there will ever be a time when 
all people who work in the field of science will be able to 
accept such an activlltic and cosmopolitan conception of sci
ence with all their practical consequences. Like in arts or 
philosophy, not all people who accept a role in lifA"have

2
the 

necessary intellectual and psychological predispositions. 
Many prefer to remain passive observers of the political, ig 
tellectual and moral battles of their time. Furthermore, some 
choose to be open enemies of every free and critical thought 
they use all their knowledge and talents to ,justify ideologi 
cal dogmas or to support official views whatever these might 
be and no matter how they might fluctuate. 

And still, inspite of such polarizations and~sistences 
within its own ranks, science can play an enormous role in 
making this world more rational and humane. 

II 

What is the specific role of science in reducing existing 
international tension? 

Generally speaking, only by the use of scientific method 
we can reach a reliable judgement as to what is exac,tly the 
situation in which we are, what are really the causes wnieh 
brought it about, consequently, which are decisive variables 

1. Russell, Einstein, An Appeal for .~he Abolition of W~:;::,, S'lnte!!! 
ber 1955 "The A to mic Age", ed. by Grodsius and Rabinow.i. cch, 
N.Y. and London, 1963. 
Russel~ Has Man,a Future?, Penguin Books, 1961, p.55-59 

2. That's why we should not identify science with wha,t is done 
by people who have a scientific degree and sit in scientific 
institutions. Some of those who do not satisfy formal re
quirements, no matter where they work, still are able to a£_ 
proach problems in a scientific way and vice versa. 



• 

- 5 -

we have to change if we wish to survive and create a more 
r:saceful world, 

It is true that sometimes only high administrative 
officials know many important data about given situations, 
However, knowing data is far less than knowing the situation. 
Data may be taken as instances of concepts which are inade
quate, or as confirmation of assumptions which are misleading. 
Stalin knew the data about the concentration of the German 
armies in 1941, but he did not interprete them as signs of 
Hitler's intention to attack, Churchill and Roosevelt did 
not probably lack the essential military, economic and other 
data about USSR in that year. They feared that Germans 
would finish with her in a few weeks because they did not e~ 
pect that Russian peasants woull'. so defend their country -
slaves usually don't do so. Without this assumption about 
USSR as a police-state and taking into account some history, 
one might have correctly predicted the behavior of the Rus
sian people. 

li'Jaking the correct picture of the nature of the 
present day international tension also requires som3 histor!_ 
cal background- at least of the period after 1917. 

In addition it requires a conceptual apparatus 
which, from the point of clarity, communicability and adequacy 
far surpasses those stereotypes ivi th which a politician 
operates, such as democracy, Communism, Wall Street, Krem
lin, subversive "lctivity, brainwashing, indoctrination, i!!! 
perialism, etc. These must be replaced by the concepts and 
theories of economic science, socialogy, political science, 
law, social psychology, etc ... 

It should be noted that so far science has not yet 
devoted sufficient attention to a complex, interdisciplinar_,. 
study of contemporary internation"ll relations. Scientists 
often lack the necessary infvrmation. What is more serious 

they sometimes deal with the pro.:Jlem 0f war, of pe"lce &cl<:; :·: .. :·.·

ternational politics in a commonsense way, disregarding the 
principles of scientific m_ethod which they otherwise observe 

3. Sometimes even that does not suffice, Who does not know 
history of tradition"ll Chinese philiosophy (especially 
Confucianism and Taoism) will fail to grasp important as 
pects of contemporary China, 
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so scrupulously in their special fields, For example, there are 
ma~y surveys of the history of disarmament negotiations which 
remain at the purely descriptive levels, Little effort has bren 
made to analyze all factors in play and their mutual L1teraction, 
to explain the behavior of the main protagonists and to predict 
future steps under various conditions, To explain certain super
ficiality in their approach to the problems of peace research 
some scientists introiluce the following duelism: they speak as 
'"'"ie:ntists in the special field where they are highly qualified; 
here they speak as ordinary human beings concer11ed about the 
survival of mankind, This seems to be a mistake, These problems 
are very complex, sometimes more complex than those which we 
deal with in our special field of interest, and they demand en
gagement of a scientist just as a scientist., with all the ad
vantages which his objective, systematic and critical way of 
thinking can provide, 

III 

More concretely speaking, the fields where a scientist 
can contribute a great deal to relax present international ten
sion seems to be the following: 

(1) explanation of the dangers of the existing hostility 
among great powers under conditions of present day 
military technology and arms race; 

(2) the search for concrete technical solutions of the 
various aspects of disarmament and national security 
problem; 

(3) thorough interdisciplinary study of all decisive 
factors which influence international relations in 
general, disarmament negotiations in particular; 

( 4) study of legal and ethical aspects of internatj_onc-;.l 
politics, development of international law and etni 
cal code of international relations; 

(5) organized resista~ce to public opinion, prejudices 
created by mass media and incompetent teachers, act 
ive efforts in remoulding public opinion and in re
forming educational programs and methods; 
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a''ti ve participation in various interl1ational pro~ 
grams of aid to developing countries in view of 
the fact that poverty,.unsolved social problems and 
consequently, revolutions in these countries are 
one of the major causes of conflicts among great 

powers. 

IV 

In the difference from all other arms in history the 
full.meaning of the use of nuclear weapons can be determined 
only the experts in nuclear physics, biology, chemistry, etc. 
Only they know what are the blast, thermal and radio active 
effects of the various kinds of bombs under various conditions, 
onlY they can calculate what would be the probable average con 
tamination of the earth's surface in the future; what would be 
the possible rate of increase of hereditary diseases, etc. But, 
they don't participate in taking decisions about the use of 
these weapons. On the other hand, those who are the only ones 
responsible for their use have to decide on 4he basis of how 
the alternatives have been presented to them. , It is therefore, 
essential to study and inform both high political officials and 
broad public about all implications of a nuclear war. 

4. It is very instructive to study· the history of the decision to 
throw the first two atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. On 
the basis of what Henry Stimson, the Sec. of War until Septem
ber 21, 1945, records, it might be concluded that President 
Truman approved the use of the bomb, taking into account on 
the one hand, that the bomb would destroy an army centerhead 
quarters of the Japanese army defending Southern Japan (HirQ
shima) m1d a major seaport which contained several large in
dustrial plants of great wartime importance (Nagasaki) and 
while on the other hand, without the use of Atomic bombs the 
major fighting would not end 1.'ntil the latter part of ·'·!r,, )" 
and such operations might be· expected to cost over a million 
casualties to P~erican forces alone, while enemy casualties 
would be much larger than our own". It is clear that many im 
portant aspects of the situation have not even been mentioned. 
(Stimson, The Decision to Use the Atomic Bomb, " The Atomic 
Age", N. Y. London; 1963, · p. 30 -44) 
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Of all ennumerated fields this is the one in which peE_ 
haps most has been done, although in some countries,much less 
than is needed. However, scientists have to cope with the fact 
that some of their own colleagues minimize the effects of a 
possible nuclear war, create dangerous illusions in the pu!!_ 
lie opinion and exert pressure on their own governments to 
give up the policy of disarmament. 

One illustration of such an attitude may be found in 
the writings of Edward Teller, when he says for example,: "I 
believe that an extensi<re shelter -,Jrogrsm would 2ave the great. 
majority of the people in the United States even in case of a 
most ferociuus attack. It is certain that such an attack would 
wipe out our industries, but pc'St experiences as well as some 
research on the-question of possible reconstruction have shown 
that the United States could recover from en all-out attack ln 
a small number of years." And he goes on by asserting that 
eighty b~llion dollars 11would make our passive defence sati.§. 
factorY" 

To say the least, it is strange to listen to a scientist 
whenhe publicly expresses "beliefs" of such a kind without any 
argument and when he makes extrapolations about the consequences 
of an all-out attack on the basis of 'past experiences". A good 
deal of effort in fighting ignorance, illusions or even wicked 
ness in connection with nuclear war should be directed against 
such misleading and irrational views-of some of our fellow scien 
tists. 

It should be added that, in difference from nuclear wea 
pons, broader public opinion is less informed at the moment about 
the dangers of chemical and especially microbiological war. MUDh 
more must be done in this direction in the following years, 
especially taking into account that the problem of control of 
those weapons seems at present, less diffigult to solve than 
that of conventional and nuclc>ar ·.mapon3. 

5. Edward Teller, The Feasability of Arms Control and the Prin
ciple of Openness, Arms Conc~ol, Disarmament and National 
Security, ed. by D. Brennan, N.Y. 1961 p. 123. 

6. H. Marcovich, .QoJ];trol of Biological We~pons, paper presented 
at the 14th Pugwash Conference in Venice (Pugwash Newsletter, 
1965, Vol. .3, No. 1 p. 17)• 
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V 

By now it has become clear and generally accepted 
that any progress in military and political aspects of disarm£ 
ment must be prepared by the solution of many small, technical 
problems. These can be dealt with only by experts, scientists 
and scientifically minded officials. It is very important that 
they continue to worK on such technical problems in the U.N. 
committees, at the Pugwash conferences and national group meet 
ings, in various institutes - even when the political situation 
does not promise any agreement. Experience shows that when a 
large amount of technical issues have been previously settled, 
it becomes possible to reach agreement in a relatively short 
period of time as soon as favorable political conditions arise. 
A good example is the Moscow Test Ban Treaty from 1963. With
out 4 or 5 years of intensive work of various committees of e~ 
perts it .could not have been concluded so quickly and it is 
doubtful whether it would be possible later after the aggrava 
tion of the situation in Vietnam. 

Continuing work on technical problems is important 
for another reason: it helps to establish the lines of communi 
cation and to keep them open. Very often one can witness a corn 
plete comrnunication block. Notorious single case is Vienna 
meeting of Khrushchev and Kennedy in 1961. Jerome W:dsner describes 
this phenomenon in the following way:-

"In conflict situations between individuals and in 
conflict situations in which individuals act for nations, stat~ 
ments of antagonists are evaluated not in terms of the intended 
meanings but rather in terms of the most threatening alternatives. 
This is particularly true when survival is believed to be at 
stake. When this happens, there can be ·no meaningful communica
tion. Every propoaal by either s;_de is scanned for the ):,.:'.:'JC.:·':n 
purpose. The entire history of the 7-Lomic control negotiations 
is a demonstration of this effect.'' . 

7. Jerome B. Weisne:r, Comnrehensi ve Arms I.imi tation Systems , 
'Arms Control Disarmament and National .Security", ed. by 
D. Brennan, N.Y. 1961, p. 199. 
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Nevertheless, as other observers notify, 3 experience 
also shows that, in difference from political discussions before 
large auditoriums and the press, in which very responsible ofL.
cials take part and in which an emotionally loaded, vague langu
age is used, the problem of communication has been considerably 
less in the discussion of experts, which were not binding, could 
not count on propagandistic effects and required an operationally 
definable conceptual apparatus 

Theae considerations, however, should not lead to an 
overemphasis on teclmical problems on account of political ones. 
We are actually confronted with two opposite tendencies. One con 
sists in laying stress on the former and neglecting or postpon
ing the latter. This attitude is characteristic of many U.S. 
negotiators. The U.S.S.R. representatives have for a long time 
been alli~oyed by such an approach. Now, they have more understand 
ing for it, but still seem to feel that agreements in broad 
political terms are much more important than small technical 
steps. 

The only reasonable position seems to be the follow
ing: One should appreciate the merits of small steps in the con
ditions of suspicions and fear. One will never reach a goal un
less he starts moving. Moving forward even in small steps might 
help to restore a minimum of confidence. The problem is, first, 
whether a step is really a move forward, and secondly, whether 
one st<-p is followed by the other. One should not be a p;rfectiog 
ist but one should also not be oversatisfied by very meager and 
slow advances which might have been c:J.lculated to divert the 
world's public opinion from a situation of a dangerous stalemate. 
One really should not forget what John Stuart Mill has once said: 
"Against a great evil a small remedy does not produce a small re 
sult; it produces no result at all." 

vr 

Ad. 3 
Internation~ relations have become the subject of 

study of many scientific institutions and individual scientists. 

8. Bernhard G. Beckhoefer, Neg;ot:j,_ating with the Soviet Union, 
"Arms Control, etc.," p. 276 
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One may doubt, though, whether these studies always tend to 
penetrate into deeper levels of social reality in order to 
provide reasonably full explanation of political behavior in 
the international arena, or they mostly tend just to describe 
phenomena and to trace their history in a rather superficial 
way. (A limitation of some such institutions, is that they 
might be pregmatically orientated services of administration 
intended to provide necessary information.) 

Wrat is needed is not so much such surveys as 
causal ?Tialysis which is much more complex and difficult to 
do. The real problems are: what are the decisive social forces 
which produce international tensions; how they have beenmani 
fested under various conditions in various parts of the world 
in recent history, especially w!1at was their order of import
ance in periods of growing tension and crisis in international 
relations; which of thel)l can be chang_g_<l by systematic human 
action and what are the alternative courses of action from 
the point of view of long term interests of all concerned 
countries in a nearest future, etc. 

In a paper on Reduction Of International Tension 
presented at the Third Pugwash Conference in Kitzbuhel -\~enna, 
Broch Chisholm has made the following list of factors which 
produce these tensions:-

1) Intense nationalism and national demand for 
prestige, power or economic advantage. 

2) Competition for food, oil, raw materials, msr 
kets. 

3) Fear of intentions or of actusl attempts at 
domination, invasion, infiltration or 'subver
sion." 

4) Resentment at imagined, claimed, or real superior 
ity, particularly of the standard of living. 

5) Religious difere1.ces which, operating in an emo
tional and non rational field, can easjJ_J be ex 
ploited be demagogues. 

6) Continuing concern about ancient or recent 
wrongs, kept alive for internal or external poll 
tical purposes by unscrupulous politicians or by 
early teachers or prejudices to children. 

7) Personal ambition, often so identified with n~ 
tionalism or common interest that it cannot be 
seperated. 
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8) Lack of concern for the welfare of the people 
of other nations, producing economic vassalage, 
capture of their markets or ruthless exploita 

.tion of their natural resources by foreigner;. 
9) Support by foreign governments of any group 

within nations whether such groups are defined 
politically, ideologically, raciall~, reli
giously, nationally or otherwise." 

This list is more preliminary sketch of a project for 
research than a presentation of the results of a research. It 
lacks order, indications of interconnections and differences 
of level. While it contains some relevant but not very important 
factors have been omitted such as: fast progress of military 
technology, feedback action of the arms race, pressure of 
military ~~d militaristic people, ideological hostilit~ etc. 

However, this list gives an idea of how broad the theo 
retical context must be of any reasonably well organized re
search un this field and also indicates clearly that in order 
to be fruitful, such a research must be interdisciplinary. 

VII 

Without morality and law, any social community would 
collapse and fall apart. T~erefore, if yve want to have a mini 
mum of order and harmony in international relations, very 
serious and long term efforts must be made to develop interna
tional law and also at least some basic principles of a -wrri
versal human morality applicable to the relations among coun 
tries and nations. 

9) Broch Chisholm, Reductions of In~t_ernational TensioD:~~, nuro
ceedings of the Third Pugwash Cm:ference of Nuclear Sc;l.ontists 
Kitzbuhel- Vienna, Sept. 14- 21, 1958 p. 120 
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The fact is, that international law is still to be 
n;ade. What there is, is mainly bilateral or multilateral 
agreements between states and very few basic principles. In 
addition there is an International Court of Justice to pro
vide arbitration. Even these are not universally accepted 
and are challenged (by cow1tries in which the social order 
has been changed or which have recently become L1.depend.ent) 
as being the expressio:J. of the interests of the ruling 
classes of those countries by which it was

1
5reated. While 

this view is uurely an oversimplification it reflects two 
simple· facts:-

(1) that law in general, therefore also international 
law, is historical category and must change in a 
changing world; 

(2) that any law is the expression of certain interests 
and if the international law should serve to a corn 
munity of sovereign states as a whole, it must ex
press common interests of all members of the comm~i 
ty. 

This leads us to the more essential problems: Are there any 
elements of a general humanist conception of justice? Are 
there any common long term interests of all states and nations? 
Are there any moral principles and norms which are applicable 
to all societies in a given epoch? 

• 
These questions are closely connected and directly r~ 

lated to the problem of the foundation of international law. 

10. Victor Knapp from Czechoslavakia has expressed a different 
opinion at the Third Pugwash Conference when he said: "Co~ 

temporary international law is based upon the principles 
the wording of which has been reached by peace-loving na
tions after centuries" and when he supported his thesis a£ 
out the illegality of use of atomic weapons by a number of 
international legal documents from Declaration of ;-:"L :'ateE§. 
burg, Dec. 11, 1868 banning the use of explosive projectiles 
at war to Hague Rules of Air Warfare from 1923. V. Knapp, 
The Legal A~pects of the Daqgers of the Atomic Age, Pro-

oeedings of Third 
Kitzbllhel Vienna 

Pugwash Conference of 
1958, pp. 215 - 217. 

Nuclear Scientists, 
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Law is that minimum of morality which is compulsory and whose 
observance is secured by authority. Both are ne"essary for the 
protection of common interest of the given community and estab 
lishment of a minimum of internat harmony without which no corn 
muni ty ( in the sense of 'Gemeinschaft") would be possible. 

To all three CJ.clesticns the answ'"r should b(l, it seems 
to me, in the a:i'fi:c·mati ve. 

Nowadays it is clearer than ever that mankind has CO!!l, 
mon interests tecause of the common threat to its existence, b~ 
cause it rwed.s peace, cooperation, development of science and 
technolGgy (which has international che.racter, inrl8pe.ndontly of 
anybody's wi.shes or prohib:i.tions), enrichment or culture by 
the contributions of all nations, and besiies, because techno
logical, economical and other sccial processes push toward ig 
tegration and unification. 

There are also universally accepted elements of justice 
and morality which have been expressed in their theoretical form 
in the g! ~t humanist philosophical tradiction from Socrates to 
Marx and Russell. In practical life in various times and diffe£ 
ent historical conditions they take the form of different norms, 
but still can be expressed in a general way as preferences for 
certain types of actions, all other conditions being eq_ual. 

This is the field open to extremely interesting and im
portant comparative historical and empirical (sociological, anthr£ 
pological, socio-psychological) research. In our time this field 
is almost virgin land. Not only that very little is being done, 
but the very possibility, or at least the importance, of such re
search has been doubted by some scientists, even some engaged 
in the Pugnash Movement. 

Here I see a clear case of inconsistency. Some scientists 
who take part in the peace Movement hold that many problems of 
disarmament, security and peacekeeping can be solved only within 
the framework of various super-national organizations-regional 
federatior .. ; and COnfederatiOnS, 3tC, :'c:me Speak abOUt the ',J~.·ld I 8 

govorrm;ent as something llhich could be reached in one geners tion 
and some even express the view that everybody who rejects world's 
government is only paying lip services to disarmament. 

Obviously, if there are no common interests and comrnon 
elements in the concept i• .. 'n of justice and moral principles there 
is no ground on which mutual relations in any envisaged future in 
ternational community can be bases; furthermore, this implies a
state of affairs described by Hobbes: !Jellum omnium contra omnes. 
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If there are any common interests and values - they 
should be studied, and the best strategy seems to analysing 
those events in recent world history where the world's public 
opinion reacted in an almost unanimous way. In more complex 
cases, differences in historical condition, character of pre
vailing tradition, etc" would have to be taken into account 

Apart from such fundamental studies it is necessary 
that scientists from various countries who work in the field 
of international law undertake similar collective studies and 
discussions to those of their colleagues from the field of n~ 
clear sciences" The latter were able to solve many technical 
problems when tbW approach them as scientists" It is much more 
difficult for experts speaking i.n the name of governments and 
often overburdened with various political considerations to 
reach agre.ement, especially in contemporary ideological cli
mate" According to Prof. Arangio Ruiz experts who worked on the 
preparation of a declaration on international relations in Ge
neva 1964 - 66 were not able to agree even in such principles 
as that "All states are equal and sovereign\' that, "No" coun 
try should intervene in internal affairs of ~her nations, that 
cooperation on economic, social and cultural fields should be 
developed, etc. Let us hope that the specialists in interna
tional law would re able to solve much more complex problems 
at scientific conferences. The business of science is just 
that: to solve the problems and help to implement solutions 
in the best possible way and the best possible interest of 
people -not primarily tJ serve one ruling political elite or 
the other. Here I have already embarked upon the following 
point. 

Ad. 5 VIII 

There are moments and cases when scientists have to 
prove that together with writer.::, ar ';is ts, philosophers, ... ding 
journalists, etc., they constitute the conscience of mankind, 
moments when they haye to do what was done by Oppenheimer in 
the U.S.A., Russell in Great Britain, ·and in a recent letter of 
leading Soviet scientists to their government on the eve of a 
possible reapprisal of some aspects of Stalin's policy. 

Scientists surely belong to their nations and are there 
fore pru;riots. But, just for that reason, among others, they 
know that they must actively oppose to all those actions and 
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conceptions, no matter who might back them, which, i!]-_.:_the long 
run, harm the interests of their peopleo 

An important aspect of this problem is active struggle 
against all those dualistic cliches about other social systems 
and chauvinistic expressions of self-satisfaction and of hosti 
lity toward other nations, which are day to day pouring from 
mass media and poisoning the unprotected minds of both young 
and oldo Science has something to say about such dangerous pre 
judices - it is essential that an as powerful as possible re-

action cf science should take place in those same mass media at 
the radio, television, newspapers with the largest circulationo · 

While this kind of action aims at therapeutic effects, 
there is a vast field inwhich science can reasonably expect 
to pay an essential rrophilact:ic :'.·oleo That is the field of ed2:;1; 
cationo JVIany scientists are also pedagogues - they teach those 
who will in turn teach ',}~c.u3ands of young people o It is essential 
for a society in order to remain sane and healthy.that its 
teachers will be educated to be objective, humanistic and criti 
cal toward all unwarranted and biased ideaso 

Ado 6 IX 

Education is a :ield in which considerable aid should 
be secured to developing countrieso· That is why one of the 
groups en the 15th Pugwash Conference on Science and World Af
fairs in Adis Abebe dealt with this problem" Their consj_dera
tions are listed in the first.place, in the final statement i~ 
sued by the Continuing Committeeo Among them, I should especiaJ:. 
ly like to mention the following one: " A very important ob
jective of the educationai system of a developing country is to 
inculcate a questioning critical and experimental attitude is 
essential for the generation of_new ideas, vital for the solu
tion of all the novel problems facing a developing countryo In 
view of their responsibility, the' training of testchers shrmld 
be very carefully pl1fned to fost,,r tbr spirit of vigorous ' 
dependent enquiry. " 

This is Lut only one among many other problems of de 
valoping nations where the aid of scientists from developed -
countries is needed, such as organization of Sl!ientific institu 

11 o Pugwash ~Tewsletter, Oct. 1965 and Jano 1 ?,;6 VoL 3 Nos o 2 
and 3; Po 27 
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training of technologists necessary for 
active help to solve the urgent problems 
in the sphere of development, etc. 

Apart from all these concrete forms of ai~ one of the 
immensely important tasks of science is to help the govern
ments of developed countries, especially those of great powers 
to realize the true nature and urgency of the general problem 
of developing countries. 

The I:!Jisery of many of these countries is a progres
sive misery. According to the report of ECOSOC for 1965 the 
gap between the living standard of developing and developed 
countries tends to broaden both absolutely and relatively. 
On the other hand, there is a grave danger of an increase of 
the gap between the growing population and the production of 
food, in the next ten to fifteen years. 

For a social scientist, this clearly indicates a 
high probability of great social explosions in the immediate 
future. Policies of great powers being as they are, thi~-
would inevitably lead to a_lL~ries of dangerous internatiopal. 
conflicts comparable to the one in Vie.t.o.am. This can be avoided on 
ly by ·the very considerable capital investments and other 
forms of economic and technical assistence. 

However, we are confronted with a vicious circle. 
While .great power's budgets are so heavily burdened by mili 
tary expenditures, means for assistance are too limited. So, 
problems remain and lead to new tension> which need further 
increases in military budgets. It is strange that even t'e 
continuing committee of the Pugwash Movement might have 
overlooked this. In the statement from Adis Abeba Conference 
we can read the following passage·. 

· "Economic assistance of developed countries to the 
developing ones, however, important, taken alone can have og 
ly a marginal effect. Even if re>laxation of internation1:1.l. teg 
sion would release additional resour~ss for this assist,mr": 
the rate of economic growth in developing countries will re
main largely dependent upon their own determination and effort." 

It seems to "me that the things are exactly the other 
way around. Resources for assistance should not be the con-
~uence of relaxation qf international tension but_Qf!.e of the 
essential factors leading to it. 

Otherwise, if developing countries are being left to 
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their o~n efforts, then it can be proved that the Chinese 
way is the only alternative for most of them. But how many 
more wars similar to the one in Vietnam, would we have in 
case of such development? 

So it seems to me, there is a real common interest 
on both sides to avoid such trends in developing countries 
which might lead to an international crisis, and.the only 
way to make peaceful developments and social transformations 
possible, is to assist developing cou.~tries, technologically, 
economically, culturally - which boils down to help them 
sol V3 the pro.6Jlem of the primitive accumulation of capital. 
It is increasingly clear that many countries under present 
conditions just cannot solve it. The rate of growth of pro
ductivity is smaller than the rate of population growth 
(which according to Harrison B~·own is 3. 7% in Costa Rica, 
2.9'/o in Mexico, 2.8% in Ceylon and Puerto l<ico etc. -in 
comparison to the world's average rate of 1.6'/o in the int~E 
val 1950- 1956 and only 0.7'/o in the period 1850- 1900) '
According to some experts (for example, Woods, the president 
of the International Bank for Development) if these trends 
will continue, the living standard in many backward countries 
will not substantially increase even before the end of th:s 
century. 

One of the most important contributions of scientists 
to the reduction of international tensions would be to show 
all urgency of such problems, to help to find the most ra
tional peaceful solution to advise their governments (and 
even exert pressure if necessary) to bring these solutions 
to life. 

12. Harrison Brown, A World Without War, Dcvedalus Fall 1960; 
p. 1034. 
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The Problem of War and Peace 

" ProL B;V, Holing 

The problem of war is really a very big problem. War 
is the means by which a highly developed culture may perish. 
Of course it is possible that our world breaks down through 
its technical development. One way this might happen is war. 

There were quite a number of wars in the past. The hi~ 
torian Lea calculated that in 3400 years of recorded hismry 
there were 234 years without war. One can understand the opil!_ 
ion ,prevailing through the ages: war is inevitable. Thisopin 
ion found expression in the 'war-cycle": "war- poverty- hu
mility- peace -wealth- pride -war". An example from 1696 
runs as follows: 

"War begets poverty, poverty peace, 
Then people will traffic, and riches increase, 
Riches produceth Pride, Pride is War's ground, 
War begets Poverty, So we go round." 

The modern expression of the war-cycle may be found in 
Lewis Richardson' s "Statistics of Deadly Quarrels" and ''Arms 
and Insecurity". He tries to measure the blind forces working 
towards war, and to predict what would happen if people "did 
not stop, to think". He ·elaborated on the"Richardson-process", 
with the attendant states-of- mind, again a war-cycle, now 
in the 20th Century expressed in mathematical terms. 

There have been many wars in the past. 'l'hat we are liy__ 
ing and are living in a prosperous society, is not the conse 
quence of the wisdom of our fathers, but of their ignorance 
about the technique of destruction and killing. 

There have been many wars, but they have been different 
in kind: wars of conquest, wars of liberation, religious and 
ideological wars, wars as "the spart of kings", and "wars as 
the game of gentlemen". 

It is important for us to realize the character of our 
present wars, as they are greatly influenced by democracy 
and industry, During the last centuries we observed a devel 
opment from limited war to total war, and back. Three aspects 
are of specific significance: 

1. the participating soldiers: from mercenary 
armies, via professional armies to citizen 
armies. We might call this the active demo 
cratization of war. ' -

f 
i 
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2. the development from "armed men" to 'lnanned arms": 
the growing significance of arm and arms-industry. 
The destruction of the war industry and of the 
people working in the war industry becomes an a£ 
knowledged military aim. 1'hus almost the whole 
civilian population is a military target. We might 
call this the passive democratization of war, lea£ 
ing to the mass-bombing of cities. 

3. The revolutions in weapon technique: with regard 
to destructive power, range and velocity. The 
growth in destructive power is apparent if oneco~ 
pares the blockbuster of World War II of about 10 
to 12 tons of 1'NT with the Hiroshima A-bomb of 
about 20,000 tons of TNT, and the Nova Zembla H
bomb of 57 million tons of TNT. In 1940 the city' 
of Rotterdam was destroyed by 94,5 tons of TNT • 

. The effect of one Nova Zambla H-bomb exploded 90 
km in the air above Holland, would be that almost 
all of Holland would be burned. Missiles can reach 
targets at the other side of the globe, in atime
span measured in minutes. 

In the meantime an unrestricted search for new and 
better, more effective weapons is going on. This search 
fits in our general pattern of culture, dominated by val 
ues of effectivity and utility. This has not always been 
so. The great mathematician Napier made a weapon when the 
Spanish Armada was approaching England - which could des 
troy all life within a circle of three miles. But whenthe 
danger was over, he did not publish his invention and took 
the secret with him to his grave: considering man's nature, 
he thought it better that states should not have such means 
at their disposal. 

In former times cultures had specific ESpects incompat:!:_ 
ble with the unlimited use of weapons: the sense of :::m.n:t:: 
honor and "chevalerie", the sense of beauty and the sense 
of morality. Sometimes economic considerations played a 
role. It all worked in favor of a restriction of inventi.o m, 
and a restriction in the use of arms. 

Not so in our times, in which technique is paramount. 
We are accustomed to exploit technical innovations, to u re 
everything we have. In so doing we are - according to Weiz 
sacker - behaving like children, or as young monkeys. 

But such is the situation, and there we are with 
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arms able to destroy our civilization. States, as the 
US or the USSR, never have been so_ powerful. They both 
are able to totally destroy the opponent. But boti1 can, 
and no defence of the population is possible. There was 
never so great a capacity to destroy the other, there 
was never so little capacity to protect the population 
in time of war. 

The American professors Weisner and York, experts 
in this field, .concluded: "Both sides in the arms race 
are thus. confronted by the dilemma of steadily increasing 
military power and steadily decreasing national security. 
It is our professional judgement that this dilemma has 
no technical solution". 

The question is whethe~ this situation guarantees 
peace. In military and governmental circles the prevai! 
ing opinion is: this "balance of horror" prevents war. 
I would like to stress this fact. It is, in my op~nlon, 
the biggest mistake of our time. It may be the most fa
tal error. 

The theory of the effectivity of the balance of hor 
ror is the modern version of the old "wisdom": "si vis 
pacem para bellum". History with its thousands of wars 
shows the consequences of this "wisdom", but it came up 
again. The question - a cardinal question - is whether 
the old adage contains truth now that the states are in 
the possession of totally destructive weapons. 

One consequence cannot be denied: the function of 
thermonuclear arms is limited. In former times, the func 
tion of arms was not only to threaten with war, but also 
to win the war if peace could not be maintained. At pre 
sent, at least between parties who both have thermonuclear 
weapons; the only function is to prevent war. 

Thermonuclear arms cannot be the means to measure 
power in a contest, but or.lJ thf. :::eans for preventing '.c ... cat 
the other party dares to go to war. Quite correctly, in 
this view, the motto of the American Strategic Air Com
mand is: "Peace is our profession". 

But with this, the cardinal question: "Do nuclear 
weapons :prevent war?", is not answered. The issue is not 
so simple as it seems to be. 
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No doubt, the H weapons exclude the possibility (be
tween reasonable governments!) to decide in cold blood to 
start a total war against another H-Power. The American 
Secretary of Defence, McNamara stated that in such a to
tal war between the US and the USSR 149 million !msrican 
casualties could not be prevented. No danger - as long as 
governments act reasonably -for a premeditated total 
thermonuclear war between .the biggest powers. 

But - first observation - is there any guar~tee that 
governments will always qualify as reasonable governments? 
Recently 22 million Americans voted for Goldwater! And 
there any guarantee that reasonable governments will alWlys 
act reasonably, even in times of exceptional emotion and 
stress? 

Second obsrvation: limited wars are feasible between 
thermonuclear powers. One may formulate as a thesis: that 
the more thermonuclear war will be excluded, the more 
limited wars will become a possibility. 

The French general Beaufre has drawn the line of ~U 
friendly relations, going from bad to. worse: cold war -
limited war- total war. Cold war may lead to limitedwa~ 
limited war to total war. Herman Kahn has recently given 
a more sophisticated escalation ladder of 47 steps. The 
transition from one phase to the other is a gradual one. 
In former times a sharp distinction between peace and war 
existed: "Inter bellum et pacem nihil est medium" ( Cicero, 
Grotius). In our time, the relativity of war and peace is 
emphasized. In is dangerous to conduct a provocative Cold 
War policy, because it may lead to limffied war. The limitedwar 
is dang~rous, for it may lead to total war by the process 
of escalation. Hence, accoruing to Beaufre, the need for~ 

"total strategy". But the tendency of conducting a reckless 
foreign policy, including limited war, will grow if the 
danger of escalation towards an all out thermonuclear war 
is excluded by measures of 11 '1.rms r:--ntrol" and ether sa~.'~

guards. 

The 'philosophy of military strength" includes the con
viction that escalation may be prevented by having superior 
power on every level of we.aponry.Hobert N. Ginsburgh's "US 
Military Strategy in the Sixties" (New York 1965) is based 
on the concept that superior strength prevents war. The 
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H-weapons will preventan H-war, and case of limited war 
escalation will be prevented by the possession of supe£ 
ior weapons. "Our possession of the option of employing 
superior force at all levels of intensity should be suf 
ficient.to deter. If it does not deter, it allows us to 
win at a lower level of intensity without giving an op
~onent any incentive for escalation to a higher level at 
which he would also face our superiority". 

Ginsbwgh states that this(1 ;s the philosophy behind 
M0Namara's strategic concepts It is a peace theory 
based on power. It is also a theory based on rational 
calculation,it is a theory based on the rationality of 
war and the conduct in war. 

The question is whether a peace theory based on the 
rationality of war is trustworthy. Man is also m irmtioml 
being driven by emotions, swayed by what he considers the 
values of life: love and loyalty, courage and justice. 
Most nations could describe the view they take in interna 
tional affairs as "with firmness in the right, as God gives 
us to see the right." 

One of the irrational elements is the influence of 
power on men. The American Senator, Fulbright, spoke of 
the arrogance of power.·Power seduces to conducting a 
risky, provocative external policy, because it gives the 
confidence that the other countries will not dare to re
act, out of fear for the superior force. 

This leads to a third observation:thermonuclear weaE_ 
ons may prevent the premeditated thermonuclear warbetween 
thermonuclear powers, but they promote the occurance of 
premeditated limited wars. 

One might say that the·soviet Russian action in Hmg 
ary and the American and the American action in Cuba and 
Vietnam would not have been undertaken if they had n0t 
been convinced that the oppc~ent could not go to war :~ ;:: 

(1) According to John 1. Sutton (Survival 1966, 
p. 65-66) he does correctly so. 
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fear of a total thermonuclear war. But error in judgement 
in those cases is not excluded. A nation may be mistaken 
in its belief that the question is not a vital issue for 
the opponent. Miscalculation is one factors which may lead 
to escalation of the fighting. 

But we have to go a bit deeper into the problem of 
war and peace. The best g~ide in this complicated problem 
is the greatest novel ever written about war: Tolstoi's 
" War and Peace", the story of Napoleon's war against 
Russia. Napoleon's war? Nonsense, Tolstoi argues, great 
men are the puppets of history, they may give their name 
to a period or a war. But wars are the results of the ug 
countable blind forces working within societies. Great men 
are not the causes but the consequences of history. They 
are the "marionettes de 1' h~.stoire". So it was, according 
to Tolstoi, with Napoleon, product of the forces of the 
revolution which created and destroyed him. 

Tolstoi ridicules in his "War and Peace" the German 
generals, who, in the service of the tsar, played a con
siderable role in the Russian army. General Pfuhl elabor 
ated the strategic plans. His firm conviction was that 
war could be manipulated; that it was an instrument in 
the hands of men of destiny. War, Pfuhl maintained, should 
be conducted rationally, according to well-elaborated 
plans and concepts. 

General Pfuhl is perhaps only known today through 
Tolstoi's book. But his aide-de-camp Carl von ClausEWitz, 
who plays a minor role in Tolstoi's story, elaborated on 

the philosophy of his boss in a world famous book "Vom 
Kreige" (On War). In this classic of military science, 
von Clausewitz defined war as "the continuation of policy 
with other meansn. His conce11t of war prevailed up to our 
times: war is not a catastrophe stemming from the blind 
forces working in society, bc.1t w2:: is a policy, a pre•.;. 
tated affair, begun when state-aims cannot be achieved 
peacefully. · 

One may learn from Tolstoi's and Clausewitz' books 
that two concepts of war exist. In modern theory one 
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speaks of the strategic model and the cataclysmic mode1 2 ) 
war as a policy and war as a catastrophe, a cataclysm. 

The most popular today is Clausewitz' concept. On it 
were based the books in which the authors advoca';ed fu
ture wars for their country, for instance, General van 
Bernhardi: "Germany and the next war" (1911) and Tota 
Ishimaru: "Japan must fight Britain" ( 1936). Anti-war 
books were also based on this concept as is the case 
with Norman Angell's "The Great Illusion"(1910), inwhich 
he elaborated on the thes:is that war does not pay. The 
philosophy of Norman Angell, that people and governmenl;s 
will not go any longerto war, if they only realize that 
war does not pay, rests on the concept of the Clausewitz 
war. Based on Clausewitz' concept was the Pact of Paris 
(1928) which outlawed "war as a rrieans of national policy". 

The opinion that every war is a war in the sense of 
von Clausewitz, that every war is a premeditated "contin
uation of policy with military means" is a fatal error. 
The unintentional, accidental, cataclysmic war does exist: 
war as an accident, as a traffic accident in a dangerous 
international traffic. One may read Hermann Kahn's "On 
Thermonuclear War" about the various ways in which war 
may occur, notwithstanding the fact that nobody wants 
war. As the main reasons one should mention:accident,eE 
ror, miscalculation, misinterpretation and escalation. 

The fatal error that all wars are intentional, pre
meditated wars, leads to other misconceptions: 

1. the trust in the efficacy of the prohibition 
of war. As a mRtter of fact the unintentional 
war can start in such a way that no party can 
be accused of having violated art. 2 sub 4 of 
the UN Charter. For instance, if one state re 

(2) Compare Anatol Rapoport: Two Views on Conflict: 
The Catacysmic and the Strategic Models, in "Proceed 
ings of the IPRA Inaugural'Conference", van Gorcum, 
Assen (Neth.) 1966,p. 78- 99. 
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acts in good faith, for reasons of security 
against measures taken, in good faith, for 
reasons of security, by the other state. 

2. the trust in the 'balance of power" or the 
'balance of horror". It is the prevailing 
opinion nowadays that the nuclear and thermo 
nuclear weapons have made war impossible, 
that the A- and the H-weapons are the guaran 
tees of peace. This opinion is based on the 
consideration that reasonable nuclear po l'ers 
will never take the decision "to fight it out''. 

With regard to the opinion that nuclear powers never 
will take the decision to start a total, nuclear war, the 
answer is; among reasonable :mclear powers the thermonu
clear weapons will prevent premeditated thermonuclear war. 
But they do not exclude the cataclysmic thermonuclear war 
which just happens through escalation - out of, let us 
say, the war in Vietnam, or through miscalculation - as 
might have happened in the Cuban crisis, in which Presi
dent Kennedy at a crucial moment observed: "it can go now 
either way". 

The policy of deterrence, peace through ~trength, 
through the balance of horror and the continued arms race, 
is not a policy guaranteeing the prevention of war. Such 
a policy of peace through strenth inevitably leads to prQ_ 
liferation of atomic weapons, and generally to very dan
gerous and explosive international relations. The cbice 
for peace would include not only the prohibition and ex
clusion. of intentional war, but also the prohibition and 
exclusion of a dangerous international traffic in which 
war as a traffic accident is likely to occur. 

Such a choice for peace would imply a fundamental 
change in position and function of a national state, )n 
the character of internatior.e,_ reJ~.tions, in the posit::.·" 
and function of the international organization called up
on to maintain the peace. The present set-up is formulated 
in present international law. Consequently a peace-order 
would need a fundamental change in international law". The 
slogan "peace through law" is only valid in the present 
time in the formulation "peace through peaceful change of 
the law". 
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Some aspects of a legal peace ordr, which not only 
intentional war is "excluded, but also dangerous interna
tional relations are eliminated, might be mentioned. 

1. At present the sovereign states have ~he right 
of unrestricted national armaments. This fun
damental right leads to the arms race, and 
makes proliferation of nuclear weapons in the 
long run inevitable. 
Abolition of this fundamental right is neces 
sary. We need arms control, arms limitation, 
and at the end, disarmament. It will be a 
long process but a beginning should be made. 
The statement of the hte President Kennedy 
is more valid than ever: "We should abolish 
the arms before they abolish us". 

2. The realization of a system of peaceful co
existence is needed. Some authors, as Ray
mend Aron, maintain that we are already li~ 
ing under such a system. I wonder what the 
Vietnamese would think of it. One might sa~ 
co-existence, existence in diversity, is a 
fact. But we are still far away from peace
ful co-existence. Peaceful co-existence is not 
a fact, but a norm of behavior. Many changes 
in present international relations and pre
sent international law are needed tefore the 
world is "safe for diversity". 

3. An intenational system in which peaceful change 
is possible,is needed. Up till now arms played 
a considerable ~ole, preventing undesirable 
change and bringing about desirable change. 
War had a function, and might still have a 
function in some parts of the world. But to
tal wars with modern weapons . have becomr. 1lL· 

bearable, and lLni teu wars bring the danger 
of escalation. The interdependence in _the 
world of today makes every war or ciVil war 
a matter of concern to the rest of the world. 

How to provide for the possibility of change without 
force? Where there is life there is change. Every ch:mge 
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touches upon vested interests, and will be resented by the 
party which position is touched upon. People are willing 
to accept change after defeat. But without·a power contest, 
without defeat? 

It is an extremELy difficult problem. There is no wo;rld 
legislator, nor a world judge. However, ohe way proved its 
worth in the decolonization process; the way of collective 
diplomacy, collective pressure and collective cJnciliation. 
Decolonization was achieved in the framework of the UN, not 
withstanding the fact that the UN Charter recognized the 
colonial system. The Charter provided for good colonial ad 
ministration, not for the abolishment of the colonial sys 
tern. Still in two decades decolonization in the political 
sense, was achieved. One might speak of "decolonization by 
resolution". This technique of gradual change might be 
fruitful in other fields. 

4. the prevention of unbearable tensions is 
needed. There will always be conflicts, life 
presupposes conflicts. But it will be necessary 
to prevent that conflicts become so tense that 
force is used for their solution. Consequently 
action, included legal action is needed with 
regard to the causes of conflict to eliminate 
the factors which make conflicts explosive. I 
would like to mention in this connection the 
poverty in the world, the population explosion 
the race discrimination. Nationalism and ideo1 
ogy also play a role here. 

5. The strengthening of international cooperation 
and organizaticn is needed. The change in the 
function and position of the sovereign state 
will be reflected in the change in the funciion 
and position of regional and world-wide organi 
zations. Everyone realizes that it has ;:ccrr .o 
impossible for tne sovereign state to ful±ill 
its former functions, that is to provide for 
security and well-being. When the smallerunit 
becomes incapable of fulfilling a function, the 
bigger unit should be called upon to take over. 

E.g. the UN will have to play a role in connection 
with disarmament, testban, denuclearized zones, etc. 
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But this transition is a very difficult and compli
cated process. Here, more than anywhere else, it turns out 
that man is for a large part irrationaL Emotional, deep
lying attitudes stand in.the way of rational solutions. 
One ;has to recognize that. Rational "blueprints f Jr I'Drld 
reconstruction" are useless. We have to find the gradual 
way which can be followed by men as they really are. 

6. Needed,in view of all this, is scholarly re
search. It will be impossible to get somewhere 
on the basis of conventional wisdom. In poli
tics, conventional wisdom is in high regard. 
It is wisdom based on former, factual experi
ence. It is invaluable in static periods, where 
the factual situation is the same. It is insuf 
ficient, and it may even be disastrous, in dy
namic periods in which fundamental factual 
changes occurred. Our time was witness to two 
great events: the liberation of the colonial 
peoples and the liberation of atomic energy. 
By these events new forces were freed, and 
another world order is needed to prevent that 
the.world will succumb through these new for 
ces. To bring about this new world order, re
search is necessary, peace research. 

I mentioned some fields in which present international 
law is not adequate to the present factual situation. I 
would like to go a bit deeper j_nto some topics in ·my next 
lectures: first of all into the question of the law of 
peaceful co-existence. 
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Peaceful Co-existence 

" Prof. B.V.A. Tioling 

In our first lecture we came to the conclusion that 
peaceful co-existence was one of the necessities c.C the time, 
of our nuclear ctge. It is a necessity, in view of the tech
nical developmrc2lt of the weapons, and of the present interna 
tional set-up, -- that is, the world divided in sovereign 
states which de; Jide for themselves their interests and their 

_values. Soverei01 states which have an unlimited right of n§c 
tional armamen':s; sovereign states which are accustomed to 
defend these i):i:erests and these values through their armed 
forces; sovere ·, 91 states which compete. with each other in 
force, that is the arms-race. - This present international 
set-up does no+: guarantee peace. And nuclear war has b~ome 
unbearable. 

There is something Wrong in this situation. Sociolo
gists have a wc.·:~d for it. Tlo.ey speak of the 'cultural lag" b.§. 
tween the fact':~ and opinions and customs. The facts change 
quicker than than do the minds. A growing, widening gap exists 
between technics and ethics. 

The Amcerican Professor, Kenneth Boulding drew atten 
tion to the fact that, not withstanding the large amount of 
money spent in the US for the armed forces, the official ci 
vil defence literature has as its starting point, that secu
rity can only be found in ~eeply dug underground shelters. 
He states: 

"When after spending.500 billion dollars on defence 
in tcr. years, the armed forces of the US have to 
turn around and say to the civilian population: 1dig 
your C;IV!J. holes, bo:.--s' , i t

1 
is obvious that something 

has gone radically wrong" . 

One rt=rcction to the rresent arms-situation is to 
adopt an elabc,-cc:te syotem of civil defence; going \!ne; er--
ground. We arr:i:,-e then at thlc; she:_ter-centered society, in 

1. Kenneth Bo·c1.L1ing: The Uni.versi ty, Society and Arms Con 
trol, in J .1;c_1vid Si.nger (Ed.): Weapons Management in 
World Politi.cs, Ann Arbor 1963, pp. 458-463. 



which mankind has become the slave of arms, and in which 
the military have the last word. 

The other reaction is to change the present in
ternational set-up, and to arrive at new ways of co-exis!_ 
ence. One aspE:~t of such a new set---up would be disarmament. 
It is now thre2-quarter of a century ago that a woman, Ber 
tha van Suttne:.:~, wrote her prophetic book: "Die W"affen ni~ 
der". After al:mos t 7 5 years this slogan has become the o£ 
ficially ackno:•Jledged policy of many states. General and 
complete Ciisal·:tament has been unanimously recogn:i:·ed at the 
UN as "the most important problem facing the world today". 

One mi:]"ht say that to arrive at peaceful co-exist 
ence disarrname:-.1t is a condition. A system of peaceful co
existence cannc;t exist for long if the unrestricted natioE; 
al right to a:."naments is maintained. But I will not speak 
today about dL;armament, but about peaceful co-existence. 

The CCiicept of co-existence of states is not new. 
In 1927 the P~cc:r-rnanent Court of International Justice de
cided the Lotus Case. It discussed the function of inter
national law •,ojth respect to sovereign states, and it 
maintained the.:: this function of international law was: 

"to rer.11ate the relations between these co
exist.Lng independent communi ties with a view 
to the achievement of common aims". 

A year·later, in 1928, Max Huber, as arbiter in 
the Las Palmas Gase, saw as the object of international 
law: 

"The necessity to attain the coexistence of dif
ferent interests". 

Perhaps the oldest reference to coexistence may 
be found in ti,,; letter whi cL the French lcing, Franci s I, 
wrote in 1535 i:o Pope Paul Ill in connection with Ee pact 
concluded by -;:·::,_e king with· dulta11 Soliman. He wrote: 

"The p::·ro:rs of men and their imperfections prevent 
them f:c'om uni tiril:J in one religion, but neither 
the c;_versi ty of l'eligion, nor the difference of 
custc·:c;c'l destroys the natural associations ·of man 
lcin.d •'. 
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That brings us to the question: What is co-exist_ 
ence? 

"Co-existence" is something else than 'existence'. 

The word co-existence implies existence in diversity. It 
means:· collecti vi ties which differ in socio·-economic. sy.2_ 
terns, and which live together on one earth. As such, co
existence is before anything else ;:. fact, although some 
tolerance between the different systems is a precondition 
of such factual coexistence. 

Peaceful coexistence has more the features of a 
normative concept it means living together peacefully in 
diversity, it means an international set-up which is, to 
use the words of the late President Kennedy, "safe for 
diversity", which might be a guarantee of peace diversity. 

Before going into the questions: "What kind of 
system is the system •: f pc<:.ccful CCJ-cxistence?n· I would 
liJ.:e t:) indic:c.tc first the prec•:mdi tions of any syst2m :)f 

poc:c•;:,ful co-existence. 

We discuss at this moment the peaceful co-existence 
between socialist states and capitalist states. 

Preconditions of the replacement of the Cold War 
by a serious system of Peaceful Co-existence are: 

1. The recognition that the opponent's socio-economiq 
system is viable for an indefinite time. As long; 
as the West thought that the Soviet theory taught 
the near downfall of the capitalist system, a 
doctrine of•P.C• was less easily arrived at. Nece.2_ 
sary condition for ,•1eceptance, , on both sides, ofaq 
system of P.C. is the recognition that we shall ·· 
have to live together in diversity for an indefin-· 
i te time. 

2. The recognition tha ;: thee two socio-economic :c:yo·tems 
can exist side by side. In the past, both sides 
used to proclaim that the victory and universality 
of their own system were necessary for survival of 
that system. That opinion has been disproved by 
the experience of half a century. The capitalist 
world is less afraid of communism since the disap-
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pearance of the colonial system and since capi 
talist states became, more or less, welfare 
states (that is states striving for full emplo~ 
ment and for a decent living standard for all). 
It seems to me that especially in Western Europe 
the fear of communism has disappeared. That is 
less the case in the US where free enterprise 
ea pi talism, liberal capitalism is ma.:intained, 
and where a race problem exists. 'l'he communist 
world is less afraid since it _has become well 
established and powerful, and a return to capi 
talism has become unthinkable. 

3. The recognition that the other party is not pre 
paring for a military attack upon the other. 
Both F::crti es have J.i ved in great fear of one a_:!: 
other-. Since the well established "balance of 
horror" this fear no longer exists. Both parties 
recognize that total nuclear war would mean de 
struction for both. 

In summary: we may take it that some preconditions of 
peaceful co-e·,:istence are fulfilled. The way to peaceful 
co-existence is open. 

The questj on then is: What does Peaceful Coexistence 
mean 7 What is its contents 7. The concept of peaceful Co
existence originated in the USSR. The Revolution had 
brought about a cleavage in the old international set-up. 
A new order had been established in the USSR. 

No ordinary relations between the socialist and capi 
talist camp seemed possible. Still some relations had to 
develop. 

In 1920 the USSR participated in a postwar trade eo~ 
ference. This participation has been called by Foreign 
Minister Chicherin "the first experiment in peaceful co
existence". 

The Partv Program in 1922 reserved perhaps the qual! 
fication of peaceful coexistence for the mutual relations 
b.etween socialist states, that is the states forming the 
USSR. It was recognized at the time that peaceful coexis.t 
ence with capitalist states could only be a question of 
tactics, could only be a passing relationship. 
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Later it was recognized that peaceful coexistence 
should be the quasi-permanent relation with the capita_l 
ist world. 

A kind of revival of the concept of peaceful eo-ex 
istence was closely connected with the change in the o 
pinion about w'1r. 

There was " time in which the general opinion in the 
Snviet Bloc Wc'.s "war is inevitable, for the capitalists 
will start it". 

During th(' fifties the opinion that peace could be 
maintained gained strength and general recognition, on 
the basis of L:e recogni ticm that in a total war be
tween the comFmists a:1d the capitalists, both parties 
would destroy •.each other. 

As I see it a great developmu1t with regard to the 
principle of peaceful co-existence took place at the 
21th Party Congress in 19 59 and the 22nd Party Congress 
in 1961: 

Peaceful c::>existence was recognized as 'a general pri£ 
ciple of fore:cgn policy' (p. 112) on the basis of the re
cognition thai "war cannot and must not serve as a means 
of settling in·L:ernational disputes". At the 22nd Party 
Congress Peaceful Co-existence was described as follows: 

"Peaceful coexistence implies renunciation of 
war as a means of settling international disputes 
and their solution by negotiations; equality, 
mutual understanding and trust between countries; 
consideration for <.:;ach other's interests; non i_£ 
terference in internal affairs; recognition of 
the rights of every people to solve all the prob 
lems o£ their country bY themselves; strict re
spect for the sovereignt\· and territorial int· 
rity cf all countries; promotion of economic and 
cul tl.<J.':J.l cooperation on the b~sis of complete 
equali. ty and mutual benefit". . 

2. Program of the Comrr,unist Party of the Soviet Union, 
Press, New York, 1961, p. 64. 
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It was recognized at the same time that peaceful C£ 
existence did not mean the end of the ideological compe_,_ 
ti ti on: 

"Peaceful coexistence serves as a basis for the 
peaceful competition between socialism and cap.:!:_ 
talL:m on an international scale and constitutes 
a sp,,cific form of class struggle between them" 
(p. 64). 

At the 23:c'd Party Cong:c'ess in·-1966 a resolution was· 
adopted in wb.',ch it was stated that the foreign policy of 
the USSR aime~ at: 

"upho ~ '~'ing cor.sis :,,,:,1tly the principles of the 
pear:c?ul coez5,sta1ce of states with different 
socic;;.I syste:iliS 11

• 

w'hat are U10se principl.es? Peaceful coexistence is 
des cri bed in the Report of the C2ntra.l Committee of the 
C.P.s.u., delivered on March 29, 1966: 

I quote: "this means that while regarding the coexistence 
of st,:.tes with different social systems as a form 
of tile class struggle between socialism and capi
talL::J the soviet Union consistently advocates no_E 
mal, peaceful relutions with capitalist countries 

· and a settlement of controversial interstate is
sues by negotiations, not. by war. 

The Soviet Union firmly stands for non interfer 
ence in the internal affairs of other countries, 
for respect of thci r sovereign rights and the i!! 
violability of tht::>ir territories" • 

. 
The 23rd Congress approved in "full and comp:ietely the 

political linP. and practical activity of the Central Com
mittee of the C. P. s. u. and the "proposals and conclusions' 
contained in the Report of the Central Committee c.2 t'.'2 
C.P.S.U."(p. 2?9).: 

3. The 23rG. Congres.s of the C.P.s.u., 1966, Novosti 
Press Ag,'!J.cy 1 p • .)0. 
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But in the adopted resolution Peaceful coexistence is 
not described in particula1: as in the Report (P. 288), and 
more stress is laid on support to people fighting against 
colonial oppression and neo-colonialism (p. 282) and on re 
inforcement o.f' the defence potential of the USSR (p. 289)
This may be c~Y'Ased by Vietn,:·m, which has deteriorated the 
relations bet:·;''oen the USS?. and the us. 

The recog.:itio:a. o£ pea~.eful coexistence is also <:.j)J?&~' 
ent in the def'i.ni tion of I.nl:ernational Law as formulated-· 
by the Academy of Sciences ·:n the USSR: It reads: Inter
national Law is "the aggregate of rules governing rela• 
tions between 'Ctates in th,c, process of their conflict and 
::o-cperati0n, desig10.ed to :::;:fegua1"d their peaceful co--ex
istence, expressing the will of the ruling classes of 
these states and dc-ofenCied in case of need by coercion a,E 
plied by States inJividually and collectively". 

It is the 0ld definition of Vishinsky from 1948, but 
the words "designed to safeguard their peaceful coexist
ence" are added. 

I would lJ.ke to elaborate a bit on the concept of 
'i'iti ,.,,,, 

In the UN it was proposed in 1961 to place on the a• 
genda: "Consideration of Principles of International Law 
relating to Peaceful Coexistence of States". During the 
deliberations the topic was changed in: •'Consideration of 
Principles of International Law relating to Friendly Re
lations and Cooperation among States in Accordance with 
the Cha.rter of the UN". Special committees were entrusted 
with the task of formulatL1g these principles. Up till 
now the result is disappointing. 

The Special Committee, of 27 members, meeting in Mexi 
eo, 1964, has discc,_ssed four principles: 

1. pra~ibition of t~e use of force; 
2. pc;,~ceful soluti.cn of conflicts; 
3. rt<_,·.::..~ .. in terven tj. IT·.l: 

' 4. sovere:i. gn er:ru<U.i ty of states. 

I 

The Spec:t.'J.l Committee c.f 31 r.·.c:mbers, meeting in New York 
in 1966, disc;.ssed, nExt to these four principles, also: 

5. duty to cooperation in accordance with the 
Charter; 

6. equal rigl1ts and self - determination of 
peoples; 

7. good faith in the fulfillment of obligations. 



• 8 

In Mexico, some consensus was reached with regard to 
•sovereign equality•. In New York this was affirmed, and 
some consensus reached with regard to "paceful resolution 
of conflicts" (but this consensus does not add much to 
what is formulated already in the Charter) •. 

About the other five principles no consensus was 
reached. It seems to me that this discussion was based on 
a rather narrow concept of peaceful coexistence. 

One might say, the same of the Report to the 23rd 
Party Congress. This report; refers to "normal, peaceful" 
relations with capitalist states. I£ we take'normal re
lations" in the sense of relations as .. they usually exist, 
I doubt whether peaceful coexistence in this sense is 
something that would guarantee survival in our nuclear 
world. The normal peaceful relations in former times al
ways, after some time, exploded into wars. 

In the discussions about the principles of peaceful co 
existence emphasis is given to independence and non-inter 
vention. If all states would mind their o\vn business and 
abstain of meddling in the affairs of other states, we 
would have, apparently, a peaceful world. 

I, personally, doubt this. States are out for security 
and are used to feel only secure on the basis of power. 
They are not prepared to base their security on that trust 
that other states will behave decently. Neither the US nm" 
the USSR is willing to do that. 

The study of international relation reveals that the 
"normal" relations of states do not guarantee peace. 

The nqrmal system is:_ the world divided in sovereign 
states which decide independently upon their interests anq 
fueir values; which develop strong national armaments to d§ 
fend these interests and these values against other sove- ' 
reign states which have independently determined tl,eir in_; 
terests and their values. 

The situation in which interests and values are suf
ficiently protected, we call security •. My thesis is that 
even in case sovereign states are strivingonly for security 
(and not for conquest), there will be an arms-race, and 
time to time war. 

Pe~ceful co-existence as discussed in the Special Com_ 
mittees and as described in the Party Program would be a 
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step in the right direction but would not be sufficient in 
. our nuclear age. 

International Law, adequate to meet the requirements 
of this nuclear age - one might call it the natu:cal law of 
the nuclear age: the necessary law, the law that is needed 
- goes beyond the description of peaceful coexistence up 
till now Brmulated • 

. Such an international law would not only entail the 
prohibition of war, but also the limitation, regulation 
or even prohibition of national armaments, and the accept 
ance of collective security. 

It would entail the principle of peaceful settlement 
of disputes, elaborated in effective ways and means to ar 
rive at conflict resolutions. It would l'C)C:grri zc: the princ}: 
ple of peacefui change and peaceful conservation. It would 
entail the principle of non-interference· of one state in 
the internal affairs of another, and an elaboration of,the 
principle of good neighborliness in the relation of states. 

It would entail the recognition of fundamental human 
rights· and the principle of non-descrimination, and re
cognize the principle of collective guarantees of these 
human rights • 

It would include the recognition of the UN, not only 
as an organization for peace and security, but also as a 
welfare community, based on the principle of decent eco
nomic and social conditions of all its members. ·At present 
this would entail the principle of protection of the ec?_ 
nomically wealc against the economically strong, and of the 
principle of collective assistance to attain a condition 
of reasonable economic growth. 

It would include the principle of cooperation to ar
rive at reasonable world welfare conditions. 

Such a set of principles would more or less amount 4 
to what one may call "the natural law of the atomic age" 

4. McDougall spealcs 
dignity". 

of the "international law of human 
' 

/ 
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or active peaceful coexistence. 
Such a se~ of principles refers to a far away future 

it indicates the legal system that once, in a far future, 
should be valid if peace is to be maintained. 

Its significance in our time is: 
1. to be the yardstick which may be used to 

measure the intrinsic value of smaller steps. 
This yardstick enables us to judge whether such 
a small step is a step in the right direction. 

2. to remind us that we still are in the transi 
tion period: between the law of the ~ivilized 
nations" which was a law of war, and the law of 
the "peac51oving nations" which aims at a law 
of peace. 

The present world discussion about peaceful co-exist 
ence is a discussion about first steps- some of them go· 
ing in the right direction, some of them of more dubious 
value, because they stress perhaps too much the concept 
of national sovereignty, and give too little attention to 
the role of the UN. 

I think here: 
1. of the concept of peaceful coexistence as 
developed in the USSR Party Programs, 
2. of the concept of peaceful coexistence as 
developed in the writings of USSR scholars, 
3. of the concept of peaceful coexistence as 
discussed in the UN special committees. 

There was also extensive discussion of peaceful co
existence in the International Law Association. At its 
sessior, in Dubrovnic, 1956, a Yugoslav proposal put the 
issue on the agenda, and tl:>.e discussion is going on up 
till now. 

Here also the name has been changed, following the 
example in the UN. This change was partly due to the 
consideration that peaceful coexistence was regarded 

5. This distinction has been elaborated in my "Interna
tional law in an Expanded world", Amsterdam, 1960, 
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by many people as a communist proposal, if not a communist 
slogan. They would rather have a less politically loaded 
name. 

But at the same time others preferred another name be
cause they considered peaceful coexistence as proposed in 
the US.sl?- as too negative, because they wanted the concept 
of active peaceful coexistence, whic~ would include cooper~ 
tion and international organization. · 

My suggestion is that both approaches should be pur
sued. 

• 

6. Compare Edward HcWhinney "Peaceful Co-existence and 
Soviet ;., 1-iestern International Law", Leyden, 1964; 
p. 34. McWhinney gives a set of practical rules 
amounting to '"'small steps", p. 93-99. 
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PEACEFUL CO-EXISTENCE 

The Qv_cstion of Non-intervention 

Non-intervention is a very broad subject. It has to do 
with the behavior of states in times of peace and in times 
of interna.l war. 

A first observation about it might be: it is very dii 
ficult to draw a clear line between ordinary relations among 
states and undue, undesirable and prohibited interference. 

States have relations, political, cultural and econo
mic relations. They try to make friends. They try also, to 
demonstrate the fine qualities of their own "way of life", 
their own "socio-economic system". They make propaganda for 
it, and they are perfectly entitled to do this. Furthermore, 
rich and poor states have special relations. The developing 
nations expect foreign aid and assistance, and most of the 
highly developed states are willing to give foreign aid, 
grants, loans. States often have very intense relations. And 
it is sometimes very difficult to decide where these rela
tions become interventionary relations. The issue: is compli 
cated in case not only foreign state pJ.2.ys ~fficially <'- r, 1.;:; 
but also some body closely related with it, acting on its 
own responsibility. 

The USSR has relations with foreign countries, but al 
so the Communist Party of the USSR has relations with other 
communist parties. · 

The US has relations with foreign countries, but the 
CIA, but also the Central Intelligence Agency also has re
lations with foreign_governments or the opposition in for
eign countries. Such relations are mostly secret relations 
activities are in the most cases officially denied, but 1~ 
ter recognized, sometimes with pride. The overthrow of the 
legitimate government of Guatamala was organized by the CIA, 
and later referred to with pride by President Eisenhower, a} 
though he had denied any Ame~·:ican· :~nterference at the ~:'_;-,;e. 

The question ~s: 
At what moment are those relations becoming pro 

hibited interventions? This is a very difficult and delicate 
problem. 

National sovereignty means independence, the freedom 
of the natural state to arrange its external and internal af 
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fairs according to its own choice (within the framework of 
international law). It amounts to freedom with regard to: 

1. the internal organization of its social, polit~l 
and legal system. 

2. the external relations with other states, includ 
ing the conclusion of treaties. 

3. the participation in international organization 

Foreign intervention begins there where a foreign state 
takes measures which violate this freedom of choice. 

Are all actions which restrict this freedom, or which 
have influence on this freedom, or which are taken to re
strict this freedom "forbidden intervention"? 

Is it forbidden interventj_on if a state refuses to 
give foreign aid in case "christianity" or the "communist 
party" is outlawed in a country? The same applies to trade 
relations or diplomatic relations. The state is free to 
conclude treaties, and that freedom includes the refusal 
to do so, if it does not dislike specific actions of the 
other states. 

The concept of intervention, that is the exclusion 
of the free choice in another country is determined by sev 
eral factors: 

1. the freedom of the one state to do or not to·do 
certain things, as buying the products of another 
state 
as giving foreign aid (as long as according to in 
ternational law - Jiving foreign aid is not re
garded as a duty). 

2. the freedom of the other state to regulate its 
own affairs. 

Fere a clash of freedom 
where the law is going 
the freedom of the one 
other. 

exists. I:~ is the usual posit'_,) .. •. 
to play a role, in determining where 
is restricted by the freedom of the 

Where doe? this line run? I would like to make two 
observations in this respect: 

Obs. I - It may be helpful to see the prohibition of in 
tervention as one of the principles of peaceful 
co-existence, which aims at maintainence of the 
peace. 
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Our guiding consider<1tion may be: some actions of a state 
against another state will not be tolerated by a third 
state, <:md will be counter acted by specific· measures. 

Obs. II - ti\ken as a sti\rting point that peaceful 
co-existence aims at the maintainance of peace 
in a divided world, the line between "normal 
reliltions" and prohibited intervention" will 
partly be determined by the relations between 
the super powers in these blocs. 

I will restrict my observ2.tions on intervention to 
interference in connection with civil strife and internal 
war:-

Civil war, internal war, revo·luticn, has in our pr_c:: 
sent time great significance for international relations. 
I may mention several reasons for this: 

1. the doctrine of Marxism-Lenism that the world 
will become a communist world by way of internal 
uprisings of the proletariat, thus by the revolu 
tion. 

2. the recognition that the outcome of a revolution 
may be decisive for the question to which "bloc" 
the country will belong in the future. 

3. the expectation that in the young, developing na 
ticns, ch<:mgc in the so_ciz:l systems is bcund to 
occur. They want to modernize, but oost of the 
times hiwe no provisions in their social system 
to do this constitutionally. An American expert 
wrote: "The susceptibility of the uncommited na 
tions to inteTnal war is, ••••• likely to increase 
rather than decrease as dynamic social1changes 
accompany their efforts to modernize" 

Another expert wrote: "Without a constitutional 
tradition of peace~l change some form of violence is vir 
tually inevitable" • 

Traditiona~_international law is based on the pri!]: 
ciple of legitimacy. The government may request military 
assistance against armed minorities or majorities, and fo_:::.: 
eign countries are entitled to give that assistance. It lS 

1. James N. Rosenau: Internal \var as an Internaticnal 
Event, in Rosenau ( ed.): Intern2lticmal Aspects of 
Civil Strife, Princeton 1964 p. 45-91, p. 88. 

2. Samuel P Huntungton: Patterns of Violence in World Poli 
tics in Huntington ( ed.) Changing Patterns of 11ili tary·
Politics, New York 1962, p.45. 
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the same with assistance in time of peace: economic assist 
ance to governments is admissable and legal, assistance 
to the "opposition" is -1 abeJJed "subversion". In the s 2-me 
wc.y military assistance· to the government is c.dmissable 
<md legal, 2.ssistance to "the rebels" is frcwnel'. upon. 

I talk here about tr2.ditional international law. --·-,.-.---
Mure and more voices, also in Western ccuntries, are rwised 
that the rebels sometimes are more entitled to foreign as
sistance than the fuedal, corrupt regime they want to eli£! 
:inate. Take, fc;r instance, the cwse of the negroes in 
South Africa or Rhodesia. In many Latin American countries 
a social revolution is. badly needed. 

Still, we have to recognize as a fact that in our 
w·orld there are two super-powers; the US and the. USSR. 

The US stands for the maintainance of the old order. 
vlC? need not discuss that l""ere as to its merits. Sufficient 
for cur purpose is to recognize the existence of a super
power, who w21.nts to prevent that other, up till now, unCCIJ! 
mitted states turn communist <end join the Soviet Bloc. 

On the other hand, there is the other super-power, 
the USSR, who officially proclaims that it stands for a 
new order, that it will support revolution. I quote from 
the Resolution of the 23rd Party Congress. 

"The new way of life in countries that have thrown 
off the colonial yoke is taking shape in ferocious clashes 
with the treacherous imperic.list. enemy and reactionary do
mestic forcC?s which depend on imperialism for support in 
their efforts to guide the young states along the capital
ist path". 

The Congress instructs the CPSU to continue to sup 
port the peoples fighting <:>.gainst colonial oppression and 
neo· colonialism; to develop all-around cocperation with · 
the consolidation of the anti-imperialist front of the 
peoples of all countries, and to extend its contacts with 
the communist and revoluti·-,nary._ .. democratic p2.rties o.C the 
young nation2.l states" (p. 283). 

For the outsider who would neither associate himself 
with the Ameri-can point of view, nor share the standpoint 
in the USSR, the picture is a bit disturbing; there are two 
giants, the supw-powers, accusing each other of imperial
ism, mistrusting each other, c}nd both out on promoting 
their way of life and givng support to sympathetic elites 
and both confrcmted in that way in many countries, especi2._=!:_ 
ly in places where an internal war is deciding the future 
external policy of a state. On both sides,. the analysts oP 
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an American author is applicable: 

"If 8 mpire once depended primarily upon the extent 
of colonial occupation, it now increasingly depends 
upon the capacity to

3
influence the outcome bf impoE 

tant internal wars" 

In this connection it is worthwhile to quote another 
American author who stated "We intervenG about as often4in 
the internal affairs of other nations as the USSR ••••• " 

Recently, the 18th of May 1966, the American Minister 
of Defence, McNamara delivered in MontrGal a remarkable 

speech, in which he discussed the_p:roblem of poverty in 
the developing countries. McNamara observed, that in the 
last eight yGars, there 149 "major internal upheavals", 
"internationally significant outbreaks of violencG"• Only 
onG occurred in a rich nation. HowGver "Since 1958, 87% of 
the very poor nations and 48% of the middle income nations 
have suffered serious violence". McNamara notGs that there 
is an '"an irrefutable relationship between violence and ec_2 
nomic backwardness". "And the trend of such violence is up, 
not down", because the gap between the rich and.the poor 
nations is widening. 

His conclusion is: "given the·certain connection be
tween economic stagnation and the incidence of violence, 

fue years that lie ahead for the nations in the southern 
half of the 91obe are pregnant with violence"· Hence, his 
Glaborate plan for quicker development. But he draws the 
attention to the fact that violence, internal strife, in 
this southern part of the world concerns the security of 
the United States. He mentions in this connection, what 
he calls the "subversive activities" of the USSR, but he; 

3. Richard A. Falk, Janus 'rorm··,::,ted: The Internatic~~:<L 

Law of Internal War, in Jame::> Rosenau, op. cit. •p.185 
248, p. 186. 

4 • Manfred Halpern: Morality and Politics in Intervention, 
in Rosenau op.cit. p. 249 - 288, p. 263. 



--6 .... 

states expressly that also without this subversive activi 
ty violencG would occur •. In thG 149 "ser:lous internal :in
surgencies" only in 51 cases, communists were actively in
volved, according to McNamara. But he concludes:: 111iihether 
Communists are involved or not, violGnce anywhere in a 
taut world transmits sharp signals through the complex 
ganglia of international relations; ~nd t~e security of 
th.s:_u.s. isrelated to the se<;urity and stability of na
tions half a _JJ.lobe awa.z". 

·As I said already, McNamara stressed the link be~ 
tween poverty and internal unrest. Hence, his proposal 
to assist in a quicker development. But one may ask: 
"Would a quicker devGlopment prevent civil strife'?" I 
suggest that it does not. 

Social and economic development clashes with existing 
traditions and religious opinions and attitudes. 

Moreover the development will a~ways be uneven and 
slower than exp.ected. Johan Galting has developed a 
structural theory of aggression from which it follows that 
the period of development is a very dangerous one, full of 
frustration and aggression: in short a period in which ci 
vil strife will occur more often then in the period of sta 
tic poverty. 

Consequently we have to. expect in the near future many 
cases of civil strife, even in case foreign aid is multi-. 
plied and quick development is achieved. 

jere clearly we face the dilemma: 
In the USSR we have the official doctrine of giving 
assistance to every social revolution. 

In the US the doctrine is being developed to help 
every government against social revolution. It 
started there with t:t.e Truman Doctrine, in 1947, 
in which the l"S declared to be prepared to gj.ve 

• 
5 •. Johan Galting: A Structural Theory of Agression", 

(Journal of Peace Research, 1964, II, p. 95 ~ 119) 
which is a thGory taking the social context sufficiently 
into consideration (p. 96). 
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to governments assistance ·against "armed minori
ties or outside pressure". 

Recently an American international lawyer, Wol
gang Friedmann, formulated American foreign policy as 
claiming the right: 

''1. to determine whether an internal revolution in
volves a degree of participation by Communists 
regarded as dangerous by the u.s., 

2. to int-ervene by force in order to prevent such a 
possible outcome in the civil war". 

It means a preparedness to commit intervention 
in the conviction that ·constant intervention by the USSR 
is practised, according to its doctrine of assisting so
cial revolutions. 

It is clear that thE situation is filled with danger. 
For, assistance to governments and assistance to rebels, 
that is: the internationalization of the internal conflict, 
might easily escalate into a nuclear war. 

Both parties are inclined to deny that they arc guilty 
of intervention. But they react upon the activity of the 
other. And it is not clear on both sides as to how far the 
opposing party intends or is willing to go. This is danger 
ous. I may quote again an American author, Fred Warner Neal: 

"Given the propensity of the Soviet Union to su_£ 
port - in whatever way - the revolutionary move
ments and the tendency in the u.s. to oppose them, 
a lack of clarification on these points could easi 
ly lead to ill-cons.~.dered - and possibly fatal -
m:i. J.i t<:J.ry confrontC'tion between the two nuclear 
giants. Such classification must be considered, 6 
therefore, essential for meaningful co-existence" 

It would be a common intereo:·~ to have more clari.''i.c_s': 
tion of intention on both sides, because both parties are 

6. Fred Warner Neal: Co~existence: Practical Problems 
and Politics, in Co-existence, A Journal for the Co~ 
pa:"ati Vc _s ~udy of Economics, Sociology and Politics 
in a Chat,oJJ.ng World, Vol III No. 1, 1966; p. 7 - 18 
P• 13. 
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agreed that a nuclear war between them should be avoided 
I£ that is the case they have a common interest not only 
in avoiding the prGmeditated nuclear war, but also the 
nuclear war which might comG, against the wishes of both 
parties, by gradual escalation ·of an internationalized in 
tcrnc:l 'Har. 

Vietnam is a case in point. And, in view of thG many 
internal uprisings to bq expected in the developing cou~ 
tries, Vietnam would not be the last, but only the begi~ 
ning of a series of limited wars fought by proxy, gradual 
ly deteriorating the international climate up to thG un
wanted climax of World War III. It is a grim prcspect. 
Sheer selfinterest, taking into account the -above mention 
ed factual tendencies on the one hand, and on the other 
hand the common interest ia avoiding nuclear war, would i~ 
dicate the dGsirability of some kind of undGrstanding on 
this point. 

A provision about the prohibition of intervention, as 
adopted in the UN resolution is clGarly not enough. It 
does not prGvGnt assistance given at the rGquest of a 
government, neithGr does it prevent assistance given to 
"the rebGls" in a social rGvolution. More specific rulGs 
of conduct arG needed. The question is whether any chance 
exists that both parties would agree upon more specific 
rules "unless the u.s. limits it tendency to play the role 
of global anti-communist genuarme and unles7 the Soviet 
Union limits its role on the opposite side". 

The Vietnam war, however, has played havoc here as else 
where. It is undoubtedly t:rue - as it is said in the Re-

v 
port of the Central Committee to the 23rd Party Congress, 
p. 45 - that through this Vietnam war the relations be
tween the USSR and the US h~ve deteriorated. On the other 
hand, the experience in the Vietnam issue may be o:C g:r·~at 

significance: the experience that it is not easy to iin
pose your will on a people. Vietnam proved again what 
France experienced in Indochina and in Algeria: it is 

7. Pred Warner Neal, op. cit., p. 13. 
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almost impossible in the present time, notwithstanding the 
modern weapons, to dominate a people which as a people is 
opposed to that domination. In former times it was much 
easier. France conquered Algeria in the 19th Century with 
30,000 men. It was not able to maintain its dominant posi 
tion with 500,000 men in the 20th Century, because the 
people as such had changed. The people became involved. Al 
geria was conquered :in the 19th Century because at that -
time the population was not involved: a small elite with 
a small army was defeated, while the population did not 
participate. The emancipation of the masses changed all 
this. 

But if this is a general feature of the modern worlu, 
states, even super powers will gradually recognize that 
they should be careful. I, for one, am quite convinced 
that the US would not have begun the Vietnam adventure 
if they had realized to what it would develop and escal 
ate. And the end of it is not yet in view. 

There is "a lesson" in the Vietnam issue which might 
be decisive in the future, restraining intervention if 
there is any guarantee that the restraint will be reci£ 
rocal. 

Would there be any chance to arrive at a clarifi 
cation of the rules concerning non-intervention? 

It might .be helpful to. m3.ke a kind of distinction 
with regard to "rules". One may think of a set cf rules 
specifying the prohibition of intervention, and as such 
drawing the line between legitimate "relations" and pr£ 
hibited interference, formulated in the framework of the 
U.N. This would amount to rules given to the parties by 
an authority representing the world. 

One may also think of practical I"'llles, derived from 
factual experience in the eLcoun·':er at the occasion c;_' 
an internal war in a third state, rules which formulate 
what the opponent is expected to do in reaction upon 
activity of the other. Rules have all kinds of func~ 
tions. One of them certainly is to indicate which acti 
vity of the one party will bring the other party to re 
action with all the means at his disposal. Rules have 
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what is called a tripwire-nature, as is the case with 
frontiers. They draw lines which, if overstepped; make 
specific reaction probable• One might call these rules 
"rules of political expectancy". They indicate not what 
ought to happen, but what will happen) in re...iaC:d.on. 

It might be possible to formulate some .rules which 
indicate at what occasion certainly a specific kind of 
reaction of the opponent might be expected. If it is the 
common interest of both parties to prevent such kind of 
reactions, it may be possible to come to an agreement 
about the validity of such rules. 

But to arrive at this kind of understanding will 
not be easy, although it is worth trying. It is only 
one small aspect in the overall issue, which amounts 
to this: if ever disarmament would be realized (and 
that is the crucial point of r·e?.lly peaceful existence), 
it will be necessary to have clarification about the 
tolerance and self restraint states are willing to prac 
tice, instead of the all-out crusading spirit which now 
prevails. On this point specific rules will be needed 
indicating what states are expecting the other state to 
do or not to do; rules or principles of conduct in the 
competition with regard to the Third World. 

Peaceful co-existence needs this self restraint and. 
clear rules of 1fair competition' which exclude what the 
one party would condemn as intervention and the other 
would brand as intolerable subversive activity. 

In short, what is needed, is a compromise in a very 
vital matter. But one might say that it is a vital is
sue to arrive at such a compromise - a vital issue but 
a difficult task; because it is the nature of the com
promise to compromise men or states advocating it. 
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IV 

PEACEFUL CO-EXISTENCE 
POVERTY AND PEACE 

" Prof. B •. v. A. Roling 

In a previous lecture I stated that one of the features 
of a system of active peaceful coexistence would be the tak 
ing away of the causes of conflict, that is the elimination 
of those circumstances which are bound to lead to violent 
conflict. 

We mentioned the poverty problem, racial discrimina
tion, overpopulation, nationalism. I would like to discuss 
today the problem Of the relation between poverty and peace. 

In our wor~d there are two dominating problems of •the 
old~ rich, nations; they have so many arms• ThG problem 
of hunger is the problsm of the young, poor nations: they 
have so few goods. · 

Before going into the question whether a· relation GX~ 
ists between the two main evils; I would like to say a 
wortl or two about the problem of poverty and about the 
problem of war~ 

ThesG two problems must be seen in the perspectivG of 
1he preSG:Ilt worid situation. i.JG live in a divided world, a 
world, as it were partiHonGd, on the basis of contrasts 
and tensions: · 

1. the contrast of the richand the poor, the 
"haves" and the "have not's", 

2. the contrast of ideologies: the cold war con 
trast of free enterprise system versus the 
communist system, 

3. the contrast between arms-conscious nations, 
who arc prepared to enter into international 
understanding about arms, as: test ban agre£ 
ment, anti-proliferation treaty, and in the 
long run General and Complete Disarmament, 
and nations who still cling to national in
dependence and grandeur and who want to con 
tinue the world system prevailing in the 
19th Century, and which led to World War I 
and World War II. 

This is the contrast between arms-internationalists 
or "peace-loving nations'' and the national arms' -loving, 
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n<.1ticna1ist nati'"ns <.1s Chin2., which prefers the dangcr:ms 
and risky ihternati.n2.1 system c:f the arms r<'ce und the 
"balance of h::Jrror". 

4. the contrast of white and non white nations. 
This is an agelong distinction made by the 
whites, who discriminCJ.ted on the b11sis of 
race, up till the Charter of the U.N. Still 
the League of Nations refused to adopt the 
equc.lity cf the races. Equal:izy os new recog 
nized in the Chart~r of the U.N. Except fc; 
a few countries the white world is quite pro 
pared to accept equality. But now the dis
criminating distinction is made by some non
white peoples, for instance, China uses this 
argument to kec=p the Sc.viet Union from Afro
Asian ccnfe:r'ences; they said at tl1e Mcshi· 
Conference: •'Whi tes have nothing to do hc=re"• 

One observation: it is a criss..:.c:ross picture when 
we lciok at the four contrasts. Generally speakil!Jg the 
white nations are the rich nations (but Japan!)j but 
for the rest everything is mixed up: in the world of 
the socialist states: USSR is rich, China is poor; 
USSR is whi to, China non-white; USSR is -arms conscious/ 
China is notoriously not. 

Let us return to our theme of war and poverty. 
_!'overty: in the young countries there is a very strong 

desire! tc. get rid o.f hcmgcr anc'. poverty, in the 
young countries the "revolution of the rising 
expectations" took place. The poor nations wnnt 
prosperity, but many social forces prevent them 
from doing the things needed for prosperity: re 
ligious, ethical or social attitudes and opinions 
oppose the new style of life necessary for eco~ 
nomic advancement. The force of tradition stands 
·in the way of doing what is necessary. 

War:. in the old nations there is a very strong desire, 
a longing for peace and security. There is . the ~ 
ing recognition that enduring peace cannot be based 
on an arms race, on a balance of horror, and the 
growing recognition that the old rich nations need 

·general disarmament to prevent war (Kenncdy: "We 



have to abclish the arms, before they abolish 
us"). But many social forces prevent them from 
doing the things needed for peace: religious) 
ethic<:U or Soi::iai atti tudcs and opinions oppose 
the new style of life necessary for peaceful eo 
existence. The force of tradition stands in the 
way of doing what is necessary. 

\vi th ;regard to the war probiein and the poverty 
problems there is a similar difficulty: traditional atti
tudes and opinions oppose the cra.1ges Which arc necessary 
to achieve the non~traditional, progressive, neW aims: uni 
vcrsal peace and universal prosperity. 

The tr<~di tional outlooi< is an obstocle in our dynamic 
period, in which two enormohs fpctual changes took,place:~ 
the liberation of the colohial peopics an<:l. the libcr11tion 
of atomic energy. By b~th events forces were released 
which may destroy our world, if our world refuses to a
dapt itself to the new situation. Here is the main prob
lem: the mind of men goes slowly, every generation seems 
only to have little room for change, especially it is dif 
ficult to change without being compelled by force. TI1e 
usual way of adaptation is the way of blood and tears, 
the way "the Lord teaches the law to Kings". The task for 
our and the next generation is to bring about the neces
sary change without the experience of a nuclear war and 
without the experience of a world rebellion of the poor 
against the wealthy. 

Now we come to the question whether a relation exists 
between war and. poverty. There arc many relations between 
the war - and arms - problem and the hunger - and poverty 
problem. I will mention some of them: 

1. At pDosent about 180 billion dollars are S~ent 
yearly on arms. The spending of this amount of 
money for arms prevents the use for more con
structive purposes as the fight against poverty. 

It :i:s easily 1'nderstood that poor people resent this. 
In the UN-history of the discussions about developni.ent 
plans, many times it occurred that money for "aid and de
velopment" was refused with the explanation: it will only 
be possible after disarmament. 



4 

There is 'an elGmGnt in arms-spending vrhich prevents 
spending for foreign aid. Clearest in Resolution VIII 
724, DGc. 7 1953, in which we find a Declaration about 
the relation between arms-race and development aid: 

'1Wej the Governments of the States-members of the 
U;Nl, in order to promotehigher standards of li.::': 
ing and conditions of economic and social progress 
and development, stand ready to ask our peoples, 
when sufficient progress has .been made in interna 
tionally supervised world-widG disarmament, to d£ 
vote a portion of che sa.vings achieved through 
such disarmament to an International Fund; within 
the framework· of the UN, to assist development 
and reconstruction in under-developed countries". 

This argument still runs in our present time1• In 
1964 lJNCTAD adopted in its Final Act, 15 General Principles~ 

General Principle XII reads:-

"All countries recognize that a significant por.J. 
tion of resources released in successive stagGs 
as a result of the conclusion of an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament under effect 
ive international control should be allocated to 

1. Many UN Resolutions expr9ss the thought that re
sources, rGleasGd by disarmamGnt should bG used 
in the fight against poverty. 

Resolutions of the General Assembly: 
Res. 1710 XVI, 19 DecembGr 1961 (on UN Development 

Decade) 
Res. 1837 XVII, 18 December 1962 
Res. 1931 XVIII, 1 1 December 1963 
Res. 2092 XX, 20 December 1965 (on conversion to 

peaceful needs of the resources released by 
disarmament). 

Resolutions of the ECOSOC: 
982 XXXVI, 2 August 1963 (on the Gconomic and s~ 

cial consequGnces of disarment, concerning 
inter alia the advantage which disarmamGnt 
could have on the economic and soc~al programs 
throughout the world) 

1087 XXXIX, 30 July 1965. 
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the promotion of ccono~ic development in dcvelo£ 
ing coun tri cs" •. 

This is the first clear relation between the 
war-problcm.ahd the poverty~problem~ the arms race pr£ 
vents the rich nations from spending sufficient means 
in the fight agal.nst poverty. 

2. A second relation is of quite a different 
nature. The fact cannot be denied that for 
cign aid is oftch given for political reasons, 
that foreign aid is used as a tool in the 
Cold War competition. 

Foreign aid is in many cases determined by political 
and military motives: foreign c:dd is often given to Vlin 
politicc.l. friends; foreign aid has become a col.d-war i!J:. 
strumcnt. 

By the way, the Cold War had some disastrous influ
ences: it stimuiatcd the arms-racej and was itself stimu 
lated by the arms•race. But the Cold War had also some -
favorabic side-effects: 

a. The Cold War promoted the process of dccoloni
zation. The Cold War is called the last great 
split in the white people. This last split 
within the white population made it possible 
to end whlic political domination. 

b. The Cold War also promoted foreign aid: 
-with respect to the US: from''Marshall aid" 
to "Alliance for Progress" the handling of 
foreign aid was determined to a high degree 
by the wish to prevent the spreading of eo~ 
munism; 
-with regard to the USSR: just after World 
War II the Soviet Union was itself badly in 
need of help. But after some years it also 
used foreign aid as a means of international 
influence. 

Sometimes it looks like a "combat de generosi te", 
and there arc states which arc very slcillful in hand
ling the two competing firms. 

The effect of foreign aid given with political puE 
poses to win, to buy friendship, is not very promising. 

I 

I 
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Foreign aid has not been very successful in making and 
winning friends. The experience in the Western, as in 
the Soviet world has been that the friendship gained 
is often inversely proportional to.thc assistance given. 
It is ca1lcd a mysterious law, by which aid works in 
the opposite direction. "It is now a truism that for 
complicated set of reasons the giver of ai~ often makes 
more enemies than friends in the process. i•Perhaps this. 
is the rc::ason that it is less and less given::- The3Ameri 
can Aid Program in 1965 was the lowest since 1948 ; The 
same trend can be observed in. Soviet aid. 

I suggest that it was wrong to base foreign aid pr,g 
grams solely on Cold War motives. 

The present opinion is that foreign aid should not 
be given as a tool in the Cold War competition. It does 
not work in this respect. A ~ore solid motive.for aid is 
of quite another kind; it amounts to this: things will 
go wrong in the end, .if the poor nations arc becoming 
poorer and the rich nations arc becoming richer. And 
this is what happens today: the gap between poor and 
rich is widening. 

This essential fact I would like to stress. I quote 
from "United Nations Development Decade at Midpoint", 
.n Appraisal by the S ccreti\ry-General UN, ECOSOC, 

June 11 , 19 6 5, p. 3 - 4: 

"The gap between the per capita incomes of the 
developing countries has also widened during 
the 1960's; between 1960 and 1962 the average 
annual per capita income in the developed mar~ 
ket economics increased by almost 100 dollars 

2. Joscph S. Berliner: Soviet Economic Aid, Londqn 
1960, p. 60. 

3. Sec Susan Strange:· A New Look c.t Trade and Aid; 
in Intcrn21tiona1 Affairs (London), 1966, p. 61 
- 73. 
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while that in the developing countries increased 
by barely 5 dollars". 

"Two .... thirds o.if thG worldis population living in 
less developed regions of thG world still share 
lGss than one-sixth of the world's income. In 
1962 annual pGr capita incomG in these regions 
averaged 136 dollars, while that of the popula
tion of the economically ccdvanccd market econo.:... 
mies in North America and Western Europe avcragGd 
2845 dollars and 1033 dollars, respectively". 

Something must bG done. Foreign aid and the fight 
against poverty should not be based on Cold War motives, 
but O!). the clGar recognition that if the gap continues 
to widen; if the poor arc bGcoming poorer and poorer; 
and the rich richer ccnd richer:-

1. many revolutions and civil wars will occur 
in the poor countries, 

2. El. world-explosion cannot be avoided in the 
long run• 

AD 1. I would like to draw the attention to the 
speech by .1ktlamara, in which he strcssGd the deep re
lation between poverty and revolution. If the gap be
tween rich and poor continues to be a widening gap, we 
may expGct many social uprisings with left wing tendon 
cics. HcNam<J.ra declared: "the security of the u.s. is
related to the security and stability of nations half 
a globG away". 

The USSR Party Program 1966 stresses the need ~o 
assist social revolutions. 

We may conclude: continuing poverty, with many up
risings in the future will lead to many hostile confronta 
tions of the two super-powers, and such confront<:ltions 
may lead to Wo.rld War III. 

We also conclude: whc:.t prospects has the issue of 
generc.l disarmament if it is to be expected that every
where violent uprisings will occur, and if it is recog
nized that the outcome of these internal wars will 
have a decisivG influence on the balaance of 1cwer be
tween the Cold War opponents? 
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IJ) 2. Another aspect of the widening o£ the g;~,p is 
the possibility of the world revolution of the poor 
against the rich •. 

I£ the process of the widening gap'. continues, 
one may expect at the end an enormous struggle .between 
the poor and the rich, a world -reVolution, which will 
mc::an, a worid war; in which nuclear and thermonuclear 
wc::apons are used •.. 

In this rc::spect it is impo:rt\nt for us to under
stand the:: prevailing mood in the young nations: 

- they have become aware:: of their poverty; 
- they do not sec this poverty any longer as a 

fate:: ordained by the Gods, . but as a situation 
brought about by co14nization ahd the prevail 
ing market-mechanism ~ 

- there has been the revolution of the risihg expei:::ti: 
tion; 
there is a growing rc::scntment against the rich na
tions and their spending of 180 billion dollars 
yearly on arms; 

- there is a growing conviction that the poor have a 
right to a better kind of life; 

- thc::rc is 2, growing conviction that the:: rich have:: 
the legal duty to coopc::rate in bringing this about. 

The question then is: do the rich nations do 
the things ne~essary for world prosperity? Statistics 
show that the rich arc getting richer and the poor arc 
becoming poorer. Foreign aid has some effect, but not 

4. About this market mechanism, sec "Towards a New Trade 
Policy for DGvelopment", Report by the Secretary-Gen
eral of the U.N. Conference on Trade and Development, 
E.-Con£. 46-3, 12 Feb. 1964, p. 21: "Between 1950 and 
1961 the tc::rms of trade:: of primary commodities fell 
by 26 % (excluding petroleum) in relation to those of 
manufactures, mainly owing to the rise in the prices 
of the latter". From 1950-1961 the:: fall of purchasing 
power due to this deterioration in the terms of trade 
has bc::en estimated on 13.1 billion dollars, that is 
approximc.tely half of the benefit of the inflow of all 
typc:;s of finance. 
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sufficient to bring <:tbout a turn in this procc~s. Too 
little is done. 

Georgc D. tvoods, Presidcnt
5
of the World Bank, has 

analyzed recently the situation : the gap widens. Woods 
gives some reascns why the aid has so little effect. 
Foreign aid is not sufficiently given, and often not 
wisely. One can speak now of a "debt explosion": the 
underdeveloped countries as a whole n\ust now devote more 
than a tenth of their foreign exchange earnings to 
debt service, and the figure is still rising" (p. 211) 

I quote again the president of the \vorld Bank: 

'1Indced, when all amortization, interest nnd 
dividend payments are t2ckcn into account, the 
backflow of some 6 biliion dollars from the 
developing countries offsets about half the 
gross ctlpital inflow which these countries re 
cci ve" ~ 

In 15 years, if we continue in the same way, this 

payment "would off.Scit the inflow compictcly. In short 
. ' . 

to go bn doing what the capital-exporting cou~ 
tries arc now doing will, in the not too long 
run, amount to doing nothing at C'.ll" (p. 212). 

What is the m2in reason that "£orcign aid" does 
not work, at least "does not work enough", that it can 
not prevent the widening of the gap? Is it only the 
question that too little is given? Or is aid in itself 
not sufficient? 

One cam make the comparison with the poverty in 
European countries in the 19th Century, .for instance in 
the Netherlands: there was great poverty in the Ncthc.!:_ 
lands in the 19th Century. Something was done, there 
was some charity, there were poor-laws and there was some 
poor relief. But it did not work. 

Success came only after the existing sys:tem had 

5. Georgc D. Woods: The Development Decade in the 
Balance, in Foreign Affairs 1966, p.206 ~ 215. 
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been altered, for it was the existing system which 
kept the poor poor and the rich rich. 

vnw,t was this system that needed change? The then 
prevailing liberalism in economics, the liberal capi~ 
t0iism. 

The stettc wus at that time the "Nachtwachtstaat"; 
the "thght watch sta,te", that is the state which h21.d as 
its principal aim thG maintainnncG Of order: it left 
"economics" .to th0 economic laws. 

The th0n prevC~iling system of politicc:l and leg<:\1 
liberty thus gC\Ve free play to the economic laWS of 
iupply iU'ld demand, that: is to the blind forces of sel.:f. 
interest domirtCiting ecortomics. 

Economic 12-ws f2.vor the strong and the rich. They 
have the tendency of pole~rizatibn me~l~ing the rich richer, 
anci! the poor poorer. 

On this point Karl Me~rx we~s quite correct: this 
liberal system we~s leading to cxploite~tion of the lu
bor class, was le2;ding to "Verclcndung", and ultimately 
to revolution. 

But in the Netherlands and other European countries 
.~.a change in this system of unlimited liberty w<:cs brought 

about through labor law and wolfc.re l2cw, thi?,t is through 
juridica,l laws aiiming at the restriction ilnd mi tige~tion 
of the effect of economic letws; minimum wages, maximum 
working hours, social provisions for housing, medical 
help, insurance, pensions. The former unrestricted cc~ 
nomic liberty was reple~ced by <1 new order, introducing 
as legal principles: protection of thG wee~k against 
the strong; and assistance by the community to the mem 
bers in the community in need of it • 

This was c. nmv order, we may call it social. c<:cpi
talism, in which the "have-not" obtained a protected 
position as member of a welf<:cre-community, as member of 
the welfi\re state. The nnticnal state became a WGlfare 
state, which cares for its membe:r?s, strives for full 
employment, and for a decent living st2.ndard for c>.ll. 

Let us come back nov1 to the in·~ernational scene, 
to the "nations proletairc", the 11h<:cve-not" nations: it 
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would be incorrect to s2.y that they <:lro living now in the 
period of the poor-laws i:lnd charity. Du t somC' C0lnpurison 
is possiblC'. 

WC> stili support. internc\tioric'.lly. cm economic system 
of. libcralismi in which the ;;.gents, the·soverdgn states, 
i:\Ct on the basis of their nationo.i interest, in ;.,hich o. 
blind market mechanism decides prices and income. It is 
a markcttnbchc\nism origin2-tcd c\nd developed in the old,i~ 
dustri<:tlized cind wcetlthy world. 

It is a system which serves the interests of the 
wealthy, industri<1li zed nations, <1 systc:m which mc.kcs the 
rich richer; o.nd the poor poorer. 

Keeping this system, we try to help the poor li.Litions 
with 2, bit of foreign C'lid, <imOuhting for the OECD n.:ctions 
to 0,6% of their gross n;;.tion"'l product. 

This help is not sufficient o.nd does net work in the 
framework of cc market mechanism which works in opposite di 
rcction, through thb d 0ter:ibrutiorl 6£ the ''terms o£ tr:cdcii 
2cnd the prevention o£' industrii:\lizotion• 

On the notion<:'.l level it did not work to mo.intain.thc 
system of the m;::rkct mcch<mism and to help with chilri ty 
Llnd philLintropy. The s<llie wety of doing does not work on 
the intern<:'.tionL\1 level. 

What is needed is: reform of the system. The poor n~ 
tions should no longer be the pl<:'.y-thing of the mLirkct 
mechLinism and of the economic forces. Blind economic forces 
f2cvor the strong <:'.nd they widen the g<:'.p between the rich 
ilnd the poor. 

WhVct we need intcrn.:ctionLilly is the sv.mc as the have
not's needed on the:: n<:ttional scc::nc::: a new ordGr of rol<:'.tions 
in which the·poor arc:: protc::ctcd, ilnd in which they arc suf 
ficic::ntly ;:md systc::maticetlly <:'.ssistcd. 

•In the:: world this new ordc::r meL\ns: the international 
cpmmunity as a welfare:: community, which cares for the:: well 
bc::ing of its mc;.:bcrs; which strives for full employment of 
the:: C\VC\ilable forces; for a dc::cent living st<:'.ndilrd for all; 
and which, to <:'.Chicvc its i'ims, .is o.ctive in the economic 
field where it is necessary to modorctto and limit by lcgcrl 
provisions the free play of the economic laws. 
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Reform would imply: 
rules with rcgc:.:td to the prlce c:.nd production of·primC\ry 
goods:.~ 

a) <tssistC\nce in the c<~se of 2. sudden diminU.Zltioh 

b) ~ 
in income, 
commodity-price rcgul<~tion to 2cssurc <1 rcgUlilr 
rcv.sonv.blc income; 

rules guC\r2.ntccing the possibility of indus trictli z2ction 
of the poor countries; 

1) "" procuring of capitc:.l 2cnd know how. 
2) - giving protection a.g.:d.nsti competition from old 

industries. 

3) -

Industri<:tlizdtion is very difficult in d young 
n<~tion. As Wood~ put it (207): •I Technology is 
costlier, cap:lt2-l rcqu~rcmc11ts r,rc grci\tcr, cs 
to.blished producers arc hC\rdcr i:o overtake in-
world commcrciC\l competition". 

opening the possibility of export. 
Needed c:.re rules which open up the rich nil

tions for the industry of the poor nations, 
for instance by w2,y of prefcrentiill t<:triffs. 

This mec:.ns substaintic:.l reforms, this mec:.ns substan
tiill s<:lcrifiees, going so far prob2bly i:'.S interfering with 
the usual n2ctionill economic growth in the rich countries. 

These reforms 2rc simply neccss2ry to prevent the 
world-revolution which is incvitilble if the g<~p between 
rich ctnd poor is widening. 

These reforms therefore ilre clearly in our long-term 
interests becc:.use in our nucleC~r <:ego "' world-revolution 
might find its center in 2c nuclear power: China. 

In such L1 '\vorld War III the technically highly devcl 
oped cultures would be destroyed. 

Such economic reform, to bridge the gap between poor 
<:tnd rich n<:ltions, is in our own vital interest in peC~ce. It 
is our own interest, our long term interest, which coin
cides with the short term interest of the poor nntions. 

It is our long term interest, becnuse there is only 
the choice which Rc:.ul.Prebish formulc:tcd as: "either re-
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SYLOS LABINI: Some Economic Aspects of Disarmament 1 

Thursday, 16/6/66 11:30 

I will conr::ider very briefly five points: 

I. Economic and human resources devoted to armaments in the 
world today. 

II.The two different economic problems of disarmament, Le., 
the problem of converilion and the problem of maintaining 

'effective demand.· 
III.The danger of a major depression in the American Economy 

·as a consequence of disarmament. 
IV.The problem of switching exp8nditure towards helping the 

underdeveloped cou.~tries. 
V.Some reflections on the differences-between the American 

and the Russian point of view on disarmament and on the 
perspectives that we can concieve now. 

I 

The order of magnitude of economic and human re
sources devoted to armaments is rather well known. In a 
report prepared by a group of eastern and western experts 
for the United Nations and published in 1962, the total 
expenditure devoted to armament in the world was estimated 
to something like 150 ~illion dollars. Today, in 1966, that 
is probably 170 billion dollars. Only in the United States 
the figure was 50 billion dollars in 1962 and now is around 
60 billion dollars~ These figures may sound impressive, but 
do not mean. very much unless we make comparisons. In the 
United Nations report it is stated that such figures amount 
to something like three-fourths of the total national in
come of all underdeveloped countries. It is equal more or 
less to the total value of all the world exports and, to 
make an Italian comparison, it is something between three 
and four times the Italian national income. The people en
gaged in armament activities are twenty million, if we con 
sider only soldiers and civilian workers employed directly 
in armament activiues; the figure becomes something like 
fifty million altogether, if we include also workers and 
people indirectly engaged in armament activities. Fifty mil 
lion people is equal to the total Italian population. We 
may complete this picture by mentioning the percentage of 
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military expenditures. ov:er the national product in certain 
countries. The national product is the total flow o.f goods 
and services produced in a given country during a year. 
This percentage is about 8%. in the United States, something 
like 7% in the United Kingdom; :j r; France and in Western 
Germany it is of the same order of magnitude; in Italy it 
is something like 3.4%. If we subtract .from the total income 
the amount of income which can be assumed to go toward the 
basic needs, the percentages are somewhat different - In the 
United States the figure becomes a little bit higher ( 11-12%) 
whereas it goes up more markedly for the other countries .. 
I mentioned(from 3.4-7 to 8-9.5%); for not only the total 
amount of income but also the ~ capita income is less in 
these count:de-s. 

The .first reaction for:· .. a person who has not been 
.concerned with economic prdblems is: If we were able to de 
vote the same figures to peaceful purposes and civi1i~n 
needs, then everybody will be much richer, everybody will 
be much happier and the world will be a much better place to 
live in. The .first observation we have to make is that we 
cannot concieve a shift of these .figures without·. considering 
the big economic problems which are involved in this shift • 
.1\r~ these problems~ as we will see, are very seri.ous~ If 
the armament eXpenditure is reduced; the expansioh o£ dther 
productive activities cannot be considered as an automatic 
process. I.f this expansion is not simultaneous ahd is large 
enough, a reduction o.f in.armamen'. expenditure-s 'rrul.J:rring . • 
about a.lJilUJ:tipl.ied radu:ct±mrnf::: ineDme_; because..a,ll :th€"-wor_!£' ·' 
E!:ts. ·engag-ed =in pruduc:img.,.:.£ocrr· instance~aircraft?·will:d:s:ma:rrd 
Lelss 'Consurri'erSc~.oo.ds- ..and Vllould. create ·a s·ort of ·cha:in :::r-e:ac~ 
fion end'ihg·in.depression, unless something is done to avoid 
this danger. 

II 

There are two types of problems which have to be 
cJ,~arJ,y distinguished, although in practice they are strictly 
interconnected. The first problem is that if a disarmament 
is decided it is necessary to carry out a structural con
version of productive activities. People who are engaged in 
producing aircraft or ammunition of various kinds have to 
be shifted to other activities, and this obviously involves·: 1 
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a serious program of changing the kind of capital goods 
and of requalifying the workers to make them ready to do 
a new kind of job. But there is also another problem, that 
is, to avoid a reduction in total effective demand. This 
problem, which is conceptually different from the problem 
of conversion, in practice is i.f.t.erconnected with the 
first one, in the sense that if the effective demand, i.e., 
the demand which is actually relevent to the market, re
majns stable, then the job of ~ansforming activities from 
military to civilian purposes becomes much easier, where
as if this is not done the problem of conversion becomes 
much more serious. 

In this connection, we will have to make a distin.Q. 
tion between the capitalist and socialist ccuntries. In 
socialist countries, in the present stage of development 
the productivity per worker is considerably less, on the 
whole, than in the United States and in most of the wes! 
ern European countries. There are also several troubles 
in planning, especially as far as agriculture is concerQ 
ed. But from the special point of view of disarmament, 
they have an advantage. Whereas the problem of the con
version in the economies is practicallt the same prob
lem that we find in,capitalist countries, the·problem 
of maintaining effective demand is not so serious as in 
capitalist countries. We might everi..say that this is not 
a special problem; it is only one aspect of the conversion 
problem. This, because in the capitalist economies we 
have a market . mechanism which is to a consi.derable. ex..: . 
tent a spontaneous mechan:i.s;n. The risk of the spiral which 
I mentioned .before is the result of the spontaneous mecha,g 
ism; the reduction of certain expenditure, in certain 
lines, cati' .bring. within its.elf, as a consequence, a re-. 
ducti on in demand for consumers' goods, that is, also in· 

• ·f ~-, nrtir~l-·· .l~~-~''l~lr-~ C~~r~(~Al· a~ --··)'-~~r-~~ ~-0 gOQQS 0. ill .. o;,;w~ ·~-- 'V-J ,1..0.-4._..1.. ::-. L.~.I.U w-:.J-.~ C!.- ~ -~ ._-, ·-·V L._tJO.. .:_."-" lr 

mn'nary goods.· Ih a· centrally planned economy, however 
low the efficiency, this problem doesn't exist. The pla,g 
ners have to make rational decisions. at the center, of 
course not all decisions are rational and wastes, even· 
serious wastes, dei' take place; but we 'do not find the pr.ob 
lem which is typical of market economies. In other words -
from thispartic'ular point of view in the soc::.·list 
countries ·the economic consequences of disarmament are• 
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much less serious than in capitalist countries. The prob
lem is especially serious in the U. S. The relative import 
ance o£ military expenditure in the United States after 
the war is enormous. Now the problem is there because the 
United States is, let's say, the conductor o£ the capital 
ist orchestra. I£ this conductor makes important mistak~s 
the whole capitalist orchestra goes down. We might comfort 
ably_· say that, shc~ld the American economy have stagnat~d, 
Western European economies would not have grown as fast as . 
they have; and they have grown even faster than the Ameri_ 
can economy. To test this proposition one might look at 
what were the consequences o£ the relatively mild reces
sions that took place in Arnerica after the war, especially 
in 1948-49, and in 1958. These mild recessions in particu 
lar the 1958 rec.ession, were rather strongly felt by West 
ern economies. In other words, the development of the Ameri 
can economy is fundamental for the development or the other 
capitalist countries. In a way this means that a recession 
or a depression, that is, a more serious blow to all Western 
European e'conomies: that is not just an -American concern, 
but also our concern. 

III 

1. At pr~sent, in the United States the military 
expenditure amounts to sixty bi_llion dollars. Suppose that 
this expenditure would gradually be reduced to thirty bil_ 
lion dollars; this is wba t I mean by serious disarmament .. 
What would be the consequence? 

There are three views or three schools o£ thought, 
let's say. The optimistic view according to which disa"rma
ment is possible without a depression and the conversion 
problem is easy: The pessimistic view according to which dis 
armament inevitably would-bring about a major depression. -
The third view is somewhere between the two, or let's say, 
not just one half but seventy percent between the two points 
o£ view, nearer to the pessimistic than to the optimistic 
one. I belong to this third school of thought. Rather than 
the risk o£ a major depression, however, I see the risk o£ 
a tendency towards economic stagnation, as a consequence 
o£ the reduction in military expenditure. Such an outcome 
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would be less spectacular but not less serious thari that of 
a major depression, for three reasons. 

a') the increase in productivity, due to technolo 
gical progress, goes on both in periods of in
creasing and stationary or even falling national 
product. If the n2.tional product does not increase, 
or if it increases at a lower rate than producti~ 
ity per worker, employment goes down and unemplo:z 
ment rises.. This means rising social tensions and 
political troubles .. 

b) A stagnation in the American economy would i:!:;
volve a stagnation or a serious fall in the rate 
of growth of the other capitalist economies. 

c) In the race bet';reen the United States and the 
Soviet Union, which depends primarily on the rate 
of economic growth of the two countries, the Unit 

'ed States would become the losing horse. 

' 
It is interesting to observe that the Russians after 

the war were decisively belonging to the pessimistic school of 
thought. They said: if the disarmament is carried out, if a 
sharp reduction in military expenditures is carried out, that 
will be ·;, disaster for capitalist eccr,<!:mies. They cannot stand 
t:l:-at, beCB.use capitalism can go on developing and can mask its 
deep structural problems only by means of military expenditure 
which sterilizes a part of productive capacity and therefore, 
at 1east for a time, offsets the tendency to underconsumption 
already discussed by Marx. This was the point of view of the 
Russiar: economists as well as politicians. Thf paradoxical 
thing is that with Kruschev and after him the Russians jump
ed without qualification from the pessimistic to the optimi$. 
tic school of thought. It was a big jump, from black and white 
They came to accept, in a "naive way", the optimistic point 
of view, saying that if disarmament is carried put. there will 
be a lot of good things which can be produced for the people 
in the world, both in the developed and underdeveloped couno.. 
tries. Everybody wil1 be richer and of course,,every problem 
can be solved b; measures like tax reduction and so forth. 
With tax reduction, people would have more purchasing power 
and would buy more civilian goods a;·1.d they will be much 
more happier than before. This point of view is still pre-
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vailing in Russia, not quite as naive as before, but more 
or less in the Russian circles it is accepted. 

The third school of thought has many adherents a
mon:y economists; but there are differer:eGs in the type of 
analysis and in the degree of pessimism or optimism in the 
conclusions. This thesis says that disarmament is possible 
without causing a majoi' depress:1.o:'1 in the United States 
and without, determining a tendency towards stagnation, but 
the difficulties are serious. 

2) Befere I go on discussing this view, one might 
well ponder for a minute why disarmament is such an important 
economic problem, whereas it seems .that it was not such a 
problem in the last century, for instance. The first answer 

.to such a question is that only in our times armaments have 
reached sucE a big size. Of course this is true; in the 
past century, there is nothing comparable to the size of the 
military expenditures of the present time, not only in a£ 
solute terms, but even inrelative terms. But there is also 
something more and here I can only give a hint to this, b~ 
cause it implies a rather painstaking and detailed economic 
analysis, and I am not supposed to make a theeretical lec
ture here. So I will only give you a hint :on a question 
which is impo,rtant, because it is something which conditions 
a lot of economic reactions, not only in the field of arm_~ 
ment. If we consider the American er the English economy 
one century ago we can see ma>1y deep differences. First of 
all, qu~~titative differences; national income much lower 
not only in absolute size but also per capita. There are 
nJ2""lY more differences; two are worth special attention. 
First, agriculture was still the most important activity 
in the economy; secondly, the industrial units were rel~ 
t-ively small: the COl'porations were still very rare. Now 
this difference is important in manv respects, but especial 
ly in this respect: that in an econcnic world in which the 
productive units are very small these units, considered in 
di vidually, are not concerned with the total market -demand.: 
for the goods they produce; they arc only concerned with 
price. Consider, for instance, t':Je agricultural producer in 
'ur timGs. For the agr~_cultural ;n-oducer, the price is 
given by the market; sometimes, i.t is supported by the 
Government; in any cas2, he taL2s it as a datum. Total de 
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mand • He knows about, price. He t'ries to reduce his costs 
in order to have ar.et margin; that is all he can do. Where 
as a large corporatioH, let's take the FIAT, for instance, 
is firstly and mostly concerned with total demand, w:Lth the 
behavior of total demand for c!ars. The Fiat managers make 
market studies and follow monthly or even weekly the be.:.. 
havior of the market. They know that in Italy they cover ' . ' 
something like 80?[-,:::5% of the totc.l derJand for cars and 
they make their investment deci;i:ms on the basis of the 
behavior of demand. For them, the price is not a datum ~ 
they can influence it. Of course, they cannot influence 
the price arbitrarily; they have to take into account foE 
eigil competition <md other factors. But they are not com 
pelled to accept the price as datum: tl~y mill<e decisions 
ab out price and can support it when market demands go down • 
lf there is a fall in d&mand, as a rule they simply reduce 
production in proportion, without changing price. Recently 
in 1964, in Italy, most of you know that we had a recession 
though not a serious one. There was also a reduction in the 
demand for cars, but nobody had to bring about price re
ductions. vle economists know very well that FIAT has irr.-,:-. 
mediately adapted production to the change in the market 
dem~~d. Now the FIAT, is an extreme case, of course, but 
in several industries many corporations produce an important. 
share of the total output and behave more or less like FIAT . 
In other words, total monetary demc.nr is becoming the stra 
tegic factor in industry; on the other hand, industry has 
become the most important part of the economy in the ad
vanced countries. 

Under these circumstru1Ces, the growth of total 
monetary demru1d becomes a condition for the growth of the 
national product.- for the growth at least equal to the i:9; 
crease in productivity, or greater, if population and the 
labor force is increasing. If the spontaneous growth of de 
mand i.e., the growth originating in private investment and 
consumption, is not enough, then to avoid a tendency to 
stagnation, a supplement seems to be necessary anyhow; if 
military expenditure remains stationary, then the whole 
st;p:plement must come from ci vi lie.:-:. expenditure; and this, 
as we will see, already poses ser·c:)!lS problems. If mi li tar';' 
expenditure is reduced to c. considerable extent though 
gradually, then those problems become even more serious. 
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In the final analysis, the most important reason why 
one should worry about the economic consequences of disarma
ment is precisely the strategic role acquired by total demand. 

3) In a private enterprise economy, the most obvious 
obstacles to disarmament come from those pressure groups which 
are interested in armaments. This problem is especially serious 
in the United States because there; is ~'- strong concentration 
of military expenditure in certe:.Ln re[1ions - California and 
some states of the Atlantic Coast .. anc in certain industries 
aircraft,· electrical machinery, amrnuni tions, shipbuilding and 
a few others. This concentration of military production in cer 
t ain .arca.s and in certain industr~_es makes the problem of di2_ 
armament particularly difficult. Certain industries have now 
become powerful pressure groups which are in favor of armament 
expenditure because such expenditure means -.-ery good business. 
Of course, it is possible to give evidenc-. of what I am saying 
Evidence has been collected in the States about aircraft com 
panies millcing all sorts of pressure to get important contracts 
with the Defence Department and using all sorts of means, som~ 

times even financing campaigns in the newspapers to hammer in 
the mind of the people the idea that the Russians are superior 

as far as aircraft arc concerned. President Eisenhower just 
before leaving his office denounced the symbiosis between the 
military and industrial people. Everybody kn<~ws that some of 
the most important corporations especially corporations in
terested in armaments in the braod sense, including electrical 
machinery, electronics and so on, just hire the gener <>.ls and 
admirals who finish their service and they take them on as 
important advisors, because they know all about the admini2_ 
trati ve machinery and have relations and influence in Washin[ 
ton. 

One, however, should blanc not only the pressure of 
such corporations, but also. the attitude of the Trade Unions 
especially in California, which are not all as peaceful as one 
might think; they are worried about a reduction in armaments; 
because this would create unemployment. From the Trade Unions 
one 'i-'Ould expect or vJ•>.olci hope. ., reaction of this kind: "We 
are worried abotAc disdrD.'meilt; t·.:t if you prepare a detailed 
plan of reconversion i.::. •;•hi.ch we night havG guarantees that the 
people will be resual:.fie,:: md unc>,plo:~.nent will not be a 
major problem, we wit:. not be a:pi;:t, but we will favor it." 
This reaction has been put forward, but has not been so vig-
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orous as one might have hoped. ·Maybe the Trade Union.~leaders 
do not want to be accused of advocating "planning" of being 
against "free enterprise" and in favor of "socialism". And 
yet there is little doubt that large scale, though gradual, 
disarmament is impossible without a detailed plan concern
ing the transformations in plants and in the re-adaptation 
of the workers of the industri2s and of the regions more 
directly involved .in armament act:Lvit. es. 

4) The obstacles that I have mentioned arise in con 
nection with the problem of l·econversion. But I think that 
the most serious problems arise in connection with the 
question of effective demand of maintaining and increasing 
the overall effective demand. 

How can effective demand be maintained if there is 
an important process of disarmament:<' Two types of measures 
have been discussed. The first one is tax reduction. The 
second one is the gradual substitute of civilian for mili 
tary expenditures. The optimistic view, as I w~ saying 
before, relies very much on the first measure: tax reduc
tion. TI1ey say that if the armament expenditure is reduced 
we may at the same time reduce the tax burden so that both 
the consumers and the producers will have more purchasing 
power to buy more goods; the consumers will buy more cars, 
frigidaires and other consumers' goods; the producers will 
buy more machines and plants, i.e., they will invest more. 
And everything will be in order". Of course, a sudden rE.,-
duction in armaments expenditure is out of the question; 

in any case there would be a gradual process. Therefore, 
the system might readapt itself gradually: serious unemploz 
ment will not arise and the effective demand might not fall 
at all, but it will continue to grow, owing to the expansion 
of private expenditure. Now, there are objections to this 
line and the main objection, which is connected with the 
Keynesian theory, is that people do--not consume the whole 
of their income but less:they save a~art of it. Therefore, 
whereas the money spent by the gc, ·.e>rnment is .fully spent, 
a tax reduction migiri: n.Jt creace an equal increase in di~
posable income, which n; '.ens not only dn il1ereasing consump_ 
tion, but also an j '1crec."'' ·•: ·in savings· And these savings 
are all right if they are oFfset r)y a corresponding invest 
ment expenditure. But if investment expenditure is not 

•• 
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ertough, then a reduction in effective demand will take place 
.and thus unemployment will increase• There are technical 
devices which might allow temporarily to overcome the risk 
(a tax reduction greater than a reduction in pUblic expend! 
ture, with a deficit in the public budget). In any case, i£ 
we consider the long :'Un problem o£ sustaining the growth 
o£ total demand, it i:o obvious tl'1at t2.x reductions cannot 
be repeated indefinitely. In .fact, this can be a compleme!;! 
tary measure; it cannot be neither the only nor the main 
mea~ure. 

The main measure would be necessarily the second one: 
an expansion o£ civilian public expenditure approximately 
equal to the reduction in mf li tary expenditure; or, lool<ing 
to the long..C.:run problem, an acceleration in the expansion 
o£ civilian expenditure; so,as to keep approximately con..:; 
stant the rate o£ increase o£ public e:x:pendi tutr.e. 

~nen the problem is posed in these terms the first 
answer is: well, it is very easy to £ind ways to spend money 
because we need a lot o£ schools, we need hospitals, high
ways, bridges, harbors and the modernization of all these 
things. There is only the embarrassment o£ choosing between 
all these different lines. But the problem is much more seri 
ous. First o£ all, and here we see clearly the link between 
the conversion problem and the problem o£ effective demand 
i£ we stop simply to public works, including schools, hos
pitals a~d so on, we are implicitly referring to a very 
limited number o£ industries: cement and construction ma
terial industries, which are very different from the in
dustries concerned with arma~ents, £or instance, aircraft, 
electronias, mechanical industry, and so on. So here the 
shift is particularly serious, because everything has to 
be converted. The machinery will be different, and the 
perple need very different qualifications. Clearly the 
problem is not solved simply by shifting the funds from 
military expenditures to public works. But even to find 
a similar amount of money to· spend in those things is di£ 
ficul t, given the size o£ the eXfd1di tu re: let us remember 
that the problem is to substiti,te som·:othing like 30 bil
lion dollars, although gradually, and to maintain the 
overall expansion of pubJ.cc expendi tm:·e. 

There a:re several obstnclcS• The first obstacle is 
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that.most of the expenditures, for instance; in hospitals 
and schools; is made by the State and local governments: 
very little is done by the Federal Government. The Federal 
Government might give increasing grants to State and local 
Governments! but in this case it would be necessary, first 
to re-organize the administrative machinery of the State 
and Local Governments in o:rder to enable them to expand ef 
ficiently not only the absolute am9unt once and £or all, -
but also the rate o£ expansion of their expenditures. If, 
in view of these organizational obstacles, the Federal 
Government would want to go to other fields for instance, 
housing or productive activities, then there is a sort of 
institutional barrier, because productive activities are 
left to private enterprises, and if the government steps 
in these fields, it is attacked as promoting state social 
ism or somet-hing like that. This is an important barrier 
in the United States. So, in principle, all productive 
activities are practically cut off from this possibility 
of shifting public expenditure. 

When the whole list of civilian expenditures, which 
would be desirable to expand, is critically examined, then 
one realizes that, far from being an easy task, the substi 
tution implies very.serious difficulties. There are certain 
i terns in the Federal Budget -,like atomic energy for peac~ 
ful purposes or space technology and research - which al
ready shew a relatively rapid exPansion. But first, the 

amount of such expenditures is not very large, compared 
with the size of the disarmament problem; and, in the sec 
ond place, in these cases the boundary line between mili
tary and peaceful purposes is very difficult to trace. 

5) Before I finish this first appraisal of tPe 
problem; Irave to mention three experiences which we can 
observe in the United States and might seem to give some 
support to the more optimistic point of.view. The first 

.experience is that of the drastic cut in military expendi 
ture following the Second World War in 1945-48*. The mili .
tary expendi tuxe was reduced from B·t billion dollars in 

* -See Appendix, T~ble 1 
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1945 to 12 billion dollars in 1947 without a huge increase 
in unemployment. The unemployment which was 2% became 4% 
- not very serious • 2% is even below the.frictional level, 
i.e., the level which is physiological, because it implies 
the normal shift of people from one activity to another 
4% is above normal and can be considered pathological but 
it is hot very serious. This experience has bee~ quoted 
often by economists belonging to the o?timistic school. 

' The second experience is the reduction in armament 
expenditUre following the Korean War. In 1953 the military 
expenditu~e was about 50 bil!ion dollars and it was re~ 
duced by something .like. 3. 5 billion in 1954, and by a 
further 6 billion dollars in. 1955. In this case, in 1954 
there was a kind of setback in the economy, although not 
very serious. Unemployment rose to something like 5% si
milar to the percentage of 1948. 

The third experiehcd is a very recent one• Presi.;.
dent Johnson, in 1964-65 decided to reduce the military 
expenditure from 54 billion dollars to 50 billion dollars. 
Unfortunately, in 1966, it has been increased again, and 
it will be increased even more in 1967, because of the 
war in Vietnam. And that's why I mentioned the figure of 
60 billion dollars. But in 1964-65 there was a reduction o 
of 4 b.illion d9llars and there was no setback at all: this 
time even a speeding of the rate of increase of gross na
tional income took place and unemployment deminished. In 
a sense, this was an especially happy experience. Which 
conclusions might we draw from these experiences? 

In my view, the conclusions are not very encour
aging as one might think at first sight, because we have 
to look at the total public expenditures (federal,· state 
and local) and not simply to mi;titary expenditure. *' .. Now 
in 1965 total public expenditure, in spite of the redu£ 
tion in military expenditure, continued to rise, though 
at a lower rate (the tax burden was reduced). In 1954-
55, the reduction of military expenditure was greater 
and lasted two vea:rs and not only one; but the reduc
tion of total expenditure lasted only one year, and in 

~See ~ppendix; Table 1. 
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that year there was a mild setbaclc in the economy. The 
only case in which there was a considerable and relatively 
prol.ong8d reduction in total public eXpenditure, as a 
consequence of the reduction in military expenditUre, was 
the 1945-48 experience• But in mt period, .. as several eccn 
omists have pointed out, there were very special conditions. 
There was a large backlog of Clcomand for consumers 1 goods. 
To cite an· important ::i.nstance th2 production of cars had 
been reduced to very low levels during the war, because 
the factories producing cars, were producing jeeps or 
even tan1cs and other military supplies. When people were 
«:ble to buy cars there was rul explosion in the demand for 
cars. The same applied to other durable consumers' goods 
and to producers' goods- machinery and plants- since 
during the war, the firms had to postpone the renewal 
of their machinery •. After the war they had an opportunity 
and they immediately used this opportunity. There were 
al~ l~quid assets ready to be spent for this purpose, in 
the hands of both the consumers' ahd the producers, since 
a good share of the income which could not be spent during 
the war were saved. Finally, and this was an important 

factor which usually has been neglected, something like 
4 million women left the labor markets. These women had 
replaced men who had been in war; when the war was over 
those women left the labor market and became housewives 
again. All these? factors togC?ther explain why a dC?pression 
did not tillce place in those years. 

The conclusion that we can draw from these? experi 
cnces is that a reduction in military expenditures of an 
order of 3-4 billion dollars for one or two y12ars can be? 
quickly substituted by civilian expenditure; and if the 
tax burdC?n is reducC?d, this may mean a stimulus for the? 
economy. We don't know about a greater reduction, even 
if gradually carriC?d out in the? course? of several yC?ars. 
As I said bC?fore, there ar~ reasons to think that the 
problem would not be? easy at all in the case of gr12at12r 
reductions lasting for longer periods. 



Discussion following Sylos i.abini: 
16/6 11:30 

(Economic Aspects of Disarmament) 

STONtER: I think that an expansion of public <:>xpendJ:. 
ture for atomic en<:>rgy devoted to peaceful purposes and 
for space technology would also present the advantage of 
promoting industrial activities similar to those engaged 
ih military production (electronic 1;, missiles and so on) 
and so would make the conversion problem easier. 

-s'lLOS LABINI: I agree on this point and ! 'd like to re
mind You that in 1962 there had been a proposal by Kru
schev.to Kennedyconcerning the cooperation between the 
United States and the Soviet Union in programs of space 
tec'hnology and research. That proposal was very interes! 
ing because a common program might overcome the mutual 
suspicions, due to the diffj.culty of distinguishing be
tween.peaceful and military purposes in this sort o£ ac! 
ivity• In 1962, however, the amount of money spent on 
these ,lines was not much• Now, althc;mgh it is consider
ably more, it is not so great. And it is not easy to ex~ 
pahd this kind of <:>Xp<:>nditure very rapidly because here 
the bottleneck is given by highiy qualified technicians 
and wisemen, 

STONIER: tf it is true that large sca1e d:Lsarmament 
is vi<:>\Ved with apprclltcmsiorl by the :trad<:> unions, it is 
also tru<:> that vrhcn the unions have discussed the problem, 
they have approved the idea of a program of conversion 
to r<:>duce the risk o£ unemployment. 

SYLOS LABINI: · I regret that the trade unions were not 
pushing on this line much more than they are now doing. 

LAPTER: I would like to have further commmcnts on 
the variations in armament expenditure after the war in 
the United States and. on their relation to gross national 
product~ 

SYLOS LABINI: I have here the statistical series of gross 
national product and of the military expenditure in the 
United States from 1945 up to the estimates for 1967 (see 
the appendix, Tabl<:> 1'). From 1948 to 1965 the gross na
tional product has increased on the average,by 4-5 % per 
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year in terms ;•f money and by 3-4% in real terms. From 
the level of 81 billion dollars in 1945 military expendi 
ture was progressively reduced to 12 billion in 1948; -
then, it has almost continually increased (except for 
the two temporary reductions already mentioned) and for 
1967 the forecast is about 60 billion dolllars, that is 
about 9% of the gross national p~oduct. 

EPSTEIN: Is there any comparable data, say, for Russia 
and for Italy, cond::cning the ratio between <-.rmament ex 
penditure and gross national product? 

SYLOS LABINI: For Russia, ·the data concerning armament 
expenditure are very scanty; my estimate is that the per 
centage of military expenditure over gross national pr9_
duct is somewhat hight:r than in the United States, but 
the total amount is considerably less. This is undt:r
standable, because the nation~i income in Russia is con 
siderably less; the¥£orei the.burden is higher in Russia 
in terms of per capita incdmel 

EPSTEIN: I certainly agree with the statement that 
a serious disarmament in the United States woulllimply 
a reduction in the military expenditure of something 
like 30 billion dollars. But I want to make two remarks. 
First, I think it is extremely important to bear in 
mind and even to publicize that there _will not be a rag 
ical reduction of armament expenditure in a very short 
period of time. For instance, taking the American Plan 
for general and complete disarmament: the first stage is 
three years and implies a reduction :im armament expendi
ture of 30%; a hundred percent reduction would be reached 
over a period of ten years. That's roughly ten per cent 
a year, corresponding, for- a total of. 30 billion dollars, 
to something like three billion dollars-per year. There
fore, the problem is not quite so serious as it is when 
you first look at it. The second remark concerns the suE_ 
stitution of civilian expenditure for military expendi 
ture: in the United States there seems to be a tendency 
to shift from the State and local governments to the 
Federal government certain types of civilian expendi
tures, like roads, slum clearing, railways, hospitals, 
schools, and even housing. Moreover, in other fields 
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there are many new possibilities which are opening up and 
not measurable now• There is talk about television by tele 
phone; the use of the computers is now spreading to a great 
variety of uses 1 so tlLTt the production of computers may 
have a great expansion; and if it is difficult to double 
expenditure for space technology and research from 10 to 
20 billion dollars in one or two years, it is less diffi
cult to have such an increase in ten years. Another area 
of expansion, not only in the United States, but in the 
whole world, is shipbuilding: there is room for consider
able expansion here. Finally, there is the question o£ aid. 
to the developing countries, which can absorb in a very 
short period of time anywhere from to five to ten billion 
dollars a year more. The question is how governments, par!_ 
icularly the government of the Un:l. ted States, (~an be per
suaded to increase the level of aid to underdeveloped 
countries from one o:r two to seven billion dollars a year. 
This again seems to me more a question of education than 
anything else. 

I think that the Report of the Experts of the 
United Nations on the Economic Consequences of Disarma~ 
ment, which considers these matters stresses the main 
points• The problems are planning and the ~dvance pre
paration. In this· connection, I wduld like to comment on 
the remark kade with regret by Professor Labini 1 that 
there was very little being done in this field by the 
trade unions. The trade unions started some years ago 
with an idealistic attitude; they were all in favor of 
disarmament; but over the years they seem to be becoming 
less interested. Industries were some years ago very 
sceptical about disarmament, but over the years there 
seems to be an increasing interest on the part of indus
try. There are companies who are hiring people now to 
make studies as to how they can make conversions from 
military to peaceful Pl"Oduction. I have lEard of such 
studies being undertaken in both the electronics and ai~ 
craft industries. 

In conclusion, I think that the problem of disarma 
ment, which., according to Prof. Sylos Labini 's 'third -
school", is very difficult is basically a problem of re
education. The solution is possible, provided that enough 
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people in the intellectual community that has over the 
last few years managed to change government thinking. 
Since we are not going to have general and complete di~ 
armament within a short time, the leaders of thought 
and opinion shduld try to increase the amount of education 
and influence public opinions in favor of the shifting, 
of the conversion from military to peaceful expenditure. 
The United Nations certainly is making efforts in this 
direction. 

SYLOS LABINI: I think tbat your position is not far from 
the "third school", but that you consider the problem of 
disarmament not so much as an economic problem but as a 
problem of education and persuasion; on the whole, your 
position seems to be less pessimistic than mine - 30% 
against 70%, so to say, I would like to make clear that 
my 70% pessimism is due to a rather coinp1ex - be it right 
or wrong - analysis, that I am fully unable to explain 
here ._ I tried to cxJ.'lain it a book of mine; it implies 
a view of development of capitali~m whic:h is a dynamic 

. I 

version of the Keynesian theory. ~n other words, the prob 
lem is not simply a static bUt a dynamic problem, in -· 

fue sense that probably, under modern conditions, private 
enterprise economies can be kept ~rowing only if there 
are stimuli which are externai to private enterprises• 
Such stimuli can be of two kinds: foreign demand and 
public expenditure. In the post war period the stimulus 
to the rapid development of the European countries has 
been supplied not so much by public or military expendi 
ture, as by foreign demand. This applies to countries 
like Italy, France, Western Germany and even England. In 
its turn, the expansion of foreign demand has three 
sources. First of all, the United States: if the United 
States' economy would have been growing, the interna
tional trade in the Western world would.not have increased 
at the rapid pace that we have observed. Secondly, the 
formation of the Common Market, which is to be considered 
as a process; this process has contributed and will co~ 
tribute to the increase in demand. This means that when 
the process will be over, the rate of increase in the 
inter- European trade will gradually slow down. That's 
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why I am much in favor of the Kennedy nound, because a pr£ 
cess of that kind will now have to be rea:himat)'ld, so to say 
or recreated. The third source of increase in internationa~ 
trade is the demand of backward countries and socialist 
countries, which are expanding their demand in the intern~ 
tional market, e$pecially since the last five or six years. 
These are the three sources. But the most,important source 
of the post-war growth of international trade is the United 
State~. Now, the trouble with the United States is that 
foreign demand is relatively not important in the American 
econbmy; exports represent only 4% of gross national product, 
wheras they represent something 1 ike 25% in Western Ger
many, England, France and Italy. This means that in the, 
United States the external stimulus to the development of 
the system of private enterprises cah b~ supplied only to 
a very limited extent by fdreigh trade and to a much larger 
extent by public expenditure. In the last twenty years the 
relative expansion of public expenditure has been due main 
ly to military expenditure. Today the ratio between the to 
tal public expehditure and gross national produpt is much 
higher than in the past; it is more t:(J.an t"Yice ~he percent 
age of forty years ago (25% as against 10%). Bu:t, as the 
well 4 known American economist Kenneth Boulding has point~ 
ed but, the whole percentage increase is due to the in~ 
crease in military expenditure and the incidence of civil 
ian expenditure on national product has remained that of 
the national product. The ratio between total public ex
penditures and national product, however, cannot go on in 
creasing because this would imply an increasing fiscal pres 
sure, that is, an increasing ratio between the tax burden 
and the gross national product; and it seems that the criti 
cal level has almost been reached. But neither can it dimin 
ish - except temporarily. For a limited period, a diminution 
of that ratio,due to a diminution of the tax national pro
duct ratio, can undoubtedly stimulate the growth of the econ 
omy (as it has don~ in 1965). But for a longer period the -
depressing effects depending on the slowing down of the 
long-run stimulus to economic development afforded by 
public expenditure would probably become predominant. 
This means that in the long-run the ra~io between pub-
lic expenditure and national product should ber approxi 
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mately constant. This is the dynamic background on which 
the eco~omic problem of disarmament is to be considered. 
Therefore,. the problem is not simply to find an outlet for 
30 billion dollars if. disarmament is carried out. ·The prob 
lem is more than that. This applies particularly to pro
grams of large scale aid to underdeveloped countries, on 
which I will discuss in my second lecture. Such programs 
lack the support of powerful lobbies, whereas for military 
expenditure there are important political ar:d economic 
pressure groups who,are always pushing for expanding the 
the allocations in the budget. When there is an increase 
in the international tension, an additional allocation of, 
fii,ay' 5 or even 10 billion dollars is readily approved,things 
are different when the question is to raise considerably 
the allocations in favor of underdeveloped countries. 

EPSTEIN: I wish to emphasize that lodking at the dis_ 
armament problem in dynamic terms, it appears to be less 
serious when the military expenditure is say, 4o billion 
dollars out of a gross national product of 400 billion dol 
lars (which were·the figures in 1953), and an expenditure
of 54 ot 60 billion dollars gross product of.700 biltion 
or 750 oillion, as in the United States at present. 1\lili-· 
tary ex~enditure; while growing, is a smaller. proportion 
of the gross national product. It might therefore be easier 
to cope with the problem of shifting it to civilian expendi 
ture. 

SYLOS LABINL I agree on this point,which I will consider 
briefly when considering the perspectives .. 

BJORNERSTEDT: I would like to make two points. The first 
one has to do with the list of the possi.ble civilian ac
tivities which can be developed in substitution for mili 
tary productions. I wonder whether the process of automa 
tion inside industry, already under way, is not likely 
to become more and more important, so as to stimulate an 
increasing·amount of industrial investments - though I am 
aware that this might give rise to other problems. On the 
other hand, if one looks at the scientific community, it 
seems to have ~1 insaturable demand for resources all the 
time. In a series of articles in the English journal 11 The 
New Scientist", there has been an attempt to describe what 
the future effects of the present scientific knowledge and 
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the probable development of science would be in terms of 
social, economic and industrial changes. These changes 
seem to be very great indeed, and certainly they would 
require quite a lot of skilled people,. From this point 
of view, there seems to be no problem of re-absorption 
of the men released by armament activities; if these are 
highly skilled technicians; on the contrary, a process 
of disarmament would increase the possibilities of future 
developments. My second point is concerned with the big 
problem of trying to use a part of the resources result 
ing from the disarmament p~ocess to improve the standard 
of living of the developing countries~ 

SYLOS LABINI: I agree on the first point raised by Bjo! 
nerstedt; I will discuss the second point.- the question 
of the underdeveloped countries - in my second lecture. 

BOSKMA: I wish to ask a technical question: Could 
you give some explanation on the concept and on the qua~ti 
tative values of the propensity to save, mentioned in co~ 
nection with the statement that a tax-reduction does not 
lead to an, equal increase in consumption, a statement, from 
which you ccinclud\:d this might bring about a reduction in 
the rate of growth. 

SYLOS-LABINI: The economists distinguish between the aver 
age and the marginal propensity to save, the former being 
the ratio between the total saving and total income, the 
latter being the ratio between the increase in saving and 
the increase in income. In the United States the average 
propensity to save is about 15% and the marginal (incre 
mental) propensity to save is somewhat higher. There are, 
however, complex questions about the shifts over time of 
the saving function, which have been studied by the econ£ 
mists. Now, the basic idea, coming from Keynes, is this 
that if you have an increase in total saving, this is all 
right, proviged that the increase in saving is matched by 
a corresponding increase in investment.: Otherwise, the i~ 
creased saving does :t).Ot give rise to an increase in income 
that is, in productive activities -but to an increase in 
me liquid assets held by private individuals or by banks. 
This is the basic reason why a tax reduction does not neces 
sarily determine an increase in rational income. 



- 8 -

STONIER: I think that the pessimism appearing in the 
analysis you presented might well proye to be unfounded. 
You told us, and gave instances of this, -that more than 
once rather pessimistic forecasts madE! by economists in 
different problems have not proved correct, becausE! som~ 
thing new occurred which had not been foreseen, radically 
changing a given situation. 

SYLOS LABINI: You are, in fact, emphasizing what Schum~ 
peter; in an article published in 1946 or 1947, had call 
ed the· creative ~sponse of economic history~ the reaction 
which is impossible to forecast. I am aware of this, but 
I say that one has to arialyze and interpret the observable 
trends. I tried to do this as best as I could and empha
sized the difficulties- not the impossibility - of the 
solution, because I think that this is the way by which 
an intellectual can contribute, even to an infinitesimal 
extent, to the solution of such a vital problem. I am 
also aware that the difficulties are not simply economi 
cal but are essentially political, though both categories 
of obstacles are strictly intertwined. But I will consider 
this aspect - very briefly in my second lecture. 
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SYLO~ l.ABINI - soM.ili ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF DISARMAMEJNT, 2 
Friday·; 17/6 11:30 

The picture I tried to present yesterday, on the 
economic di f fi.cu 1 ties of a process of disarmament, was 
rather a.dark one, but not entirely dai-lo There are verj 
serious difficulties in an economic plan for disarmament 
both for conversion of productive activities devoted to 
armament and for maintaining effective demand and avoid 
ing a major depression. It is possible to achieve dis~ 
armament without a major depression and without the ap
pearance of a tendency to stagnation; but it is diffi~ 
cult. I have concluded yesterday that a tax reduction 
cannot be sufficient: increases in public spending de
voted to military purposes, are neceSsary. At first 
sight, it seems that there are a iot cif needs which have 
to be satisfied and therefore there is no w.c rry for fin.£ 
ing the channels to spend money saved on armaments; but 
at a second sight, we saw yesterday that it is not al all 
easy to increase in a relatively short period the expendi 
ture devoted to civilian purposes, because there are in
stitutional obstacles. And this even if we make - and 
we should - the assumption that the reduction of arma
ment expenditure is carried out gradually, for instance. 
in six to ten years; since the problem is not simply to 
maintain public expenditure at a constant level- and 
theEfore to substitute from three to five billion dol
lars per year- but to keep such expenditures increasing. 
As I said yesterday, under modern conditions, probably 
private enterprise economies can develop at a satisfactory 
rate only if there is a stimulus of a gradual but uni~ 
terrupted increase in public spending: at least the ex
perience in this post-war period is that the American eco~ 
omy has been going on developing in a satisfactory way, but 
the public spending has been increasing both in absolute 
and in re~ive terms; such an increase, however, has come 
to a very good extent from military expenditure. 

IV 

1. We have left out yesterday the most important . 
i tern to be considered for spending money in a useful way. 
This item is aid to underdeveloped countries, which has 
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the advantage that is also appealing from a humanitarian 
and even from a political point of view. There is.now a 
iot of disC:Ussion about a,iding the underdeveloped coun
tries~ These countries; which represenr more than one 
half of the world p<)pUlation; produce only one. seventh. 
of the world production •. The most difficult point, how
ever, does not appear from the photographj but from the 
movement of the economies of these countries• The develO£ 
ing countries; the countries which have already achieved 
a considerably high standard of livingi are still going 
on with. this development; the rate Of the nat.i?hal in
come is of the order of magnitUde of four to five, and 
even six percent per year! in these countries; like the 
u. s .• , Western Germany 1 France; England and Italy; the 
population increases at the rate of something less than 
one percent per year, so that the increase in per capita 
income is something like three to four percent per year. 
On the contrary, in backward countries the rate of in
crease in income is much less: it is of the order of 2 
to 3 percent per year, and the population increases at 
a rate which is about double that of the already devel
oped countries, that is, something like 2% per year and 
even more. These are averages, which cover a variety of 
situations; in certain cases we have a rate of increase 
of income which is higher, that is, of the order of ma~ 
nitude of 3%, and in these cases we have an increase of 
per capita income of 1% a year (approximately 3 minus 
2% per year). But in other cases we have an increase of 
income which is equal or even less than the increase of 
population, so that in these countries we have no improv~ 
ment at all and even a deterioration of the economic con 
ditions: per capita income either remains stationary or
goes down. Certain countries of Asia are in this situation 
.India is just on the border line, that is the rate of i£ 
crease of population, and in the years in which crops are 
not good, there is even the problem of starvation. Indone 
sia is in a similar situation. Economists have made esti
mates of per capita income of these countr~s; the distance 
between this income and that ofthe U.S. is astronomical. 
It is like a question of the distance between the Earth 
and Venus, which especially for people who are not astr£ 
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nomers, is very difficult to understand; I mean, those 
estimates imply that the distance is enormous. Now, the 
main problem does not appear simply £roll) such compari
sons; the main problem is that the speed o£ development 
o£ these countries. is very iow, much iowe:r than that o£ 
the already developed countries; and even to avoid· an, 
absolute deterioration in their economic situarion im
plies considerable e£forts 1 for two reasons; the first 
is due to the high rate of net increase o£ population 
the second is related to the movements o£ the so-called 
terms o£ trade. 

'l'he demographic explosion in the underdeveloped 
countries .... which in several cases "eats up" the whole 
yearly increase o£ income ~ is due to the fact that; in 
spite o£ their backWardness, the products o£ modern medi 
cine do enter and spread in these countries without meet 
ing with serious obstacles; the mortality rate - especial. 
ly child mortality - goes down relatively quickly, wher~ 
as the birth rate takes a considerable time before ad
justing itself to the lower mortality rate. 

In the underdeveloped countries modern industry 
is almost non-existent. They produce what economists 
call primary products, that is foodstuffs and raw mate~ 
ials o£ various kinds. Now, the price o£ these products 
is subject to violent yearly oscillations, with very 
un£avorable consequences for the econom~ and for the 
public finance o£ these countries. A~d there is 
'S-omething worse •than. this in the_lc:1g- ~'un; in the 
the last decades, a deterioration nas taken place in the 
terms o£ trade, that this is the ratio between the prices 
o£ these products and the prices o£ the products imported 
by these countries, which are mostly industrial products. 
In fact, the prices o£ industrial products have been go
ing on increasing more or less rapidly all the time, wher~ 
as the prices o£ the primary products either have been i£ 
creasing at the lower rate, or have remained stationary 
or have even dcreased. An economist has calculated that 
the whole international aid given to underdeveloped cOU£ 
tries in the last 15 years has been just enough to offset 
80% o£ the losses due to the worsening in the terms o£ 
trade. So, the situation is difficult not only from the 
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static, but aiso fr.om the dynamic point of view. In short i 
the primary problem of the under•1evcloped countries is to 
avoid a deterioration in their economic situation; then,, 
they have the problem to improve it, and this implies an 
increase in total investment, that i~ in the resources de 
voted to increase their productive capacity. 

At present, the amount of total investments in 
the underdeveloped countries have been estimated at a 
yearly rate of about . 30 billion dollars•. (Such estimates 
are necessarily very rough and give only an order of 
magnitude; but for our considerations precise figures do; 
not matter) As I said yesterday, the total amount of mili 
tary expenditures in the world is around 170 billion dol
lars; this meahs that the total amount of military ex~ 
penditure is more than five times the money spent for 
investments in all undeveloped countries: 

In addition to the internally financed invest~ 
ments, there is foreign aid 1 which is estimated at about 
5 billion dollars per year, of which 3.5 to 4 coming 
from capitalist countries (private enterprise economies) 
and something like 1 billion dollars coming from socialist 
countries. Therefore, the total investments can be con
sdered of the order of magnitude of 35 billion dollars. 
The problem in these countries is to increase investments, 
because this is the way to raise the rate of growth of 
income. This, it should be added, is not the only way. 
There is now a discussion among the economists whether 
it is more important, for economic development, expendi 
ture for investment in fixed material assets (plants -
and machinery), or expendiL~re in education (investment 
in men). Of course_, both are essential: you cannot have 
more machinery without having more people who are able 
to operate those machines ·2nd it is necessary to have 
people who are able to produce or at least to repair those 
machines. At the_ same time, it is even more important to 
have managers, persons who are able to organize and direct 
wo~kers and have business relations at home and abroad; 
and to have politicians and public officials who are 
able to enact the right laws and to take the right meas 
ures to help and facilitate the productive efforts of -
these individuals and even to start productive a::tiviti.es 
through the state organization. Therefore an increase 
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in investments implies a sort of proportional increase 
in expenditures for education. 

2. Now; it has been est:i.mated that, in order to 
bring the rate of increase of income of these countries 
from the actual 3%, or even less, to 5%, which would in 
crease the rate o.f increase of the per capita income of 
the underdeveloped countries by approximately 2% and 
avoid a further deterioration in their situation as co~ 
pared to that of the developed countries, it is neces
sary to have a 15 billion dollars investment in addition 
i:o the 35 billion dollars which are already annually in 
vested. This means that the foreign aid and foreign loans 
should be raised from the actual, 5 billion dollars to 
something like 20 billion dollars per year: 15 additional 
billion dollars. Tnis is a considerable figure, but it 
is less than 10% of the total amount of military expendi 
tures now devoted to armament expenditures in the world. 
Therefore, at first sight, it would seem that, if dis
armament is carried out, this amount of money could be 
devoted to this purpose, without a serious stress on the 
resources of developed countries, since a much greater 
amount of money is now devoted to military expenditures. 
But in practice the difficulties, here again, are very 
serious for several reasons. 

3. One of the reasons which immediately appears 
is that these countries are backward and tackwardness 
is not simply an economic affair; it is something which 

concerns the whole society. IN these countries people 
who arc able to spend this money usefully, that is, pr£ 
dictively, are not many. The projects of development of 
investment are not readily made and when they are made 
vri th the help of extern2,1 assistence, the difficulties 
to carry them out are enormous. The burocracy is corrupt 
and inefficient and the most important facilities which 
in civilized countries are obvious, in those countries 
are lacking. Therefore, even if you have the money, it 
is very difficult -ro spend this money in the right way. 
When you consider, for instance, Persia or Indonesia, you 
realize that major reforms are necessary to start a pr£ . 
cess development. This proposition is accepted by practi 
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cally ap the economists both of the left.wing or the 
right wing, because in ~se countries it is obvious that 
without·major reforms nothing serious can be done. First 
of all the reform in the State machine; which is extrem£ 
ly inefficient, with the consequence. that to carry out; 
even the simplest public works, like highways or dikes · 
or to org:anize schools and hospitals, is extremely dif
£icult. !n addition to this, technical obstacle, there is 
a sort of fundamental political contradiction; in which 
especially the U.S• have found themselves• In order to 
keep their influence in these countries, they decided to 

·deal with the situation as it is. The situation as it is 
is backward and the leading class very often is the most 
ine££i6ienti backward and selfish kind of leading class 
that you can imagine• 

Now, it is very difficult to carry out reforms if 
at the same time you support these leaders, who create 
obstacles, are themselves the obstacles to the process of 
development •. Often, they arc, in words, in £avor of the 
process of development, but they don't want to pay any 
price for this, they are against the elimination of pri.vi 
leges (their privileges), which sometimes are of feudal 
character; in short, they are against any type of reform. 
~is, perhaps, is the basic obstacle. On the other hand, 
in the United States there is an internal difficulty 
which is very serious. When you have international ten~ 
sion and you have an emergency, then the Congress readi 
ly approves important increases in military expenditures 
because you appeal to patriotism to the national danger 
and so forth~· But when the problem is of voting and ap
proving of large sums to aid underdeveloped countries, 
fuen the difficulties are enormous, although in words, 
everybody is in favor. At present, one finds allocated 
five billion dollars in the U.S. Budget under the item 
"International Affairs", but less than two billion dol 
lars can be considered economic aid to underdeveloped 
countries; the rest is military aid. As you can see, one 
or two billion dollars is a very small sum in comparison 
with the minimum additional money necessary for acceler~ 
ting the process of development in these countries. 

Many people now-a-days are convinced that the 



- 7 

problem of accelerating the development of the underdevel 
oped countries could be tackled properly only through the 
organization of the United Nations; this would at least 
reduce the r:l.sk that the most powerful countries- be they 
of the west or the east -.use the economic aid"t6 strength 
en or to establish their influence ori those courltries. is
it pos.dble to hope that such a route could reaJ.ly be 
followed'? This presupposes a large scale understanding at 
least between the u.s. and the USSR• Can we reiy on per

ffiasion, can we rely on a gradual and apparently modest 
work.of persuading peopie in povieri politicians and other 
peopie who have responsibility, in the tnili tary and ecc·
nomic field? Well, we must hope that this is the case, 
although the experience shows that man learns rather H t 
tle from logics and pehuasion and.:i.earns more by very
sad experience~• On the other hand) as inteilecthals we 
have the duty to pursue this work, aJ. though we cannot 
be sure that it can be successful. 

V 

Now, I come to the last point of my lecture, co~ 
cerning some reflections on the differences between the 
American and the Russian points of view and on the per
spectives that we concieve now. 

I spoke yesterday as an economist; the problems 
I am discussing today are not simply the concern of an 
economist; and this last point is certainly outside en
tirely of the field of a student in economics. But the 
whole problem must, by its very nature, be studied by 
many angles; and I thirik that each specialist should try 
to form a critical opinion also of the aspects which 
do not belong to his special field. Now, on the questions 
that I am going to consider briefly, I have found parti 
cularly illuminating the analysis presented in different 
occasions by Patrick Blackett, who is, as you probably 
know, an English physicist who was rewarded with the No 
bel Prize and is now advisor to the British Government. 
According to Blackett, at the root of the difficulties 
in the Gene~a talks on ~isarmament, there is the fact, 
which has been admitted officially by responsible people 
of the West, like Mr. McNamara, that the atomic power 
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of the Unired Stares iq at least five times greater (and 
probably more) than that of the Soviet Union, if one 
measures such power in terms of the probable numher and 
power of bombs and in terms of intercontinental missiles. 
Given this situation, the strategy o£ the Soviet Union 
is to keep as secret their deposits of the weapons and 
missiles as possible; because secrecy; if very strict, 
can in some way balance. the inferiority in terms of 
power. In the u.s., on the contrary, Where the number o£ 
bombs is much greater, the secret is much less important 
on the other hnd, in that country it is more difficult 
to have absolute secrecy, because the movement of people 
and the press is freer than in the Soviet Union. The pr£ 
posals of the two powers for disarmament are conditioned 
by this asymmetry: in the American proposals there is the 
idea that inspection must come first and disarmament 
shouln gradually come later, while the Soviet Union 
wants just the opposite; i.e., they want first disarma
ment and then inspection, to put the matter in very 
simplified but probably not misleading terms. The in
teresting conclusion reached by Blackett is that from 
the military and from the diplomatic points of view it 
is possible to reach a sort of compromise agreerrent. In 
other words, Blaclcett is convinced that from the military 
and strategic points of view, the difficulties can be 
overcome; he considers as much more serious the political 
and economical difficulties (and by economic difficulties, 
he clearly means the kind of difficulties I have discussed 
here). At the end of one of his articles,;e Blackett 
makes an interesting hint concerning China. China makes 
the whole thing much more difficult than it was before, 
because at the beginning o£ the talks. concerning disarmi:: 
ment the two giants were practically the only ones to 
have atomic weapons. But now there is China, and there 
is }Tance. In the more recent period the picture has be 
come darker than before because of Vietnam. In the past, 
some steps were encouraging, like the agreement about air 
explosions; but th2:1 every progress was interrnpted, 

* Some of these \vritings are listed in the bibliographical 
Appendix. 



maihly AS a consequence Qf Vietnam. 

Now, the outlook is very indeterminate 
plexi ty has been increased by the Vi et:1am '1·-la.r, 
m:ce, •' ancL by China:·and France OYl the otller. 
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and the col!! 
from the one 

One possibili [y i.s that the international tension 
will not diminish and a1"1o.ment will go on increasing, as it 
has done in the last ten or fifteen years" If this is so, 
then the perspectives are extremely dark, because it is dif 

• ficult to imagine such a process to go on indefinitely with 
out a war breaking out sooner or later. 

There is a second possibility that the armaments 
will not increase but neither diminish for a long time to 
come. They will remain as they are now, either because an 
agreement reached to this effect, or because of a sort of 
a tacit understanding at least betw•Jen the U. s. and the 
USSR. This is a possibilii:y to consider. This would mean 
a relative diminution of the weight of military expenditure 
and therefore a relative diminution of the seriousness of 
the economic difficulties in starting, in a further stage, 
a proper disarmament process in the U.S., since the total 
income is very likely to go on increasing (here I refer to· 
the point raised yesterday by Mr. Epstein.) 

The third possibility is that a serious disarma
ment is really carried out, in spite of the difficulties I 
have oi::Cl.l:-lse.d here. This third possibility, in my modest 
opinion, is strictly conditioned GJ a far -reaching under 
standing between the Soviet·Union andcthe United States. 
China, as you know, attacks the Soviet Union saying they 
have already come to an understanding with the United States. 
And I think that fortunately to some extent they are right. 
The process is very slow; but even the war in Vietnam has 
not entirely interrupted it. As for China, what is striking 
in her policy is the contrast between the very aggressive 
words and the very m~:ierate deeds. Ii1 any case, if the war 
in Vietnam does not degenerate in a third world war - fur
ther steps of the escalation might well mean the end of 
civilization - and is readily put to an end, our hopes in 
the third possibility would be strengthened. Very much de
pend~ on the United States. This possibility, which is 
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the only real alternative to world destruction consists 
as I was saying, in an understanding between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, including an agreement to 
help the underdeveloped countries :Ln a sort of common 
scheme; sponsored by the United Nations, considering not. 
only 'the financial aspects· (these a:r>e secondary) but giv 
ing also guar<cn:.tees o•:' strict neutrality towards the 
social and political changes that might be promoted by 
the progressive groups in those countries; let's not fo_:£ 
get that the Soviet Union thirty years ago res a very l::ackward 
country,· one of the most ba.:tkward countries in the world; 
whereas now; in spite of all her economic difficulties, 
she is one of the most advan(~ed industrial powers in the 
world< The development out of backwardness of this.coun
try is still appealing to ~any underdeveloped countries, 
whose population, often facing problems of sheer surviv<"l 
do n'ot care much of the freedom in the Western sense. In · 
any case, the prestige u£' the Soviet Union in many under 
developed countries is considerably great and is likely 
to remain such for many years to come, inspite of the 
strong efforts that China is making to undermine it. 
Therefore, a far-reaching understanding between the United 
States and the Soviet Union might also have those social 

·and political implications which could facilitate the 
economic and civil development of the backward countries. 

This is the only hope that T am able to conceive. 
k1d to be honest I must also say that, although, look 

ing at the experience of the last four or five years, it 
does not seem to be a queer and far-fetched hope, the 
likelihood that the real happenings of the years to come 
will correspond to it1 at present does not appear to be 
very high. 
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INTERNATIONAL SUMMER SCHOOL ON DISARMAMENT AND ARMS.CONTROL 

MAIN PROBLEMS OF EUROPEAN SECURITY 
(ROUND TABLE) 

Schulze: Wedhesday, June 22 - 9:30 

You have expressed the desire to hear sorre comments 
from Germany; you wish to learn of the growing apprehension 
to the security of Europe, the apprehension to the fact that 
Germany becomes stronger and stronger; asking if it is rea
sonable or not. 

I am no scientist in the fields of politics, law, or 
social sciences, I am a physicist, without any special kno~ 
ledge in the field of politics. 

Professor Markovic has mentioned the demnd of the Pu~ 
wash Movement; that a scientist should search for the truth 
without regard to the wishes of his country. Let me speak to 
you as su·ch a scientist and try to present some aspects, O,Ein 

ions and attitudes of the German people, as I have heard 
them. What decisions follow as an outcome of opinions and at 
titudes, no one can say, for the way from opinions to deci
sions is often complicated and not clearly evident. 

We wish to speak about the main problems of European 
security. For many peopl~, it seems that it is founded on this 
"Heart of Europe", this Qermany which has given so many ani
mating impulses for thedevelopment in history but, which al 
so caused so much harm, for example, by murdering 6 million 
Jews and many other innocent people. 

So, we can understand that the fear of Germany i~ 
creases more and more. We can hear some facts, which seem to 
support these fears. For example: 

1) In the last few years, Germany has increased her eco 
nomical power 

2) Germany has a strong military power. 
3) Germany wants the right of contribution by the action 

of atomic weapons. 
4) Germany does not accept the frontier of Oder and NeiBe. 
5) There exist tbe Urgency Laws by which the government 

could get more dictatorial power. 
6) By the action of the police against the political 

journal ''D2r Spiegel" the courage of the German jour 
nalists to use ~he guaranteed freedom of the press, 
might have decreased. 
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7) Many of the newspapers and magazines are in the hands 
of only one editor (Springer), so that it should be 
easy to manipulate the public opinion. 

8) Communism in Germany is considered as the worst in 
the world. It is determined to conquer the world and 
take everything by force; everything that one has 
wo~ked hard for. 

Is the fear of Geririany substantiated by these facts? I'cannot 
say that such danger is impossible for no one can see the de
velopments by secuX:ity. But, I am sttre, it is not so erl.or
mous as it is often presented, it is comparable with the pro
blems in other parts of the world. 

In a Ca..11adian research paper, "In Your Opinion", 
John Paul and Jerome Laulicht have shown that at least in 
Canada political leaders are less war-ready than the people 
maybe because they have a better education and better know
ledge. 

Also the Federal Republic ofo Germany, the leaders 
know better than the people the effects'of nuclear weapons and 
that a nuclear war in Europe would annihilate all, so that, 
for example, the aim of revision of the eastern frontiers 
could not be reached. 

Is such a revision in Germany seriously looked upon 
or possible? I believe the answer is no! 

Most of the people who are not lead by emotion, feel 
that this might not be possible. But no "(lolitical leader can 
risk s'J.ying this. It is prevented by the unions of the exiled 
and the following reactions by the political parties. He, who 
says this first, is declared by the others who are thinking 
as he is, a politician of renunciation; his political party 
must fear to lose many votes. 

If it were possible to return to the native land, I 
think that not many would do this since the economic pos
sibilities are much better in Western Germany than :in their for 
mer country, especially for the younger ones, and the older 
ones, who would like to return but, are too old for a new b£ 
ginning. 

It might be regretful if the German government might 
not be willing to acknowledge a fact officially which has a 
great deal of internal agreement at this time; the possibi
lity to better essentially the political relations with P£ 
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land and could give a German contribution to a general de
crease in tension, and it would cost no more than what we have 
already paid. 

' Why does the G.erman government want a right of con
tribution by the action of atomic weapons and an increase in 
power? I think it is a question of prestige, for such argu
ments as: we cannot expect our soldiers to fight with weapons 
which are inferior to those of the others; this argument 
may not be convincing. 

I heard from Prof. Etzioni that the conception might 
be fallacy, probably the MLF would give a better· protection 
than the American Power; for the Uni ed States might draw 
back some time later if they didn't wish to risk their own 
existence, for example, as a consequence of an irresponsible 
politics of the German government. A MLF withou\ the United 
States would be a heavier risk for the Germans. 

One reason might be that which rules the whole Wes
tern World, namely, the fear for Communism. For someone 
who has fear, is the pistol in his pocket quieter than the 
telephone call to the police-station? 

· If the Federal Republic of Germany would change 
their attitude, it could reach an essential progress on the 
way to a non-proliferation treaty. 

A very important problem of European securit¥ is the 
fact that the official German meaning is that, first, the 
German question must be solved before other agreements in the 
field of a general decrease in tension can be found. For the 
government fears that they would remain with the German Ques
tion in a n1·n-tensioned world. 

This question was given by Pro£. Bertaux in Berlin 
in 1965 - what is more essential to the Germans - the reunion 
or the possibility of an unchecked tourist traffic? An un
checked tourist traffic could surely be available more easi 
ly in a non-tensioned world. So I feel, we should look for 
a decrease in tension, before the two parts of Germany have 
lost their com1ections to a greater extent. 

A lasting stabilized world and European security may 
only be reached by a European Federation. in this way, the 
German Question would. be solved by i tsel£. 
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In sumnary I can say: 
For European security there exists a German Problem, 

but_we must put it into the right perspective and it is 
worse to enlarge this problem as to lessen it. The best so 
lution may be a European federation of all European coun
tries. 

\ 
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Well, I am a little bit troubled because I am the un
happy OVVJ:ler of some conflicting roles,,,,,being an official, 
working for the Dutch Ministry of Defence; a scientist and a 
politically involved person. 

It seemsbest to me to give you sollle picture of what 
is going on in Dutch pl),'l:)lic attitudes; for, in my opinion, shifts 
in public opinion u,ltilnately reflect themselves in changes in 
government~l polj.cies. ·· 

In my opinion, the Dutch people had three major shock
ing experiences in the years let's say 1940 to 1960. First, in 
1940, we had a war; a war t;~at lasteci five days: May 10 - 15; 
and then the Dutch Army surr,ended. You must realize that we as 
Dutch people, for mor,e than one century · never W8ro ronfronted 
with the phenomenon of a war on our own territory, We had some 
trouble et some uprising;: we had a colonial war in the so-called 
Dutch East Indies; we had some wars in the last century that led 
to the separation of Belgium; but since the Napoleonic period, 
we have never seen the phenomenon of a real war on our own ter
ritory. So, we had a sort of "illusion of neutrality", The Dutch 
Army in the 30's was ill prepared 'for fi::;hting a war, And O'~~r main 
strategy was based upon the idea of Inundation - a very Dutch 
strategy I think - for we had a very complicated system of ca
nals and dykes that could separate one part of the Netherlands 
from the other one, 

This strategy proved to be a very inadequate one. The 
bombing of the city of Ibtterdam by Glrman bombers showed this in 
adequacy very painfully. 

This idea of keeping neutrality - one should say the 
idea of a "splendid isolation" -was indeed an illusion, but it 
constituted a basis, at least psychologically, of the Dutch Policy 
and that illusion is now lost. 

During the First World War, we were able to keep our 
neutrality, not as a result of a very fine statemanship, or any
thing like that, but only by the rather abrupt change in the Ger 
man command. 

In my opinion, this loss of an idea - the idea of neu 
trality led to two important shifts in public opinion: it stimu 
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lated a belief in the importance of having an army (and thenece~ 
sity of having a well equipped army) and secondly, it made for a 
general feeling of being involved in world politics, at least in 
European affairs. 

A second shocking experience was the Indonesian c·ase, 
You should realize that the Indonesian affair has absorbed ·our 
attention for many years. I won't say too much about this as a 
sociologist, but one of the basic factors, I think, in the whole 
affair, was the fact that in Indonesian society there was a 
fairly rapid change during the years 1940-45, or rather 1942-45 
just at the same time, we, the Dutch people, were isolated from 
the rest of the world. So after the war we had a very inadequate 
conception of what has been going on in Indonesia. I remember 
very well, I was a school boy during those years and, as a sort 
of act of patriotism, we drew maps of "our" Dutch Indies at 
School. We idealized the pre-War conditions in the Indies be
fore the Indies were occupied by the Japanese as we were by the 
Germans. This greatly stimulated our "resistence to change" -
and there was a lot of change in the Indonesian Society. 

So you could see afterwards that members of the Resis! 
ence Movement offered themselves to liberate Indonesia. Nobody 
thought that perhaps :!ndonesia would appreciate such a liberation. 
Well, I think our relations to the Indonesians are a sort of a 
hate and love complex - we have very complicated relations with 
them - but all these things led to very great political troubles 
in our country itself, and greatly absorbed our attention f· ·r P£ 
li tical affairs. 

Thirfu the 0old War. That was for many of us a very 
s '1ocking experience. You must realize that, during the War, all 
political groups were working together very closely. There was 
a Council of Resistence Movemert>, wherein the Communists had 
two members, who were considered as very fair colleagues; and 
consequently 'after the War many Coll':nunists could get very high 
positions in the Government of the large cities, some of them 
became 'alderman". 

What has made a very deep impression on the Dutch people 
was the declaration of the Communist Party in 1949 that stated 
that, in the case of a war, the Communist Party in the Nether
lands would not join the Dutch Governmental policy. What made an 
even deeperw9ression was the fact that all Communist parties in 
Western Europe at the same time gave this declaration. 
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So there is a certain connection between the second 
and the third case (the Indonesian Nar and the Cold War): by the 
so-called "loss" of our colonies, we get more and more a feeling 
that we were indeed involved in world affairs, that we were de
pendent on what was going on in Europe. It stimulated our feel
ing of dependency: Communism and Communist uprisings in other 
parts of Europe took our attention - we had the feeling of being 
involved in that. 

I wouldn't have mentioned these two last things: the 
Indonesian Affair and the Cold V/ar, if there had not been a 
third impact of it on public opinion. 

Both the Indonesian affair and the Cold War stimulated 
against the feeling of the importance of having an Army, the 
idea of being involved in world affairs, but also the absorbance 
of our attention - I think there is some negative correlation in 
being involved, in the Cold War matters and being involved, say, 
in German affairs: the more you are involved in such a Cold War 
the less attention you have for possible dangerous tendencies 
in German political life. 

In that period, we considered the rearmament of Germany 
as an inevitable thing. You must realize that the Netherlands is 
on the edge of Europe and between the Netherlands and the Commug 
ist countries there is something like Germany, Western Germany. 
The rearmament of Germany would help us: It would give us the 
feeling of security. 

So, we started our rearmament too. We set up a modern 
army and a civil defence organization. There was no place for 
this army to do exercise, so we needed some place in Germany to 
do certain exercises and consequently, some Germans came to ex 
ercise in our country. 

To summarize: the loss of a war stimulated our feelings 
of involvement; the 'loss" of our colonies did the same and ab
sorbed this attention once more. The need for a modern army we 
realized, having lost a war within five days, and for that reason 
Dutch politicians once more generally agreed on the importance 
of military reassurances in the Cold War period. 

' 
Now, there are some interesting shifts, I think, in 

public opinion, that possibly may lead ultimately to some im
portant ~hanges in official policy. For since the Indonesian 
case is over, and as the chances of an intended major conflict 
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have been diminished, we have had more attention for other pro_t 
lems, ouch as the underdeveloped countries, and also the German 
questiono (In my opinion, if you were to ask a Dutchman: what is 
the German question? (and if he could give an .answer to the ques 
tion), he would not answer: "That is the matter of fue reunifi<W;ion 
of.the three Germanies" or the "Case of.the OderNeisser tine"o re 
would answer this: "I am interested in wl1at is going on ih Ger -
ma.Ii.y next door" o ) 

. Parallel, we have a very interesting increase of in-
terest in what happened during the years 1940-45o We haven't had 
such an interest in the period of the Cold War; it .took all of 
our attention. (shocking experiences need some ''incubation period")' 
but now there is a tremendous amount of books and articles on 
the War period; and you can observe that m&~y young people are 
very interested in these affairs: we had very popular ToVo broad 
casts about it 0 (And it is a very g:Jod thing fuat -these lroadcast;
will also take place in Western Germany in translation)o 

That is what is happening now, and together with minor 
changes not so important for you to know this will lead, I think 
in the future, to a tendency in official policy towards a higher 
valuation of experimehtt3 in politics o I doni t lmow exactly what 
these experiments will be; and how theyvvill turn out exactly 
politically, but I would like t6 tell you something about such 
·experiments o 

You know that, We, the Dutch, offered a rather great 
part of our Army to the UoNo standby forceso It was almost the 
whole Marine Corps; it was a part Cif our Navy, the only aircraft 
car:f.ier We possess, we offered, and- some other ships and destro;t 
er's and sm"ll boats; and we offered a motorized infa.Ii.tr:v b:J:'i!lade 
and medical troopso 

· ., Th1s 1s a very important thing, . I tl:nnk, for a sinall 
country, and·of course there are political conditions; I will 
not suggest that in any case, Mro U Thant can phOne and ask the 
DU.tch Government 1'Please send me so many peo1•le; I need them" o 
There will be political conditions, and what these political 
conditions will be, I cannot say -:I don't know them exactlyo 
But, once you have made such an offer you have to do something 

• 
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you have to pro para pooplo. Th.:;ro is a now dim<:msion 
growing in the officer's profession by this. We have to in
struct these people; we have to give miiitary people lessons 
about conditions in the underdeveloped countries, and we 
have to see that these lessons are very good lessons; not 
onesided and this naturally gives rise to large discussion 
too. 

There are more experiments, and I thihk that, for 
the reason I mentioned, this tendency to a more experimental 
policy will continue. 

/aa 61266 



ROUND 'rABLE . 
Main Problem of European Security 
K. Lapter \Wed. 22/6 - 9~30) 

When we look at the Europerm situation as it is mwa 
days, it seer.•a rc·actically that it is the quietest of the 
c::.c,.L.nents. Frm;1 the time the world War II stopped there 
k:o1 been no major clash of arms in Europe. 'l'lJ.at could give 
us some sort of feeling of security, which however would be 
only superficial, because there exist some undercurrents 
that couJ.-:'l disturb this peaceful surf•'.ce quite suddenly. 

It seems to me that,generally speaking, there could 
be two such sources that could create an unbalance and dis 
turb the European sit~ation ( the outside and the inside -
ones). One could point out, for instence, the dangers aris 
ing to some European nations£ and theTefure, to the whole of 
Europ~ by their alliances, that could involve them in con 
flicts in other parts of the world. The war in Vietnamcer 
tainly presents such danger and American allies in Europe 
certainly do not underestimate it. Therefore, we have to 
remember, first of all, that European security could exist 
only as a part of a secure and peaceful world. This means 
that efforts toward European security should be directed 
so as to increase the security of the rest of the world 
too. But to treat European security as a part of world s~ 
curity does not mean,,however, that we have to wait 
for world security to be established before we can do som~ 
thing to increase ~uropean security. It works on the basis 
of a feedback. By increasing our own security in a proper 
way, we are increasing world security and the increased 
world security will increase our own. 

One of the channels binding Europe with the whole 
world is contained in the policy of both superpowers. Any 
arrangement of European security system.is bound to take 
into account the fact that both of them are deeply involved 
in European problems. The USSR is certainly geographically 
a European or mainly a European country and is the leading 
power of the Warsaw treaty organization. The USA is not a 
European country, but a leading power in NATO and has quite 
a large army staying in the Western part of Europe. Both 
superpowers have many extra-European interests; therefore, 
it lies in the interest of European countries not to be in 
voluntarily involved in conflicts ou;;side the continent. 

Some pcwple d.e<3cribe the Eurcp3an security problem 
mostly as an ·.inside :r~uropean proble'n; as a German problem; 
and the German problem as a problem of German reunification. 
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They say that it was the division of Germany into two 
states that created this feeling of lack of security in 
Europe. When .vou look back at the post-war history, you 
easily find that the division of Germany w"ts not the rea§_ 
on but an expre:?sion, result and symptom of wider division 
them broke, in the late forties, Europe and the whole world 
into two opposing blocks. It was the breaking up of the 
great anti:fascist coalition between victorious allies that 
started tl.te process during which Europe was broken into two 
inimical camps. This dividing line went according to the 
war-time agreements through the defeated Germany that was 
occupied, di vi.cled into foc;;r zones and not allowed to form 
a government. Just because of the division of aims and 
goals between former allies and as a by-product of this di 
vision, both Europe and Germany were broken up too. 

Thus the creation of two German states, with opposite 
political and social orders, was the result of the division 
of Europe. The ~actors that were working against this tend 
ency and for the rebuilding of European unity, especially 
in the second part of the '50s, were at the same time work .. 
ing for the normalization of Germany's position. Some hopes 
about the re-unification of Germany are therefore closely 
bound with an all European arrangement. Past experience 
shows that the German problem (being from the beg~nning a 
part of a wider European problem), could be solved only in 
the framework of a more secure and therefore more united 
Europe. But looking from the European pers';)ective on the 
German probl8m I do not intend to diminish its weight: 
everybody knows that Germany forms an imponant part of E~ 
rope. For hundreds of years Europe formed a cultural unity 
and even wars and revolutions could not break this unity 
for a longer period. Therefore, this unity appears again 
as soon as milder winds started to melt the ice of the Cold 
War. The various forms of inter-European intercourse - from 
the intellectual and scientific level through economics up 
to sport and tourism, exceed already the manyfold pre-war 
levels both in quantity and in quality, . and this against 
some still existing obstacles which we all well know and try 
to dissolve. Therefore, - if you take sor;Je sort of a poll 
either amongst our little gathering or among the European 
Nations, you will certainly discover· t~•.at there is no Cold· 
War feeling between Poles, Italians, Englishmen, Frenchmen, 
Swedes, Dutchmen, Norwegians, Czechs, etc. 

' 
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I am sure that similar "enquete" between the Euro~ 
pean governments would bring a similar result; though in this 
sense - I am afaid it would not be so unanimous; for there 
is one government in Europe whose policy is looked upon with 
suspicion by some European governments and people. I will 
later return to this question. 

Certainly, European unity is a pecularcne. It does 
not express itself in uniformity but in the existence of di 
versities that form the basis for many national units be
longing to European cultural tradition. These differences 
form the important ingre,'iants of .our small continent and 
are to be found even am~~ the closest allies, and even in 
side one country. It seems to me that the higher development 
of cultural unity, the more freedom is reached for the pre-

• servation of individual and unique traces that form our 
common E.'uropean heritage. Why, then - one could ask with 
full justification - is there still the persistent feeling 
that European peace and security are endangered? What makes 
them shaky and unstable? To answer these questions it is 
necessary to find out the differences between Europe of 
1945 and of to-day. 

The post war Europe was dependent on outside help 
both in economic and in political matters; it was torn by 
social conflicts and instability. The exagerated sense of 
possibility of social upheaval and unfounded suspicions about 
the danger of an "export of revolution" brought Western ~ 
ropean states under the aegis of the USA into NATO; they a! 
so were_induced to agree to the formation of a West-German 
state ,{the GFE7 and the rebuilding of a West German army 
to be incorporated into the NATO structure. Eastern Europe 
then responded in kind. To-day there are rather few people 
in Europe who believe in the danger from the socialist coug 
tries; and indeed there is no proof that such danger ever 
existed. The picture was, ho~r, quite symmetrical. The 
formation of NATO, remilitarization of Western Germany, the 
economic block of Eastern Europe and other features of the 
Cold War were interpreted in the East as a sign of Western 
preparations to intervene in Socialist states with the aim 
to restore in them the social order they hated and abolished. 

To-day in both parts of Eu.rope there is the growing 
misunderstanding that differences in social and political 
stru.cture are not forming a real obstacle to cooperation and 
in some instances even make the cooperation more needed and 
more fruitful. 
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There is however, as yet, no way found to reverse the 
flow of time and to restart with our present knowledge the 
history of Europe anew, from 1945. So we have to look for
ward instead of backward and to pull down obstacles divid-' 
ing Europe; but a-t; the same time we have to build a many.fol~ 
net of the neighborly infrastructure of friendly and co-op 
erative intercouse. 

There is no doubt that between those two - let's c~ll 
them -negative and positive factors leading to European 
security, there is a close, interconnection. And here we come 
to the German problem again. 

What then is the heart of this German question? If : 
the unification would be the answer one could only wonder ~hy 
both German states were, f:t·om 1949, drifting apart. What we 
observe is the policy of Western Germany's Government whicJ:i 
proclaims the Unification not to be a goal but a precondition 
to any move strengthening European Security; ih this way the 
GFR is trying to veto such moves, at the same time increas~ 
ing her armed forces. The Bohn government demanded at the 
same time to be recognized as an all-German government and ,' 
declared Eastern Germany just to be an "un-state", just as: 
they were "un-persons" in the well-known book by Orwell. Re 
unification would mean under such circumstances that the 
German Democratic republic is to be swallowed by the GFR. 
The only way to do it by peaceful means was to use the threat 
of using armed forces and so Bonn concentrated on lllilding 
stronger and stronger 'die Bundeswehr' unnl it was more 
powerful than any other Western European army. 

Why tbis strategy of the GFR? I do not think that the 
answer is quite simple and that it would be found in an in, 
born fault of the German Nation. In 1949, when two German 
states appeared, there were signs of a deep social and poli 
tical insecurity among the possessive classes in Germany •. 
Especially when these classes in Eastern Germany lost their 
economic and political power. In the Soviet zone of occup2 
tion and from October 1949 in the GDR, the state, brought( 
to existence, was that whose social order did not accept: 

,any existence of those who own major means of production. 
So it was felt at that time in Eastern Germany that 

Western Germany, helped by capitalists, mainly by Arneric~n 
capitalists, will try to rob the population of Eastern Ger
many of what they had by Nationalization of major means of 
production and by some form of agrarian reform. And it was 
felt - and perhaps even more strongly - Western Germany, 
that the existence.of Eastern Germany endangers the very 
existence of the ownership class in Western Germany and that 
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Eastern G;ermany, could take over Western Germany with the 
help of German Communists in the GFR supported by the mili 
tary force from outside. 

In the 1940s, this fear was perhaps explainable as 
well as was the cJ.ose relationship that developed between 
Western Germany and the other Western European countries 
and the United States to keep their social structure intact. 
And it was still more so when one remembers that both sides 
believed deeply in an imminent war between East and West. 
Both sides were trying to get all possible support, and to 
improve their political and strategic positions, in order 
to be victorious in the war which they considered unavoid>o 
able. But all this lost it sense in the second half of the 
50's, and especially ·in thG 60's. 

First of all, different social orders in both p_arts 
of Germany had shown their viability and were accepted by 
their populations as a thing to stay. May I add that even 
in the economic field, both Germanies do well, and the di~ 
tance between richer and more industrialized GFR and less 
developed GDR is smaller with every past year. It is now 
generally agreed even in the western half of Europe that 
the new generation of Germans in Eastern Germany feel that 
the GDR is their "fatherland"; their sentimental attachments 
are directed toward their state; the GDR. The GDR is more 
recognized in the world as one of the two exirning German 
states. The second change came with the disappearance of the 
idea of the unavoidability of war; this again allowed for a 
more realistic picture of a world arena, not dimmed or falsi 
fied by wishful thinking or ideological distortions. Europe:, 
i.e., all European nations started to recover their old 
bonds with each other, across political, social and military 
block frontiers. The most stubborn resistance to this new · 
trend came from the GFR's government, who refused to agree 
that there really is a quantitative change in the world 
and the European situation after 1957. Bonn wanted to con
tinue the old policy in the new situation. And the GFR, 
no longer the country o£ 1949; became the third most im 
portant industrial country in the world and inside NATO, 
the second in importanc'e only to the USA. B~nn' s Bund~wehr 
was already the m'l.instay of NATO which started to look more 
and more like an American - Western German alliance. Thus 
the question arose: What will GFR do with her recovered 
might~ Will it use it for the benefit of peace and security 
in Europe or against it? Are there still some possibilities 
to influence the direction of Bonn's policy? And if yes, then 
how? The growing industrial power of Western Germany is by 
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itself not a distur.bing ~actor. It is allowed to raise the 
standard of living of a major part of the GFR's population, 
it helped to assimilate those Germans that came from the 
territories that belong now to Poland and Czechoslavakia 
~~d that are settled by Poles and Czechs. So it is with an 
increasing percentage of the GFR's participation in the Eu
ropean and world trade. Both these f01ctors effect the trade 
and industrial relationship among Western European countries, 
make for some difficulties for these countries and tend to 
give too big an influence to the GFR'inside integrated eco
nomic organizations of Western Europe. That's true. But ug 
der proper circumstances th.ere is no necessity for the GFR 
automatically, by her sheer weight, to gain a decisive pre
ponderance and the position of strength, which Western Ger
m=Y could utilize forcing other Western European nations 
into economic submission. One of such steps, that will not 
allow any country to dictate itswill in economic matters to 
others, is to enl01rge the territorial scope of various or
ganizatior:e which bear the proud name of "Europe" but which 
really do not even:represent1 "little" Europe. By combining 
all economic forces of all European states while at the 
same time preserving their independence and e~uality of 
status it is possible to develop all European resouroes for 
the benefit of all European nations forming in th is way a 
structure of checks and balances against any power that 
could wish to subordinate economically, financially or po
litically other European states. Much more serious is the 
growing military might of the GFR. What is disturbing is 
not the· size of Germany's military forces inside NATO nor 
even the fact that they have started a parallel development 
of territorial units outside NATO. Under the existing cir
cumstances West Germany still cannot hope to overcome, mili 
tarUy, countries lying to the East or to the West of her"i"" 
her treat to use armed forces will not blackmail GFR' s neig:£ 
bors into surrender. · 

Real dangers to European security are connected with 
the GFR's policy of utilizing the existing tension in Europe 
to improve her position against both East and West. The GFR 
had thrived on Cold War and it is only na tun.l that its 
government with difficulty only gives his consent to the 
"detente". And perhaps even more important is GFR's govern
ment policy of acquiring ever more elements of "eo-ownership" 
in nuclear weapons, while buliding at the same time powerful 
nuclear reactors. 
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The first policy is usually presented to the 1;JUblic 
as a rightful demand for German reunification. There will 
not be peace in Europe - we hear, with clearly threatening 
overtones, from West Germ:m politicians - as long as Germany 
is divided; therefore without some steps towards reunifica
ti_on there will be no detente in Europe. I mentioned already 
that under Borm terms of reference the reunification means 
first of all an unconditio:r.al surrender of the GDR. But not 
only that. Under the same terms Bonn understands a take over 
of West Berlin and its claims to territories belonging to 
Nazi Germany in 1937 and now settled by Poles, Czechs and 
Russians. Under the very same word "reunification" one could 
expect sooner or later demands for the Anschlusse with 
Austria, for incorporating region of Adiga and the provinces 
of Alsace-Lorraine. Therefore the very vital interest of all 
European nations dem'l.Ilds that all GDR's rights as an ifde
pendent state must be defended. The method of reunification 
of the two German states under existing conditions could 
not be equivocal to other countries and could be acceptable 
to them only if achieved by progressive agreements between 
the governments of the GDR and GFR accompanied by proper 
security '1rrangement of all other European states. There are 
signs that in someimportant parts of German society there 
is a growing understanding of these facts of life. 

But this understanding did not as yet reach the 
government of Professor Erh:J.rdt. Witness his note of March 
1966 that was sent by the German government to some hundred 
governments both in and outside Europe. The tone of this note 
is softer than the pronunciations we heard from the GFR's 
government until the present. That's true, but the sense re
mained the old one: to :isolate the German Democratic Republic 
because as long as she exists all other directions of possibl~ 
territorial expansion of GermanJ are blocked. But for this 
very reason. all European nations, Pol&~d included, are inte~ 
ested in preserving GDR's independence and her right of 
self- determination . 

. The recognition of a vital role of GDR in present 
day Europe is connected also WLth understanding that an ir
responsible st8p of the GFR threatening tire independence of 
the GDR could involve whole Western Europe in the most de.n 
gerous adventure that could change our continent into heaps 
of ruins. 

One can also put, in another way, the same reasoning. 
The security- just as peace - is indivisible. There could 
not be a real security for the West only or only for the 
East. This is not only the lesson from the interwar years, 
but also from the past twenty war years. Therefore, only the 
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cooperation of all European states[-and on this ba.§_is, the 
dissolution of the existiLg opposed military block§/ might 
form the basis for European security. And there are "- humag 
ly and logically thinking - certainly more chances for bett?r 
relationship and in the future some form of unification of 
both German states in a secure Europe than in one divided in 
two inimical camps. 

The dangers involved in Bonn' s policy of "reunifica< 
tiori. first, security later" is still more underlined by Bonns 
demand of partnership in Nuclear capabilities This is another 
source of danger confronting the security of Europe. 

Quite a lot was said in our seminar in connection 
with the so-called "proliferation" of nuclear weapons. So let 
me add just a few points only. First: on the problem of Ger
many's "dis:rimination". Great Britain has the bomb, France 
has the bomb, so why can't Germany have her o~n Bomb? There 
are over 4,000 nuclear charges on German territory, as we 
were told some days ago by the Secretary of State, Mr. MeN~ 
mara, but none of them is under the sole control of Germany. 
Doesn't it form some kind of discrimination of the GFR, which 
renounced [-in the Treaty of Pari§/ her rights to produce · 
the ABC weapons on her own territory, but not the rights to ~: 

acquire them by other means? May I mention, by the way, that' 
in the yearly issue of "Military Ealance" prepared by the 
London Institute on Strategic Studies one finds an unexpecteq. 
information that Western Germany's power reacto·rs produced 
this year enough fissionable material to make about 100 Hiro 
shima-type nuclear bombs. But, if you look deeper into this 
matter, you'll find that Western Germany is trying by a step
by-step method to get for herself nucle3.r capacity through 
some intermediary stages like Multilateral Nuclear Force or 
other forms of co~ownership or eo-controL And having bigger: 
industrial capacity the GFR could quite quickly le:we Great · 
Britain and France far behind in this respect; Great Bri tairi 
and France, however, 3.re permanent members of the UN Security
Council and haye therefore special duties - ahd special privi 
leges, given them by the'UNCharter. So the problem boils dowzi 
to concede that the GDR should be allowed to have a privilEd~ed 
position in comparison with other non-,nunlear.European state~. 
In other words the Gl'R should have full or at least partial ' 
access to the nuclear weapons, while other European countrie$ 
should not. But it is quite certain that the nuclearization ' 
of the GFR will almost automatically bring about a race for 
the acquisition of nuclear weapons by mflJly other European, 
(and quite a few outside Europe) powers. The position of the 
GFR is therefore factual for the proliferation of nuclear · 
weapons and only a few people could envisage, tnat with the 
nuclear bomb in almost every state, Europe will be more se
cure. 



CICANOVIC: ROUND TABLE ON PROBLEMS OF EUROPEAN SECURITY 

(Ned. 22/6 9:30) 

I shall be very brief since I do not intend to give 
a lecture. I will simply limit myself to a few comments on 
Eur~pean security, as I see it, not only on the basis of 
our discussion here but as I follow that question in gen~ 

·ral, since it is rather carefully followed in Yugoslavia. 
I don't think that !·should especially elaborate on why 
Yugoslavia is so much interested in the security of Europe 
- that is quite well known and understood - and I would not 
b::we timo to do i't; anyway. 

There are opinions in my country, voiced in our Parliament 
that we are not even doing enough on the question of Euro
pean security, at least not as much as we should. 

There are also opinions that if there are two Yugo 
slavs, they are entitled to at least three opinions. 

As far·as European security is concerned, I would 
like to begin with an optimistic remark, speaking of the 
situation today in the relations among states of Europe. 
Of course, I have in mind certain dangers that might come 
due to some trends today. But speaking of the situation in 
Europe in general, I feel that there is a greater basis for 
optimism than for the feeling of imminent danger. That 
feeling. of danger I have as far as disarmament is concerned 
in general, and I am not such an optimist there. 

To my ~c~d, Europe is a part of the world security 
system, or rather, the problems of European security are 
the problems of world security. Speaking of that inter-cog 
nection in security matters there are regions in the world 
where such events are taking place that are threatening the 
peace in the world much more than the situation in Europe 
but that is not on our agenda. 

Since we are in Europe and we are discussing its prob 
lems I should say something about that. 

Frankly speaking, there is also the danger in Europe 
the danger to the security of European states - that is the 
policy of the Western German Government. And I am particular_ 
ly concerned that it is West Germany which is striving to get 
hold of nuclear weapons. 
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Although Professor Lapter has just said that hisiDI'Y 
does not repeat itself or it would not be history, I have a 
feeling that, at least in some cases, history does repeat it
self. We can see it even from our discussion here. Many things 
point out to a very dangerous course of development, as far 
as West Germany is concerned. 

Speaking about that situation, it would be very inter 
esting for us to discuss what is the popular' opinion inside 
West Germany. I feel that the public opinion inside that caxn
try is a very important factor, as far as the intentions and 
the policy of their governments arc concerned. I am afraid.that 
I do not find very much encouragement in that respect. 1 do not 
see any large peace movements, as are to be seen in some other 
cotmtries. I do not hear official statements, which could be 
taken at least only as s'tatalnerits; in the sense that could be 
encouraging. There is a strange feeling that was just mentioned 
by Professor Lapter hUmoristically, that "they are trying to do 
it again", which somehow sticks to my mind, on account of what 
is going on there. 

the 
trj 

Speaking about the process of coming toge~her among 
people and countries of Europe, I find that the only coun
which is outside that movement for unification - I am not 

speaking of a supernational unification, but of the friendly 
cooperation; or coexistence - is Western Germany. There are 
many signs that such cooperation is possible, but in these ef
forts for cooperation the West Germany official policy is a 
sort of obstacle in acb.ievillg better and healthier relations 
in Europe. Regardless how you take their policy - either as 
an argument, or a bargaining position or a threat. The particu 
lar danger for Europe is in the German attempt to acquire nu
clear weapons I will not be very diplomatic in my language row, 
since I am not speaking here as a diplomat, but as a citizen 
of Yugoslavia in his private capacity, therefore I will not 
define whGiher it is "accGss" or a "strategy planning", or "pa!: 
ticipation". To me it is practically the access to nuclear 
weapons. Many assurancGs were given that it will never happen 
that Germany will never acquire nuclear weapons; on thG other 
hand, none of these statemcmts came from WGstern Germany. Here 
lies the main obstacle in negotiations about the non-prolifer 
ation treaty. I feel however, that thGre is a way to put very 
clearly to Western Germany that this is not the way to securi 
ty. 
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There is a possibility to do it now, due to the very 
situation we are having in'Europe. There were times of the 
C~ld War, when it was thought in the West that there was a 
threat of the Communist invasion of aggression on the part 
of Communism. This opir.ion has changed, not only in Western 
European coUntries, but in the United States as well. It has 
been mentioned here by some of us; People h&ve come to real 
ize that there is no aggressive intention on the part of 
the Soviet Union or any other socialist country; that they 
want peace in the world, as well as the Western powers. They 
do not want nuclear catastrophy. The situation is, therefore 
quite new and. people begin to feel it. I think that there is 
space for argument that there is no need to arm and to acquire 
nuclear weapons in order to defend oneself from communism. 
I would have that position had I been a German also, of course, 
that feeling would be much stronger had I been the citizen 
of a country much closer to Germany than my own. In the case 
of the use of nuclear weapons it would not be only Germany 
to be affected. The :r;roblem of escalation :isvery closely coll_ 
nected with the problem of proliferation, that is, in this 
case, giving the Western Germany access to nuclear weapons. 

As it was mentioned here they have on their territory 
quite a lal'ge number of these weapons, which is also a very 
dangerous thing, bearing in mind their official policy. 

Finally, we must also remark - speaking of European 
security -on a very considerable contribution to that se
curity gained through the bilateral processes tha~ are go
ing o~ today in Europe on the establishment of friendly 
economic, cultural trade and other relations. These rela
tions create conditions for political settlements. 

Following the policy of cooperation with all coun
tries the policy of peaceful coexistence - in my country, 
for one, has very good relations with all countries of 
Europe, except West Germany, due to her policy, and Al
bania. Taking these two aside, and having good relations 
with other states with different soaal and political sy~ 
terns, could serve as an encouragement and a proof, that 
with a friendly policy we'may have good relations in 
Europe. In fact, this is the policy of some other European 
countries to a certain extent. 
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The problems of European security could be solved; 
in my opinion, through a long term process, which has at 
the moment a rather good start towards peace - taking aside 
the problem of proliferation.· 

The problem of nuclear proliferation in Europe will 
be I am sure, discussed in the geheral framework of proli
f:-ration probl~ms. Proliferatiqn,. beihg an urgent problem, 
will be settleq much sooner than the question of the for
mal unificatiorl of Europe. 

Things in Europe are going very well at the moment 
but the question of disarmament is not progressing so well. 
I will not talk any more, because I am sure there will be 
many questions. Thank You •• 
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Round Table on the Main Prob}ems of l!.'uropean Security 
Intervention by KORSGAARD PEDERSEN 
Wed. 22/6 9:30 

Well, we really have a great deal to degest this 
morning, not only 6n European security, but also on other 
questions, and I must say, I hes.i tate to bring in riew lines 
of thought. But I shall try to be very brief, and ! shall 
speak only on European security questions. 

Let me begin by a few optimistic remarks about 
the present situation in Europe. If we go back in our memQ 
ry to the years immediately after the war, I think we all 
remember a feeling of an imminent threat against our societies 
by the Soviet Union. There are sdme people who say that this 
threat was not a real one. ! do hot want to go into that, but 
! think that it is a fact that the threat was felt by every
body, and almost every day. Now, fortunately this period has 
come to an end, and we have seen in the last ten years or so 
a development in another direction. New trends have prevailed. 
We have been able to develop the relations between the Eastern 
countries in Europe in a rather extensive way already, and we 
have found out that it is possible to discuss things with each 
other, and also that it is after all possible :to live with 
great underlying problems unsolved. I think that, when you di~ 
cuss the possibilities of European security arrangements, you 
may begin by saying: well, after all, we have a European ~curi 
ty, ·already created by the system of defence alliances, the 
members of which are now coming on speaking terms with each 
other. The situation may go as it is, the bilateral exchanges 
may be still further developed. I think that it is most 

· likely that for some years many things will just continue 
in the direction that they have taken in the last five or 
ten years. 

But, when that has been said, of course it r,c.1st be 
emphasized that t}l:cre: 11re underlying problems of gre:J.t m:tgnf 
tude. We cannot hope to solve these problems in the immedjate 
future. But we must do our best to try to develop our ideas 
with regard to their solution when the time is ripe. 

I think it may be said that there are two major 
problems for European security: one is the Ger~an problem; 
and one is the Soviet problem. 

To begin with the last one, the Soviet problem, we 
no longer feel the threat as imminent as we did right after 
the War; but the very fact that the Soviet Union - one of the 
super powers - is so close to the smaller European states, will 
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I think, ~lways mean a problem for them. This can perhaps be 
illustrated by a comparison with the relations between the pr~. 
war Soviet Union and the small Baltic Republics on the edge of 
the Sovii!t Union; now we have a Soviet Union which is I!Uch stronger 
than it was in the '30's and we have all the European countries 
at the edge of the new and stronger Soviet Union. This compa:I'i
son is of course not a corret one, but it may illustrate what I 
mean by the Soviet threat. I don't think that the ideological 
side of the problem is very importa.rit; It is simply the problem 
which always.exists between a super- pbwer and the.sniall powers 
at its frontiers. 

The existence of thifi ptobletn, I think, leads to ac
cepting the. necessity of a direct Am€rfican responsibility in 
Eu~ope in order to cr~ate a lasting balance. The other problem, 
the Germail probleni, is perhpas of a threefold character: There 
is the problem of reunification, the problem of fue final settlement 
of the German frontiers, and finally the problem of lDw to secure 
that a reunified Germany will not come to dominate its smaller 
neighbors. I see a certain parallel here between the danger of. 
Soviet domination and the danger of German domination. In both 
cases w,.; have a big power ru.rrounded l:lf JDWers of .ratheranall size 

I think that, in trying to find a solution of these 
two major problems for European security, one might think of a 
distinction between the establishment of a solution of the GeE 
man problem on one hand and on the other hand the responsibil
ity for the continued existence of the equilibrium in Europe 
established by the solution of the German problem. 

In the first situation, which regard to the establish 
ment, I think it is essential that there is a common and equal 
Soviet and American responsibility. With regard to the contin~~ 
tion of the established order, I think the European states have 
to rely much more on themselves. Then of course there remains 
the problem, how can the European states rely on themselves in 
their relations to Germany, which would be the biggest state in 
Europe and would have l:etween 70 and CD million -,:eople, ::nd have an 
enormous economic power. One might be tempted to try to enforce 
on the reunified Germany rather strong restrictions with regard 
to the possibility of re-arming and of dominating the surround
ing countries economically. But I think that, if we make sllch 
provisions for a reunified Germany, we run into the danger of~ 
ing the same thing as was done right after the First World War 
by the Treaty of Versailles, namely, creating a situation which 
cannot mentally be accepted. in Germany; we would have a constant 
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pressure- the.Germans would feel that they were under a cor.
stant pressure from outside, and this pressure would produce a 
counter-pressure in Germany- and I don't think this way is.a 
good one. 

What. then should one suggest? I think that the only 
r 

way, al ttwugh it is the most difficult way, is some kind of 
strong European integrational system ~ and ! am thinking more 
of an economic integration than a military integratioP.In this 
way we might create a situation by which Germany would be trEEt~ .. 
ed bn an absolutely equal footing with the other European coug 
tries' bt<t would - like any other I!.uropean country - not be able 
act on its own account in any dangerous way. 

I realize that the creation of such an integrated kind 
of cooperation in E'urope is extremely difficult and that it rould 
in any case, only be created in a distant future; but I do think· 
that is a line of thought that one should consider. 

Well, there is much that I would have liked to say, 
but I don't want to take too much time. You may say that I have 
only presented generalities here, and I agree with this, but let 
anyone who wants to be more precise on these questiom, make his 
contributior. · 

Thank you. 



ROUND TABLE: Civil Defence \1. r--44-- ~~ 
Bjornerstedt - FrL 17/6/56 - 16:00 

With reference to Civil defence, the situation of 
a small country is quite different from that of a major 
pow~r. A confrontation between the major powers, with or 
without nuclear weapons, would not necessarily involve the 
small country in the same way as the major powers; there 
may be more time to prepare against the effects of the 
w~r and civil defence measures may therefore be more ef
ficient. There is also the difference that the major po-

' wers consider each other as primary opponents whereas the 
smailer countries, especially the non-nuclear ones, may 
not be in the first line of fighting. 

Coming from Sweden, I represent a country which 
has come to rely on the instruments of civil defence much 

I , . , 
more than any other country. It may therefore be useful t 
to giVe you a short description of Swedish civil defence. 
There exists a shelter program for the construction of 
blast shelters of two different kinds. The first.has a 
protection level conesponding to between o,3 and 1,0 at
mospheres of over pressure. On a population of roughly 
seven million people there are shelter places of this 
kind for close to three million. All these shelters are 
sitauated in the cities. The other kind of shelter is 
much stronger, the protection level is around 10 atmo...: 
spheres of over-pressure. So far; over 100,000 inhabi
tants are provided with protection in this way. 

The first kind of shelter was designed to house 
the people remaining in the outer parts of a city or those 
waiting to be evacuated. The second kind is for those 
that remain in the central regions of the larger cities. 

There is also a program for population evacua
tion. Also in this connection Sweden has a world record 
The evacuation plans concern more than half of the co~ 
try's population, which means that about 90% of the ur 
ban population may be moved to the countryside. These 
two measures, shelter construction and ev~cuation plans 
are undertaken in peacetime and designed to limit casual 
tles among the population. A third part of the civil 
defence program concerns rescue after an attack. This 
is an organization which involves about 300.000 people 
selected and trained in a similar way as in the military 
conscription system. The training includes fighting of 
fires, rescue of wounded out of the target area, etc. 
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In this short.description of Swedish civil defence 
may I finish in saying a few words about the reasons that 
have prompted a program of this kind. The main reasonwas 
the experience of the second world war as seen by a country 
that did not take part but had the opportunity at close 
hand to observe the effects of the use of different weapons 
against a population. This experience was a precor.dition 
for the civil defence program. 

Another precondition was that the economic Situation 
in Sweden was much better than e].sewhere in Europeo:r many 
other parts of the world. There were therefore available 
the means to implement a civil defence seffort. This ex
plains that a blast shelter program was introduced immedi 
ately after the world war and that it has been in dperation 
since. This aiso explains the high proportion of shelter 
places. This program has been addirig a relatively small 
number of places each year, but even so the total result 
over 20 years becomes impressive; 
1 Let us now consider in what way a program of this 
kind may be useful to a small nation, Two different types 
of arguments rriay be put forWard conberning planning aspects 
and operative considerations respectively; Beginning with 
the operative questions, it is obvious that if there is a 
civil defence system and if there is an attack, conventional 
or nuclear, then there is every reason to use the civil de 
fence system in the best way possible. Thisis so far 
simple humanitarian reasons and aso from othere points of 
view it would be rational policy. The sitaution is quite 
different when the planning is discussed. Then there are 
two things to have in mind. First comes the question 
whethere a civil defence program could play a vital role· 
to national security: could it impose on an aggressor a 
highere price to achieve the objectives of his aggression? 
To some extent civil defence can meet a requirement of this 
kind. Especially a strong shelter program will force the 
aggressor to use more weapons and more powerful weapons 
in order to produce the intended damage. However, this in 

- creases in cost is marginal. The main conclusion in this
connection is that no matter what kind of protectionary 
procedures are undertaken, one cannot prevent a nuclear 
attack aimed at population targets from being successful 
In connection with conventional weapons as well as chemi 
cal and biological ones, civil defence may be more effect 
ive but one would still expenct heavy casualties. The con 
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elusion is from the planning point o£ view that it is not 
rational to try to achieve a civil defence that can pre
vent an aggressor from obtaining his pobjectives should 
he be prepared to use nuclear weapons. The only ··reason
able motive £or civil defence in a small country would 
be in connection withtther types of attack. One may consid 
er nuclear attacks that are not primarily directed against 
the population rnt which would still give side-effects a
mong the po:(n.Uation. Civil defence could also be planned 
against attacks with other weapons than nuc-lear ones, whether 
they be directed primarily against the pbpulation or not. 

In connection with attacks agidnst military targets 
two measures may be thought o£ • On one hand, one may try 
to separat~ as far as possible military and civilian tar
gets. This should make it possible ~ an aggressor, if he 
so wishes, to maintain a distinction between military and 
civilian targets: In so far as this is impracticable there 
is secohd1y some possibilities o£ protecting the population 
the effects arisirig from attacks against military tar~ets. 

This discussion leads to the question, valid for 
both major powers and small nations, whether it is possible 
to differentiate between a strategy which is based on at
tacking civilian targets and other strategies which avoid 
such attacks. If so, it may be possible to arrive at an in 
ternational understanding to avoid population targets in 
the case of war. This is for the future a very important 
question which involves for instance the current develop
ment of antiballistic missiles. 



CIVIL DEFENCE 
Friis "Mpller 17/6/66 16:00 

One problem which is conc~ptually linked to the 
general area of c.ivil defence and which - for better or 
worse -· is likely to play an ).rnportant role in the inteE_ 
national discussions on arms control and cUsarmament in · 
the years ahead is the question of the antimissile mis
siles. l!'or years the debate has beGn going on aboctt the 
possible oonsequeiwes for arms control of large scale ci 
vil defence efforts in terms of passive defences like pr~ 
parationo for evacuation of vast .segments of population 
to areas consid.ered safe, and crash programs for construe 
tion of fall-out shelters. This debate has remained lar_g 
ly theoretical mainly because whatever limited yrogress 
has been made within the area bf passive defeilces has 
been carried out in an orderly routine-manner and has 
never reached a level where or.e of the superpowers has 
denied the other the ability to inflict what is generaJly 
called "unacceptable damage" upon it. The prospects for 
the acbBvement of some sort of meaningful defence against 

· miss:i.le attacks in terms of active defences now emerging 
on the horizon raise questions which have ramifications into 
th'3 central concept of the demr rence. The coacept of ac
tive defences agaL1st missiles corresponds with· the appa
rent ... though not necessarily correct - logic, that no of 
fe:u.sive weapon L"l J-.istory has ever been left without its 
cl.efensi ve counterpart. Furthermore it appears to be psych2. 
logically more attractive than the idea of shelters and 
all that goGs w:;_th it. The outcome of the debate about the 
program for construction of a nationwide system of fall-
ov.t shelters in the U11ited States in the early Sixties is 
a case in point. 

The following reme1rks do not purport to be in any 
way comprehensive but only to shed in a tentative Vlay some 
light over apsects of the :t:roblem of' anti-missi.le rri.ssiles. 
Very little has been discJ.c:3ed L · either the United. :.' :'. ::;es 
or the Soviet Union as to the precise technical nature and 
performance of their rezpecti'le defence systems. Basically 
the American system ·- on which some 2 ,billion clollars has 
been spent on research end development over the last 5 --
7 years app<>Hs to consist of three components: 1 ) an area 
defence missile, Nike Zeus, which 1s desi.gned to inter-
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cept incoming missiles in the last phase of their exoatmQ 
spheric ballistic trajectory, 2) a short range, very fast 
missile, Sprint, desigried to intercept such incoming mis
siles that have not been destroyed by the Nike Zeusmissiles 
and 3) an advanced long range radar detection system.·Cost 
estimates for production and deployr.J.ent of a weapon~·system 
of this kind vary greatly depending upon the size of vari
ous proposed deployment configurations from 7 - Sbillion 
dollars for a relatively modest system to some 4o billion 
for a large system. The present A~erican administration has 
its doubts about the cost effectiveness of the system but 
pressure is being exerted upon it from military professiog 
als and interested industries to go ahead and deploy at 
least a small anti-ballistic missile system. 

The Soviet Union has, at a couple of occasions, 
made public displays of rockets which are claimed to be 
anti-missile missiles. The West European and American Press 
has carried reports to the effect that missile-defence sys 
terns are being deployed around Moscow and possibly Lenin
grad. Nothing has been made public about the technical n~ 
ture of the Soviet missile defences and more impo-.ctan tly 
about the order of magnitude of. an eventual Soviet missile 
defence system. 

Both superpowers thus seem to be at least at the 
threshold of a new phase in the qualitative development of 
stategic weapons, It seems more thru1 likely that both will 
try hard to develop new and more sophisticated offensive 
delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons in order to deny the 
opponent any advantage it might derive from the defensive 
system. Whether the offensive or defensive side will come 
out as a winner in a new cycle in the strategic arms race 
is anybody's guess, of more immediate concern are the po~ 
sible effects upon East-West relations generally a>J.'. urnn 
the prospects for progress Hi thi"~ the field of arms <.;c:ll·

trol and disarmament. 

The most conspicuous effect perhaps is that the de 
ployment by either side of anything more .. than a token sys
tem of defensive missiles would trigger off a new round in 
the qualitative strategic arms race. It is worth recalling 
that the background of such a development would be the rel~ 
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tive stability which has ~haracterized the general area of 
strategic weaponry in recent years after the introduction 
of reasonably well protected intercontinental and submarine 
based solid fuelled missiles. This situation together with 
the knowledge which exists in both. East and West about the 
major characteristics of the components of the othersides' 
strategic forces has conributed to the genera~ climate of 
detente in recent years and thus also to the hopes forpro 
gress in the fields of a~s control and disarmament. Ane; 
strategic arms race is not likely - at least in its initial 
phase - to upset the existing global military balance and 
create an entirely new relationship in terms of military 
strength between the Soviet Union and the United States, 
but as the long term goal of the race is unknown even to 
its major participants it would be a matter of utter guess 
work to try and forecast the situation 15 or 20 yearsfro; 
now. There is no law of nature which requires the balance 
of mutual deterrence to form in infinity the framework for the 
milittey equation between East and West. What seems certain is 
that those who feel, that the goal should be to stabilize the 
present balance on a lower, safer and less costly level will 
come up against strong odds in case the anti-missile missile 
sparks off a new strategic arms race. 

In all likelihood a new arms race will have a neg~ 
tive effect upon East-West relations generally and US- So
viet relations in particular. One element in this develop
ment is, that neither of the superpowers even if it has corn 
plete knowledge about the extent to which the other side 
has deployed defensive missile systems will be able to get 
information about the precise performance of the other sides 
defences or about the effectiveness of the other sides new 
generations of advanced offensive weapons against its own 
defences. Military establishments behaving like they use 
to will ·.rather overestimate than underestimate ths f'';:.·sngth 
of the opponent and the new turn in the arms spiral will be 
propelled by fears and suspicions which may spread to other 
areas US-Soviet relations. Another element in theproblem 
is the risk that each of the superpowers at a time when 
their missile defences have reached an intermediary stage 
of development, that is a stage between a very low confid
ence, small scale defence and big practically-watertight 
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systems, may fear that the other side is now sd confid~nt 
in his own defence, that it feels tempted to initiate a 
major strategic counterforce campaign to disarm the oppQ_ 
nent to a degree which would leave it an insuf:f'-:.cient nu!!! 
ber of offensive missiles to penetrate the defences. The 
fear of a major preventive surprise attack cannot but COQ 

tribute to a souring of big power relations. 

It has been argued that a so'-called ;'high posture" 
in military technology on the part of the superpowers 
would discourage potential nuclear powers from making 
use of their nuclear option and thus have an inhibiting 
effect upon further nuclear proliferation. Although there 
may be some element of truth in this thinking as far as 
one or two special cases are concerned it seems far off 
the mark as a general proposition. Firstly most of the 

' potential nuclear powers at the present tii!te do not seem 
to be interested in acquiring nuclear weapons with the 
purpor~e of det., "ring an attack or nuclear blackmail from 
one of the major nuclear powers but rather - as far as 
military considerations go - in order to exercise influ
ence through a strategic advantage upon a hostile power, 
nuclear or non-nuclear, within its own region. Whether 
or not the superpowers would establish impenetrable de
fer·ces or drive the whole state of the art of nuclear 
weaponry to a level unattainable ·for any other country 
seems largely irrelevent to the security -problems of 
the majority of the potential nuclear powers. Secondly, 
a large measure of sustained cooperation between the 
United States and the Soviet Union seems to be required 
if tile problem of nuclear proliferation shall get any
thing more than S1lperficial short-lived solutions. The 
politJ.cal climate generated by a white-het strategic 
competition between the superpowers may prove not to 
be a suitable atmosphere for th'l thriving of sue!: cc''_', 
mon venture. 

Another consequence of a renewed strategic arms 
race which probably will influence the future decisions 
of the potential nuclear powers but which is also of 
larger importance for the world community is, that the 
possibilities for achieving international agreement on 
limitations in the field· of nuclear weapons will be 
severely limited ancl that some of the most enlightened 



....... 

- 5-

and promising proposals currently negotiated in the 18 
Nations Disarm2~ent Committee in Geneva will go down 
the drain.in the process. Some of the most outstanding 
victims of such a development will be the American pr£ 
posal for a qualitRtive and quantitative freeza of 
strategic delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons, the 
proposal for a comprehensive nnucJ.ear test ban and 
probably the proposaJ. for a cut off of production of 
fissionable material for military purposes. As these 
and related subjects from the bulk of the topics dis 
cussed in the Geneva Corilmi ttee the very existence· of 
this forum might be threatened as the futility of it.s 
proceedings are revealed. 

In view of these and other negative discernible 
consequences of the introduction of anti ballistic 
missiles into the existing strategic equation and the 
inherent unpredictabiJ.ity of the longer term-conse
quences of yet another phase in the US-Soviet strug
gle for strategic supremacy -· included also possible 
deterioration of existing alliance loyalties- it nay 
well be, that the interests of the world communityin 
cludedtnesuperpowers themselves would be best served 
by a large amount of restraint in the area of further 
technological development of strategic weapons. Pre-

ferably such a restraint could take the form of a for_ 
mal American-Soviet agreement not to deploy missile 
defences of any character-whatsoever.· Second-best in 
case the United States thinks that the Soviet ~ep:o~ 
ment has already reached a level, which exclides such 
an agreement, a formal or informal understanding be-; 
tween the superpowers Oi1ly to deploy anti-missile mis 
silES on a limited. scale which would not reasonably 
constitute a motive for the other side to develop the 
offensive side of its st~ategic nuclear arsenal. 



CIVIL D"FSNCE: Stonier Fri. 17/6/66 16:00 

The topic of civil defence has a fitting 
place in a discussion of disarmament because it consti 
tutes the very antithesis of disarmament. If the arms 
race accelerates, once again, or takes a new direction; 
it is most likely to involve this particular area. There 
fore, we ought tb put some thought to this question by 
reviewing the development of civil defence in the United 
States following World vlar II, tvhicb I will do, while 
Bjornerstedt will review what has been going on in Swe
den. Both of us intend to touch on the question of anti
ballistic missiles (AB.H:O) because their potential de
velopment is now closely interrelated with the concept 
of civil defence. We will a.ls:J try to present some of 
the political implications of these problems 

In the United States there was a sort of 
half-hearted civil defence program immediately following 
lvorld v7ar II. The civil defence org•:mization WSJ.S a good 
place, an honorable place; for letired admirals and gEn
efa.Js to expend their ene:cgies, and I don't think that 
dvil defence was taken very seriously by anybody includ 
ing the retired admirals and generals until the late -
1950's. At that time a new dimension was introduced, viz., 
the creation of a Russian intercontinental ballistic mis 
si le ( ICBH) system. For the first time the United States 
clearly was no longer invulnerable from destruction. 

Now I might· say that this apparently new 
threat did not malce as much of an impact in the public 
mind as might be imagined because the newspapPrs had been 
full of scare stories during the 1950's. One could pick 
up almost any Sunday supplement of a newspaper and dis
cover how many Russian Badgers (or other types of planes) 
could come over the No~'th Pole and devestate ·the United 
States. So the ICBMs were not that much of a new consid
eration in the popular mind, but amongst strategic planners 
they began to take on a greater and greater significance. 
Thus it was Herman Kahn, who articulated the thought: "Look 
here, the United States is committed to protecting Western 
Europe, and our protection simply is not going to be credi 
table if we remain as VL.<lnerable to nuclear attack as we 
are. The Europeans won't believe it. Ou::' allies won't be
lieve it, they won't stay with us. vlhat's worse the Rus
sians may not believe it, and this will lead to grave mis 
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calculations. Obviously we need a shelter program to re
duce the number of casualties in case of nuclear war." 

ln those days, the assessment of nuclear war was 
still a iot less sophisticated than it is now. There was 
a feeling which went something like this: "The difference 
between nuclear war and conventional warfare is quanti t~ 
tive. Nuclear war is a lot bigger, but the only thirlg 
that's really new is fallout. That's wholly new. We've 
never had to contend with that. 'I'he answer is to get the 
population protected from fallout, and this can best be 
done with fallout shelters." Thus. following a series of 
discussions, systematic efforts were made by the gover:rt'
ment to g.t fallout shelters throughout the United States 
to provide population prtitection against these particular 
consequences of nuclear war. 

The peillc of the push to get fallout shelters at 
the national level was in the period of 1961-62. However 
this had been preceded by an earlier phase: Governor Rocke 
feller in the late 1950's, in New York State, proposed a 
state shelter program.(At that time I belonged to a group 
of s·cientists which had been spealcing to lay audiences 
about radiation in general, and fa·llout in particular. We 
began getti.ng questions on the New York State shelter pro 
gram. This was the beginning for me in examining the whole 
question of nuclear war and its consequences). Thus, by 
the time the serious push from the Federal Government 
did occur (around 1961-62), iile~ientificcmnmunitylndEnough 
eXperience will:~ fue probl0m to contribute to the discussions. 
I would just like you to know a little bit about this re
sponse of the scientific community, and.also the response 
of the public. 

The fallout issue had already sensitized the scien 
tific community in the late 1950s because scientists could 
contribute to public discussions by virtue of the fact 
that it was a technical issue. It took a while, however, 
before the younger mell'oers fully understood that the prob 
lem was not so much Strontium-90 in the milk, but that fal_! 
out was really a symptom of a more basic problem, viz., an 
open-ended arms race with no relief in sight. One could 
only see disaster in the long run. Somehow this trend must 
be reversed. Well, there was some stirring in the scientific 
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community ih Ariterica, relatirl.g to this, and it is interesting 
to :r;10te that there d[veloped groups of scientists which began, 
by taking a stand on issues, but by organizing information rrDV£ 

ments. Tl1us they were more concerned with defining the problems 
clearly, than With providi"1g doct;r"lnaire answers. Of course, 
there were aiso people like :Pauling and Teller, who did take 
strong positionS~ 

Civil defence, like fall~ut, is also a refl~ction of 
the arms race; s:imilarJ.:,', it has ~:c u~;rcng technical cdmpo:rient. 
Thus the:re arose a mw:ttc'i" of grc•<J.rc Vlhi.ch began a."l.alyzing and 
discussing the etfects of nuclear v;ospons. The technical data 
certainly did. not support the contention of the civil defence 
people tl:trJ.t a fallout shelter program· would ··automatically pro
vide a substantial degree of protection. 

Nevertheless, there came a period around 1961-62 
where people were actually building shelters in their back
yards. Tlleri; within a very short period, almost overnight, ihe 
whoie thing was killed by public opinion, It is instructive 
to. note what it was that c·hanged peoples lninds: It was what 
became klnwn as the "shot gun" isrJtW: A lot of people did not 
build shelters, in fact, the vast ms;jority did net build ffie_! 
ters. The question that arose was, what happens following an 
attack if you have a shelter and your neighbur doesen't? 
Among the answers given by various people including one priest 
were those who said that a man has the right to protect his 
family, therefore he is perfectly justified in shooting mwn 
people who try to invade his shelter. This proved to be a little 
bit too much for the average American. Ob·riously the sense of 
values in our society was such that you couldn't go over that 
line. I think that this conflict in values killed the whole 
shelter business. Altl'Dughthe C.D. organizations continued, and 
although there was sufficent financial and governmental support 
the concept of civil defence became less and less attractive 
to the American public. Nevertheless during the period betwe."en 
1961-62 the Federal Government cm'ltinued setting the lead, 
encouraging local and state govert•";nents to set up and expand 
their civil defence progra'ns A.Y'ii most citius did what was EOC 

pected of them in re~:pect to sett:ir1g up some units, building 
shelters, and so forth. 

Somewhere arounr1 1963, ~;.'I.is trend too, reversed. 
There was a hurricane in Oregon, for example. Power l:i.nes 



- 4 

went down, transportation was interrrupted, etc. The civil 
oofe1:e mi ts p-oved m l:B j':'.capable of m ping effocti velYwi th the. 
situation. Yet civil defence costs money. Thus, several 
cities decided to cut their budget allocations to civil 
defence. In ~"iltimore, for eximtple, one man, just qne man 
on the City COuncil asked what are we spending this money 
for? He scheduled a hearing. 'I'i.~e scientists were called 
in on one .dde, and the dvil ddence people brought in a 
generai and the Assistant S26"c:t'l.ry of Defence for Civil 
Defence, and there was a big dc;i:J.te. The newspapers sided 
with the scientistso As a con.sc:.cr::,ence 1 Baltimore, drasti 
cally cut its civil defence budget. 

Recently (1965) there has been introduced a new 
dimension: serious considera~ions of an antiballistic 
missile program. I would like to point to two studies that 
are currently going on. One is "Project Harbour''; which 
is more or less the product of a single individual, Eugene 
Wigner, Nobei Laureate in Physics 1 a brilliant man, arl 
absolutely sincere tnan, vtho is terribly afraid that war 
with the communist blocl< is inevitable. 'liigner is also 
afraid that the United States would r·e very vulnerable to 
nuclear blackmail unless the UoS. has a strong civil de
fence progrF· Therefore he wants a blast shelter program, 
not just a fallout shelter type of program. He has proposed 
a grid work of connecting tunnels, running for miles under 
neath the cities, with many entrances and exits, into which 
one could put whole city populations in 15 minutes. He 
claims the expenditure would be around 20 billion dollars. 
Others feel that such a program would cost well above one 
hundred billion dollars, because of the need for air-condi 
tioning and a lot of other problems. -

The other study is less publicized, .at the Hudson 
Institute. It is more traditional, but with increasing con 
cern over long terin post attack problems such as economic
recovery. I think '!That is happening is that there are two 
new factors which favor the concept of civil defence which 
did not exist before. One of them is the advent of nuclear 
powers other than the Soviet Union. The purpose of a shel 
ter program according to some, is not so much that it would 
do a great deal of good if the ;:,ttack were from a major n:!:!_ 
clear power, but in case it wov.J.d be from a minor nuclear 
power, then the progrmn might be significant. The second 
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factor is the possible advent of antiballistic missiles: 
If you are contemplating detonating nuclear weapons close 
to your own cities, in order to destroy incoming missiles 
then you'd better have your popLclations protected. 

The disagreement conce:r:-,i.ng civil defence, as I 
see it, is as follows: 'rhe prom.:·oc~ers of civildefence pro 
grams are convinced of its tecu cal effectiveness. They 
feel this is particul:o.J'lY true the kind of nuclear war 
in which ohly miliL1::.7 targets '-.!•.·t.•Ll be attacked (counter 
force) •. Under such ci~ccumstances, population sectors would 
not be exposed to blast and fire, but would be exposed to 
fallout. C'n the other hand even if there was an attack on 
cities (counter city), but with antiballistic missile de
fencesaround the perifery, if the pcpulation is under 
cover, this wih greatly reduce the nuinber of casualties. 
Even if the cities are hit, the explosions would produce 
fewer casualties if the population down wind is under 
cover from fallout, and if the population away from ground 
zero is protected by blast she1t2rs. 

'lhe mti ;;_ci. vil do: fence arguro(mt is LBsentially ihis: If ;you 
are, dealing with a determined ei1emy it is relatively simple 
to alter the attack pattern so as to negate the efforts of 
the defence to protect its population. In fact, this is 
exactly what you are encouraging your opponent to do. For 
example, when the French built the Maginot Line, it caused 
the Germans to consider other alternatives, e.g., whether 
to go around it,, or over it. They went through Belgium; 
but they had already devised other techniques for over
coming the Maginot Line, viz., parachute troops. The Magi 
not Line would not have restrained the German army; not 
for long anyway. Similarly one can begin devising techni 
ques for counteracting any shelter program. One of the 
easiest ways is to simply increase the level of the attack .• 
If ~hat should prove to be the case, it would mean that 
although you might be saving more people during the ini
tial phase, let's say during the first 48 hours or even 
two weeks, afterwards, because of the economic and social 
consequences about which we spcJ::;-e in the first lecture, 
they become so much wc,c:·se, th<J:c i:-.1 the long run, the ove_E 
all survival would actually be d:i;;linished, over a ten or 
twenty year period. Thus on a ted,nological level, civil 
defence does not make sense. 
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The second other argument is more fundamental: 
civil defence is terribly nega.tive; it constitutes but 
another :round in the co:r'<ns race, \·i:~ ought to spend our 
money better an<1. lcuJ: ;::o an int::,·,·::·r·:'ct:;_onal security system 
for genuine pro::e:::t::i·::>i.'.· All efJ\:•:r-t.s spent on the arms 
race are inunora~-! :£·~!.:::. 1:1-:J.d vre le.~~---:·· c.:L'1ec1.\:e an international 
COmmunity in wh].c•h D'J.CJ.·•"ar Will:' ~·• i\'.l impossibility. The 
people who favor ci.v:i J. defenc:-; ., ·,_;:d •:or by saying that nu· 
clear war is a J:·2::-:. ;xs·d_bi:;j t•, .. ·t __ :,_.,_refore not to take 
every step poss:L·:;.~ue ~:··· p:t·ot(c:::. ::• ::··:·.~·u.la.tion from this 
event is clearly ir •. ::.cn.•:-.:c. 'I'll~·-' ,' ·· that Civil Defence 
programs are not as·;:,inst peace, chey are only being 
realistic. 



/ Grayson: Monday 20/6 16/00 

I have no prepared statement and unfortunately I didn't 
arrive in time to hear most of Dr. Stonier's remarks on which 
I'm supposed to comment. 

I would say that the techllical aspects of disrmarnent in
volve largely questions of inspections and control. Some of 
these have been discussed here. I am not quite so sanguine a~ 
bout national means of cohtrol although tJ:i:l.s·depends too on the 
present technical state and more work is needed. 

For instance, I don't know if Dr. Stonier mentioned vork 
in the U.S. on Large Aperture Seismic Arrays (LASA) such as 
the one dedicated last fall at Billings, Montana. Even with a 
world-wide system of such arrays somewhat more sophisticated 
than present capabilities it is estimated that there would still 
be a very large number of unidentified seismic events. (I thirl~ 
Stonier already made the distinction between detection of asei~ 
mic event and its identification. Although explosions tend to be 
more symmetric, there is no unique ident'fying characteristic. 
One tries to identify as many events as possible as earthquake~ 
the remainder can not be identified by seismic means). 

Depending on the number of such events each government 
has to decide whether the risk of clandestine testing is too 
great for the benefit derived from a test ban treaty. The role 
of technology is simply to define this number. 

It has been estimated that the number of seismic events 
above magnitude four in the Soviet Union is about 250 each year. 
Of these, even with a v'Orldwise LASA s;~rstem only some SO% could 
be identified as earthquakes. That still leaves something like 
45 which are not identified and ·that's rather a large number. 

With improvements in seismic capability perhaps this nu~ 
ber can be brought down. That is the hop.e, and the reason the 
U.S. and the rest of the world continue investigation of seis
mic methods. 

Discussion: 

Grayson: Well, the number mentio':led is an estimate, based on a 
system which is not yet in existence. Experience on the number 
of law magnitude earthquakes is limited but I would say statis 
tical fluctuations, as seen in larger earthquakes, would make 
this data of limited use. If you had 250 one year and 254 the 
next, you could not draw the conclusion there had been clandes 
tine tests. 

/ 
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The standard deviation of the distribution~ even if 
known in great detail, would still be l;l_-.:·ge eno~'-,:;::1 to have a 
considerable number that might have bezn tes ;;r;, 

Were you talking about the distributiGn in time, or 
space? 

Grayson: That's a rather large order, · Fin1t of al:i., I do not 
remember how many seismic events ·[;j_lu'e m-,~ about mc:Lgrdtwl.e 
four in the U. S.; natural or otherwise. S.'here woc;.l.-1 probably 
be a similar number as in the USSR. 

The world obviOl cly thinks that the continuation of ~ 
derground testing is not in the interest of peace; that it can 
possibly lead to a breakthrough which will change the mUj_tary 
balance of power. That possibility is one of the ~l·,,j_n things 
that the extention of the test ban to und.erground testing is 
intended to stop, 

I certainly cannot say what specific breakthroughs-~ 
even if I knew-- but ei~er they are to be feared and therefore 
a test ban is useful or they are not, The general judgement 
of all the governments represented in Geneva seems to be that 
there is something you would like to stop. 

The number of underground tests I do not remember. 
I do remember that some of the delegatiore in Gene·;ra mentioned 
the figure of more than 100 U.S. tests derived from reports in 
the U.S. press. I do not recall having seen any published USSR 
figures. 

I merely say either continuation of underground test
ing is something to be feared or it is not, If it is not, then 
why do we bother with the extension of the test ban? 
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With reference to national systr:--rn.s 7 :i. t 2 2.:_:!1-:.s to ).ne an 
international system has virtue i.c'. ·t .. :::-:<~: :->! 'o:·-;\' c-:.::.<e:'::,.·.y v<•,;.icl 
want to be assured that the terms e;.f rc;o.-.>;:.· t;;·r.n.i;y ';>;c-::r-o bci./1.g 
observed. 

I have no more corrhnents but would say that there are 
many technical questions in disarmament but they are not at 
the center. They help define what the choices are, but the 
choices are political. 
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INSPECTION FOR DISARMAMENT 

Abstract 

Stonier Mon. June 20, 1966 16/0:J 

1. It is not as difficult as is generally believed to deter-. 
mine whether a country is abiding by a disarmament agreement, 
or whe1her it is cheating. Existing intelligence agencies now 
serving their own patioris have envolved many highly sophisti
cated techniques for gathering and evaluating itformation. 
Other government agencies, such as customs, police, and reg
ulatory agencies also have accumulated a great body of expe
rience which could easily be tranferred from an intra to an 
iriter-hational level. 

Direct inspectioi.l techniques: these would include, not on
ly taking inventories of exi!!iiing arms and stockpiles, and 
physical inspection of plants 0~ other productidn sites, but 
also spot inspection of transportation facilities at key points 
(as custom officials do now). 

Indirect techniques: these may be of greater importance, 
and could include: Fiscal inspection- the U.S. or U.S.S.R. 
could perhaps hide the costs of a five billion dollar projrot, 
but probably not of a twenty billion dollar: project; the chec~ 
ing of critical components, e.g. guided missile system require 
extremely delicate components which can be manufactured in 
only a few places; raw material control - modern armaments re
quire certain esoteric materials - it is possible to establish 
techniques for keeping track of them (the best example, of 
course, is the current practice on fissionable materials); 
scientific manpower registry ~ the U.S. went to great pains dur 
ing World War II to hide the names of the nuclear physicists 
working on the Manhattan Project. Registries of technical per
sonnel exist now and could be expanded. Technological tools -
the modern technology of gathering information provides a broad 
basis for detecting any serious infraction of disarmament 
agreements. At present, satellities and high-flying planes take 
pictures!lromspace, while highly sensitive radio, and acoustic 
probes monitor· conversations on the ground; "bugging" devices 
are well-known. Perhaps most important is the use of computers 
to correlate the various types of information gathered, thereby 
detecting significant patterns. 

·. 
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Informants: the classic tecb~ique· for obtaining secret in
formation would continue to be on important technique, assur~ 
ing continuing success of a disarmament treaty. 

It should be made clear that nations already possess the 
techniques and organizations for carrying out inspection. Thi's 
is particularly true of the intelligencG agencies of the maj<r 
and some of the intermediate powers. 

2. WhilG contemporary tec~Diques make inspection for disarms• 
ment relatively easy, there are also aspects ~f contemporary 
technology which make it more difficult. As the drug control 
agencies are discovering, it has become increasingly simple for 
college students to manufacture psychodilic drugs in theirhom~ 
apartments. Similarly, any brewery laboratory has a significan;t 
biological warfare potGntial. It is conceivable that in not wo 
distant future, a fGw individuals with suffici·~nt specialized ' 
training would be capable of manufacturing primitive nuclear 
devices. 

3. The critical component in any disarmament agreement is the 
climate of public opinion. Studies on clandestine arming or 
rearming (Germany post-World War I) indicate that either there 
is a very high motivation on the part of the group arming (e.g. 
the Israelis under British rule), or there is a very low moti
vation on the part of the group that is supposed to police the 
arms control (e.g. the Allied powers in the 1920's and 30's). 

The degree of motivation of groups on the one hand to arm,. 
or on the other, to assure continued disarmament, depends on 
the climate of public opinion. Thus during World War II, the U. S. 
could keep the secret of the atomic bomb from the Germans, but 
not from the Russians. 

It is for this reason that the social pre-requisites to 
disarmament (discussed elsewhere) must be met before disarmame!IG 
becomes workable. If the populations of the participating statas 
are hostile and suspicious of each other, no lasting disarmammt 
can take place. If on the other hand there is a sense of common 
community, then the idea of arming becomes repugnant-- to che~ 
becomes the act of madmen, and it would not be possible to con
duct any clandestine operation without being immediately ex~ 
posed by informants unsympathetic to the operation. 
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4. For> this reason inspection for disai'mament must· be 
studied not only from the technological or technical, but also 
from the socio-political point of view. 

Reference: r:Iuch of the above material is discussed :ingre_ater 
detail in: 

Inspection for Disarmament 

S. llielman, editor 

Columbia University Press, New York 

Mon. June 20 ,. 1966 16/00 .Discussion 

Stonier: 

May I pick up just one aspect of what has l:Ben rn.id end 
that is this question of trust and political aspects.Tochnical 
ly it is quite right. It is impossible to devise 100 per 
cent foolproof systems, and with biological weapons it becomes 
even more difficult. What I envision is this; that we are 
not going to get disarmament until we have reached a 
certain sense of world community. At that point most people 
would consider it criminal to be cheating in this area, iwlud 
ing biological warfare. I can see a technician working in a 
laboratory simply going to the nearest U.N. headquarters or a 
newspaper to turn in such information. There is some support 
for this in the two cases that were studied on cheating in 
"Inspection for Disarmament"; at least the two that I remember
I haven't had a chance to look at it carefully- the Israeli 
experience and the German experiance. In the Israeli experience 
you had one relatively small group but one of intense loyalty. 
The Israelis were able to perform the most amazing feats, ~reat 
ing a whole army camp with British uniforms and requisitioning 
all sorts of material. from the British army. For months and 
months they trained thousands and thousands of people, and 
finally it was discovered only by accident. It is a beautiful 
example of how one can cheat if one is sufficently highly moti 
vated. The other example is Germany after World War I; after 
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after some years nobody seemed to care anymore whether Germany 
cheated and rearmed, excapt Fran.ce, and after a while she did 
not seem to care either. The German air forces were built up 
by Holland and Sweden. And other countries contributed in other 
ways. It was very easy to cheat because of the social ronditions 
of that time. I think there might be the key: that there may 
be an over-emphasis on the technical aspects, and that is use
less to pin all one's hopes on technology except where such 
technology is related to the political climate. Such an exam~e 
we find in the test ban. I think, the problem, as we all agree., 
is not all that technical; it's primarily political. 
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TECHNOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF WORLD SECURITY 
B.T. Feld 

It is commonplace to say that war 4as become so 
horrible that it is no longer possible to contemplate it; 
Yet it is being contemplated today, not only by the mi
litary, whose profession it is so to do, but.also by the 
so-called "civilian strategists''. And the more they con
template war, the more possible war seems to become; and 
as the opportunities for manipulation of force for the 
achievement of political objectives become more apparent, 
so does the horror recede and th?talk of megadeaths take 
on a kind of cocktail party unre~lity. 

That wars should be regarded as intolerable is not 
new. This happened after every major war, but the horror 
slowly faded as the world picked up the pieces and proceed 
ed,to politics as usual. Although each revolutionary new 
military invention had led to the prediction that war had 
now become too horrible to contemplate, the world has al
ways grown accustomed to the new horror and after a while 
has not known how to avert it. 

The situation since the first atomic bombs were 
exploded differs from that of the past for quantitative 
rather than qualitative reason.s. First, there is a new 
scale of destructiveness: A major city and its entire 
population can now be de.<::troyed in minutes, rather than 
after long months of massive bombardment. Second, there 
is the now universal recognition by governments that 
science and technology are essential for the maintenance 
of military,strength, so tlet the·pace of military tech
nology since the end of the war has remained essential 
ly at the wartime level. Coupled with the general explosiv-e 
growth of science in the last twenty years, this has meant 
that the time between radical new innovations in methods 
of mass destruction is now measured in a few brief years 
rather than generations. However, there is a new aspect to· 
the situation, the beginning of a recognition -- though it 
has not yet penetrated to the furthest reaches of our goy 
ernmental structures -- that the national security of all 
nations may be better served by restraints, by contrcls 
and by agreements to limit armaments and their use than 
by the race for the improvement of such weapons. 
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But arms races have a life of their own. They are 
not turned off· by intellectual recognition of their .l'util 
ity. Nor is it simple to stop. governmentiJ.l activity in the 
weapons fi:eld once started. The time must be right, the po 
litical and psychological situation -- both internal and~ 
external -- must be favorable. Such favorable constella
tions of circumstances have not occurred very often in the 
past. / 

One such opportunity occurred at the end of World 
War II. At that time the.American Government prepared a 
i • < \ ·' ' • : • • ' • • •• , I · w1se and far-s1ghted plan for the 1nternat1onal cohtrol 
of such weapons, the so-called Acheson-L:'.lienthal Dlan. 
There are many reasons why this plan was never accepted, 
and not all of tlEse have to do with the intransigence of 
the Russians. 

Probably the main reason for the failure of these 
proposals as presented by Mr. Baruch was the fact that the 
Soviet Union, at the conclusion of the last war, was neither 
interested in nor ready for the freezing of the status quo 
with respect either to its armed strength or to the possi
bility for its further expansion. Stalin was not interest 
ed in any kind of agreement that would have prevented the 
Soviet Union from independently .acquiring nuclear weapons. 
On the other hand, although the Acheson--Lilienthal pro
posals were both ·far-sighted and magnanimous, there was in 
their presentation a large element of hypocrisy -- of ap
pearing to offer the moon in the full certainty that the 
offer could not possibly be accepted . Certainly, there 
was little excuse, beyond the immediate provocations of 
the cold war, for the cynical dragging on of the disarma
ment proceedings in the United Nations until well into the 
fifties, ·in which the Western Allies piously advocated a 
world nuclear government and the Soviet Unicn equally 
piously proposed a purely verbal "ban the bomb" agreement 
without either side having the slightest expectation of 
any progress. Aside from a missed opnortunity, when it 
might have been possible to place some controls over the 
development of nuclear waapons before they had been pr2_ 
duced in large number, or when some sort of agreement 
might have been reached to limit their numbers and types 
the net effect of the United Nations disarmament discus
sions of the late forties and [ early fifties was to de
velop among politicians and peoples the most profound cyni 
cism concerning the intentions of the major powers regard 
ing any possible limitation of their armaments. 
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An opportunity of a different kind, less specta
cular but possibly as significant was missed in the ~arly 
fifties when the hydr:Jgen bomb was first achieved by the 
U.S., foThowed in about one year by the Soviet Union. At 
that time an important segment 'of American scientific o
pinion held that another initiative should be taken to 
halt the growing arms race and, l:iy mutual and binding 
agreement with the Soviet Union, to limit the new devel,. 
opment that was clearly and spectacularly on the horizon. 
The resulting internal struggle in the United States was 
not only lost by the scientists, but it ended in a vicious 
vendetta against their spokesman, J.R. Oppenheimer and 
flagrant intimidation against any independent scientific 
initiative . In this case, not only was an opportunity 
missed, but unreason, in the name of McCarthyism; prevail 
ed instead. 

Another missed opportunity for significant arma
ment controls gegan with the launching of the first So
viet Sputnik. Unfortunately, following the initial Rus
sian successes 'in the launching 6f satellites and owing to 
their obvious ability to use the same types of rockets to 
deliver nuclear weapons fr0m great distances, the United 
States passed through a period of panic induced by the be
lief that our capabilities in the field of rocketry were 
lagging hopelessly behind those of the Russians. The scien 
tific community was called upon for emergency aid (it was 
~n this r:eriod that the President's Scientific Advisory CO!!!; 
mittee was activated) and a massive and rapid program of 
rocket development and missile construction was initiated 
to overcome the so-called "missile gap". As is now wel-l 
known, this missile gap never existed to any appreciable 
degree and, in fact, now exists in the reverse sense -
American missile capabilities for long range delivery of 
nuclear weapons now exceed those of the Soviet Union by 
a large factor. 

During the late fifties and early sixties, when 
thE _potentialities for ICBM development were being explored 
and understood, it became clear that such developments could 
provide a new opportunity for halting the arms race and for 
reducing nuciear armaments. The need for large numbers of 
nuclear weapons had previously been justified by the mili
tary, not because of the need to use large num-oers in any 
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conceivable conflict, but rather because American and So 
viet defensive developments, in particular anti aircraftr 
defences, had become sufficiently effective so that a large 
number of bombers were required for even a few to be sure' 
of penetrating these defences. However the same is not 
true of ICBM 11 s, since there is no effective de'fence against 
these: therefore the number of missile weapons required 
for any possible military application is very much less 
than the number of bomber weapons require~ fo~ the same 
appTication, most especially: if the rockets themselves can 
be rendered invulnerable against an enemy attack. 

This si.t1Jation was clEarly rercogni.z12d by many scie£ 
tists in the United States in tl'le late fifties and a number 
of proposals were put forward far limiting such forces ac·
cording to a doctrine now known as ".minimur,, deterrence"~ 
Apparently Soviet military strategists understood these 
arguments much bett'er that their American counterparts, for 
the Soviet Union has limited its missiles to a number suf 
ficient to ensure that under all circumstances any American 
nuclear attack on the Soviet Union wonld result in cnnccep!, 
able retaliatory da.mage to the United States. Probably, 
Russian acceptance of the concept of nuclear deterrence 
was made easier by the desire'to economize on military ex
penditures. American affluence made su~h economic con
siderations less important and allowed us to assemble a 
nuclear force which is evidently a number of times larger 
then any conceivably needed to deter an enemy attack. 

However, ~s . opportunity for nuclear arms limitations 
is not completely gone, since even conservative military 
spokesmen recognize that both the U.S and the u.s.s.R. are 
now in a position to halt further procurement of missiles 
and even to get rid of some obsolete delivery systems, 
svch as he~o1VY bombers. Recently the American government has 
proposed a freeze on further missile procurement, as well 
as an agreement for both sides to destroy obsolete bombers. 
Although this proposal .has been supported on the grounds 
that its effect would be to limit armaments to leve:i.s.much 
lower than those that would be reached without such an 
agreement (thus constituting, in effect, a measure of dis
armament) the freeze proposal has nevertheless been regard
ed by the Soviet Union and other nations as an attempt to 
maintain American nuclear superiority. Hence, it has not 
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been very enthusiastically received and, I believe, it wifl 
not have much chance of success unless the governments are 
willing to go a step further and reduce armaments to lower 
levels. 

Neverthe~ess despite the lack of agreement on freez-. 
ing or reducing missile stocks, the current missile sit~ 
ation has achieved a sort of quasi-stability, in which the 
number of American! and Soviet ICBM's appear to be approach 
ing a plateau1 Although the present un~alanced situation 
cannot continue bver a long period, there is a kind of 
short range stablity arising from purely economic consid 
erations and from the recognition of sufficiency. But even 
such temporary stability is likely to be destroyed by 
projected technological developments in both the US and the 
Soviet Union; that is, the development of anti-missile-mi~ 
sile systems. Should such systems be deployed, the number 
of existing missiles would soon be regarded as insuffi
cient to ensure capability of retaliation against attack. 
But what is worse, even if such programs are only partially 
successful(that is to say, if it should be possible to de
velop a system that would shoot down a certain fraction 
of all attacking missiles), as long as work on such sys
tems goes on and as long neither side is fully cognizant 
of the status of such work on the other side, the tend
~ncy will be to assume the worst and to build many more 
missiles than are needed. Thus, just as soon as any signi 
ficant progress is apparent towards the development of an 
antimissile-missile, the armaments race will start offagain 
and current stockpiles of missiles will be greatly increa§_ 
ed. 

Unfortunately, all attempts to convince the Soviet Union 
that it would be to our mutual advantage to forego the de
ployment of an ABM system have fallen upon deaf ears. In 
part, I suppose, the incentives which we have offered have 
not been sufficient; in part, we are up against a very 
profound aspect of Russian military psychology, which has 
always emphasized the defence and which therefore finds 
it extremely difficult to conceive ~f and to agree on a 
plan in which the deliberate suppression of purely defensive 
measures is ~equired. Still, it would appear to be to our 
mutual advantage at least to agree on a moratorium on ABM 
deployment at this time. 
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Clearly, any diminution or reversal of the arms 
race will require much more than just all government re
fraining from inflaming it -- it will require agreements 
for the limitation and eventtal reduction of ar~aments and 
of weapons systems. 

It is obv~sly not possible to predict in detail how 
future scientific and technological develop~ents will change 
the character of the arms race. However, it does not take 
a great deal of foresight to observe that in at least one 
field that of biology and biochemistry, the probabilities 
of t~ deveiopment cif new weapons of mass destruction are 
very frightening indeed; Biological ·and chemical weapons 
have until now, been relatively ineffective and, are there 
fore seldom used in: combat. But, considering the revolu -
tionary developments which have ta](en place in th:S. field, 
in this last decade, it is clearly unrealistic to expect 
that this situation will remain static. Most especially 
the pace of.biological and chemical weapons development 
programs; the field has, fortunately, until now, remained 
mainly in the hands of second rate technologists. 

The fields of biological and chemical warfa~e offer 
a striking· example of an aspect uf the arms race in which 
restraint and self control exercised by the major nations 
at this time, would be profoundly in their self interest• 
Such weapons if and when developE:d, will be relatively 
cheap as compared to nuclear weapons and will therefore be 
of extreme interest to small countries with limited re
sources and aggressive intent. However, at this time, the 
most effective development programs in these fields are 
being carried out by the major powers. When successful, the 
main effect of such developments will be to.?rovide new 
and cheap weapons possibilities to many small countries 
although, at the same time, ~re will be no improvement in 

< the relative positions of the major powers. In this cir 
aumstance, the only obstade preventing the major powers from 
mutual agreement not to develop such weapons would seem to 
be a stubborn nonrecognition of self interest, or else 
a short -sigh-::ed politically-induced inability to talk ' "' 
sense to each other on matters of common concern. 
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Finally, perhaps the most important aspect of the 
nuclear arms race, which might have been controlled at any 
time during the ?ast decade, but which is now rapidly ap-
proaching the point of no-return; concerns the spreading · 
of nuclear weapons to other countries. For many years, only 
three nations possessed nuclear weapons. Then France joined 
the club; and now Chfna. Quite clearly, each addition to 
the list of .nations possessing huclear weapons increases 
the incentives of and the pressures upon non~nuclear nations 
to reconsidet their positions. We are now witnessing a hea! 
ed internal deba'te in India, in which the forces of re -· , 
straint have only barely and tempaarily managed to remain 
in conttol. Similar debates are going on in countries like 

Sweden, Switzerland, Japan, the United Arab Republic;, Is:' 
rael, etc. Once the dam breaks it will be im~ossible to 
contain the flood. The question is how to convince those 
non-nuciear nations that are capable of producing nuclear 
weapons, that they should continue in their present course 
of restraint. 

A number of suggested agreements have been proposed 
to prevent or at least impede further proliferation of nu 
clear weapons. The present partial test ban is one such 
measure, insofar as it is difficult for participating na
tions to devebp nuclear weapons. It does not prevent this, 
however, as long as tests are permitted underground.Ex
~nsion of the test ban to include underground testing would 
be a major advance. Other proposals include for example, an 
agreement among the nuclear powers not to give nuclear well;_ 
pons, or the materials or information required for theit 
construction, to nations not yet possessing them, and for 
the non-nuclear nations to agree not to make weapons or 
to obtain weapons, materials or information. There is no 
reason why such an agreement among the nuclear powers 
could not be signed today, at least by the three major nu 
clear powers, if the political atmosphere were more favo~ 
able. 

As for the agreement among non-nuclear nations, this 
would be easier to achieve if these nations were provided 
with guarantees by the major nuclear powers, preferably 
through the United Nations, against the possibility that 
lack of nuclear weapons would jeopardize their national 
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security or leave them open to nuclear attack or to blac£ 
·mail resulting from the threat thereof. There has been the 
suggestion that such guarantees might take the form of a~~ 
surance from the nuclear·powers that a nuclear attack on 
the non nuclear nation would be followed by immediate re~ 
taliatipn in kind. However, there are very great politi
cal oifficulties irt providing such guarantees, most espe
cially in view of the current Sino-Soviet difficulties. 
Perhaps, the most effective guarantee at this time would 
be an agreement on the part of all the nuclear powers 
that they would not use nuclear weapons against any na-

' tion not possessing them. 

Other measures could be and should be undertaken to 
impede the spread of nuclear weapons; for: example, the 
universal application of the controls over nuclear mate
rials now in ·effect f·or projects under the International 
Atomic Energy Agency. At present, there ar'e many purely 
national programs, in addition to a large number of pr£ 
grams resulting from bilateral agreements, as well as re 
gional arrangements such as Euratom for the peaceful ex
ploitation of nuclear energy. Although the United States 
has announced that it will put its future bilateral agre~ 
ments under the same inspection system as is used in IAEA, 
this procedure now covers only a small fraction of pre
sent day nuclear energy development programs. As a re
sult we ·are now rapidly approaching a situation where rrany 
nations, through perfectly legitimate nuclear energy pro 
grams, will soon have a sufficient accumulation of fis
sionable materials and capabilities ·to be able to embark 
on independent nuclear weapons programs. 

Clearly the adoption of all such controls, and 
their acceptance by the non-nuclear nations, will be po~ 
sible only once these nation s have agreed to forego in 
dependent nuclear weapons development. Equally clearly,-in 
the present atmosphere such. a resignation of potential n~ 
clear status·would only be possible if the major powers 
would demonstrate to the non-nuclear nations by adoption 
of effective arms limitation measures that they are will 
ing to exhibit restraint on their own development and use 
of nuclear weapons. 
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The key lies in the word "restraint". In a world 
in which naked power is admired, and ih which the recoa 
nition of status flows from the exhibition of and willing_ 
ness to use such power, it is not likely that nations ca£ 
able of. achieving nuclear weapons would voluntarily fone 
go this possibilityi It is not obvious. that, in the pre- • 
sent political context, either the United States of the' 
Soviet Union is capable of showing sufficient or recogni
tion of self- and mutual- interest to provide the needed 
guarantees and incentives to other nations to convince 
them to restrain themselves. On the other hand, the stakes 
are exceedingly high -- imagine a world in which most na"" 
tions possess nuclear weapons and their means of delivery -
and the incentives to the nuclear powers are also great. 

The problem is whether we can recognize these stakes 
and incentives clearly enough to make the necessary poli-' 
tical moves, and to forego the wrong polincal moves, in 
order to bring a halt to the arms race before it runs 
completely out of hand; whether we can start to limit arms 
and to control the uses if force in order to establish 
the stable world crder that will avoid the otherwise in
evitable catastrophe. 
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APPENDIX 

"The Big Blacko.ut: Unwitting Rehearsal for Nuclear War" 
by Tom Stonier 

--
During the power failure in the Nartheast many people 
thought of a nuclear attack or sabotage, A more seri 
ous possibility, this expert suggests, would have -
been a nuclear accident! 

WAR/PEACE REPORT 
(January, 1966) 

At 5: ·16 o'clock on the evening of November 9, 
'1965, the electric clocks j_n Toronto»Canada stopped. 
E:;.even minutes later, in New York, radio stations went 
off the air as planes flying over the 2crea watched most 
of the Northeast (hsappear into darkness. "Another Pearl 
Harbor", flashed through the mind of an American Airlines 
pilot approaching New York, while below, a chain reaction 
of Ul1controllec1 power surged back and forth through the 
giant CAJ·nJSE electric grid tripping relays and shutting 
down generators. From Toronto to New York, from D0ston 
to Lake Erie, over 25 million people-' were plunged into 
darkness, the victi:,Is of technological failure. 

Although the blackout itself proved less cala
mitous than some other natural disasters to which our 
society is regularly exposed - such as hurricanes-- the 
nature oi' the event caused many people to wonder, parti 
cularly as the scope of the failure bec;:,_me apparent, 
whether thi~? blackout was not caused by a nuclear attack, 
or at least by some diabolic2.l scheme of sabotage was re 
cognized both in newspaper headline:-: and in the fact 
that President Johnson ordered the F. B. I. to help the 
Federal Power Commission in its investigation:• 

However, the suspicion that the blackout might 
have been caused by a nuclecu:' attack was quickly dismissed 
since present American relations with those ~ountries 
capable of a. nuclear st:rike on the U. S. ·made this im-
probable. Fetrthermcire. the lack of other threatening 
events allayed the fears of the victims of the power 
failu:re. Probably most importv.nt of all, some radio 
stations were able to go ba.ck on the air rapidly with 
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emergency power, making it possible for word to spead 
quickly beginning with. car a.n.d transistor radios as to 
what the situation actually was. 

The possibility that the blackout might have 
been caused by a nuclear accident seems ne!t to have been 
considered seriously at ~ill, And yet this is precisely 
the possibility on which a concerned citizen.ry should 
focu.s its sober attention. 

AR ABSTJIW lJ)E:.~ 

The idea that a small, secondary backup relay 
in Canada could cause a. power failure from Toronto to 
New Yo~'k seemed too a.bsurd to discuss seriously. No eJes:_ 
trica1.engineer considered that a power failure of that 
ma.gnitude was possible, Were not the systems protected 
by relays which would cut out improperly functioning 
areo5'? In fact, the industry'was so totally unprepared 
for this type of failure thcJ.t in many cases there was 
no independent gen<'!rating ·,ca.paci ty, which was needed to 
re-start generators after the breakdown. In Queens, a 
generator burned ol.At because there wasn't enough elec
tricity to run the oil pumps supplying the generator.In 
the light of this actuality, it is interesting to note 
the report if tb e Federal Power Commission of October, 
1964, entitled J:)efence Implications of the National Power 
Survey, which studied the effects of possible thermonu
clear attacks on the existing power system: "It was con
cludr=d that while some localities would be cut off .from 
o;urviviY'g generating faciJ.:i.ties due to dam2.ged transmis
sion lines, practically <:tll the c;tudy area could be sup'
plied with power in adequate amounts after these s:i.mulated 
attacks." 

Electricity is 
Ol.A:r bodies: A f<:1ilure 
results in paralysis. 

to our society what blood is to 
to supply adequate amountoJ o.f either 
Tha.t there should have been .such 

m:isca}culat:ion on the pu.rt of the experts conc>.~:r·ned, 

ra:i.ses the _~::pc~c:to:c· of c.notbel" kind of techno·logica.l mis
hap: the accidental discharge of a nuclear weapon. Ex
cept for the technicians and military personnel directly 
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involveu, almost every one· forget,: that we live in a 
worJ.d in which strategic Air Commc:wCl bomll<'T's c"rry live 
nucJ.ear bo:nbs overhead, while unde:c" the oceans cruise 
submarines armed with nuclear Polaris missiles. BaJ.li2_ 
tic missiles scattereii arom1d the globe complete the 
American arsenal of thermont1c'lear we<J.pons sys terns de-
signed to go off at a mom•cnt'c: notic''" And the U. 8. is riot 
the only nuclear powe:r :no·w·; the number is increasing 
every year. Furthermore, the JYi"es.sure is on to expand 
in other direclions -· to put nuclear weapons into space, 
and to build more"tactical" weapons for the ground; 

The only way to ma.ke nuclear weapons absoluteJ.y 
safe is to disassemble them. But from a milit2cry point 
of view di.c:as.se:nbled weapons wouJ.d be useles.s. A:1d there 
in lie=~_(; a dilt-.:mma~ Is it huma,nly DO'::.L.:;ible to desig·n t::~1.(~:cnLo 

~ .. 
nu(";).c-:a.:r "\V"2&pons sy.ste:m~3 which detonate \vhen desired at 
~ m···•·t--·n·J·•~ ~otJ'ce 1Dnt o~Jy. w'•1en de~l·x-~d0 'T''"e ~~sw-""" x·s (...~ i•J•I 1:.;. - ...:J ~_!_ • - _ t lA ~-'- • ... ..• "::~ •• \.::'-- • .L .l..l ,:.;_1-J. ~-1-

protably negative, and if that is true the question 
that should be asked is not will a nuclear,device explode 
accidentalJ.y, but. when? 

'rhere are other implications o£ the power fail 
ure which are worthy o.f examination, Firstly, th c~ i'ai lure 
illustrates the dif.2erence bctweon ·.vhat c0uld be done in 

any given situation, and \Vhat actually is done, a con< 
sideration generaJ.ly overlooked by ci v.i l defens e planners.. 
BrcconclJ.y, there is the drzn~ad.c reminder provided by the 
bla.ckout itself, of how dependent ou:r- society is on eJ.e:.:_ 
tric power. And thirdly, we might consider how ve:r·y vul 
nerable to ~-ul.(~:.ea:r atta.ck our p0wer :,.y:o,tem really is, 

The shortcomings of the: power industry ha1•e aJ., ... -
ready been discussed. Now that an ar·my of investigators, 
legislato:cs and others have looked into the power failure, 

a host of new legislative mcasu:r·e.s will £o:r'ce the induf; 
try to adopt new measures and to invest in new equ.ipment
actions that it cou1d1 and shoul(t1have tcken earlie:r. 
Hew ever, even in the ab.sence o.e s·:..;;.ch equ:i.pment .• the most 
::~r:;::.tt:::"t:~~ stlfft:·x:·i.r,<.J from tJ:.~.e .fai.J."L.t:re --- ix1 N(~"\V \'oTkGi.·t·~-t ;::nd 

p_r_' (_~-'.i"ei.lt ed b:·) _f;~l.~-;t o.ct:ion ~ cl'J:.t::~ F'E:de:ca.:.L PCJ\'i~:::·:~· c ')l:"!~::.:L~ s ion 
rE~port poinY:(:d out that tLC!X'e "wa.s .::.t period 1)f ~~()me 

sc,ven minutes to 12 minutes between the initial disturb-
ance at 5;16 p .. m. and the time when the service to, ..... 



4 

southern New Ycirk .•... finally collapsed". The report 
states further that "a timely shedding of the load in 
some sections of New York might have avoided a citywide 
blackout ... But whether because of lack of clarity in 
the control room instrumentation or for other reasons, 
the systems operator did not make an immediate clear'
cut decision in th:Ls emergency". In fairness it should 
be stated that the engineer involved had been attempt-
ing to ascertain the nature of the problem and had de-
cided, on the basis of his information, to cut clear of 
the system to the north .. He WJ"~ actually in the process 
of pushing the buttons when the Con "8di.son system i:t
self failed. So it was possiDle to prevent New York City 
fm m blacking out. 

A":' PEAK HOUR 

But, of ccurse, New York City did black out. The power 
failure hit the city at the peak o.f its evening rush 
hour. Trains and subways stopped, and an estimated soopoo 
people were caught in the latter. Thousands were trapped 
in elevators. The loss of traffic lights aggravated the 
normal rush hour traffic jams and the tunnels had to be 
closed since it was not possible to rnaintain proper ven
tilation. Air traffic was crippled beca.use lights marE. 
ing the runways went out. New York bound planes wae 
rerouted to ai·:cports a.s fal" awa.y as vJashington and Mon-
treal. Po?rhap.s most trying wa.s the fate o.f: the some 
2,000 persons stuck in the four BMT subway trains that 
stalled on the bridges crossing the East River. 

Even those at home suddenly became conscious of their 
great dependence on electricity when not only lights but 
a.lso furnace3 ancl water heaters shut of.f' (because the 
thermostats and other electric controls would not function) 
refrigerators and freezers stopped cooling, and, in many 
homes, electric o;toves and water pmrps fo.iled. 

Among those lea.st 21ffec:ted we:ce rnotorist:-odriving on 
the open highways. Automobile'";, thOS(c self'.:..conta.i.ned power 
units 1 sur··~~~ lied Lhern.se1·-~:-··,_:~s \',':i.':.~.:-3 ent_>ctgh (:lectrici ty to 
light the:i.::' hGc1<'ll.i.g:C.c·'.::;, r,:ccr-,:-:i.cle hec;.t,, J.nd run the radios • 

• On~.y those who ran cu.t o.~~ ~JE1.j ·~r0~:!'·e c,·,J.t of luck, for the 
gc,soli:~le P'-lDlPS could not c-.i''crate without electricity. 
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The loss of electric power for a single night 
produced no disaster. The night was cool but not icy.Ve 
hicular traffic, particularly busses, remained operative. 
Police and auxiliary personnel were able to maintain or
der among a cooperative ci ti zenry. For the n\ajori ty of 

·people involved, the power failure was more an adventure 
than a threat. No panic developed. Instead a holiday 
mood gr·ipned the crowds walking along the moonlit streets, 
Most made it home. Before they awoke the next morning, 
the heat was back on. Very, very few were in serious dan
ger that night considering the many millions of people 
affected. 

If the massive blackout did not produce any 
serious social disruption (although economic losses· were. 
estimated at $'100 million in the metropolitan area alone) 
it should be recognized that there were various mitiga!_ 
ing circumstances. Among the most important was the 
weather. Consider the consequences if the blackout had 
occurred in New York City during sub--zero weather; some 
people would have frozen to dea.th.' ur if instead of a 
brilliant full moon in a clea.r sky, it had been raining 
or snowing, there would have been ma.ny m.)re accidents. 

Another mitigating circumstance was the lack 
of international ten;;;ion between nuclear powers: Would 
no panic have developed if the blackout had occurred dur 
ing the height of the Cuban missile crisis? 

Had the power failure been caused by the acci
dental detonation of a nuclear weapon (either American 
or Russian) near the Niagara power station, the black.
out would have been· greatly complicated by the presence 
of fallout drifting eastwood from the explosion. (Among 
the possible ways in wl1ich this might occur:. a Soviet 
missile targeted on the Niagara station might be sent 
on its way unintentional}f, or a U.S. bomb might accic1e!1. 
tally be dropped from an a.irplane. On one occasion a nu 
clear bomb actually was dropped by accident from a.n ai:E_ 
plane over North Carolina, although this fortuno.tely did 
not result in a nuclear detonation.) 

Even thoug·h- the New· York ;·r:ciYopolitan area might 
not hc.ve been i"r1 thee path oi' the fallout from an ;J.Cciden
tal explosion, it i.s reasonable to conjecture that panic 
would have ensued from the mere knowledge that a cl~Jud 
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of lethal radiortr:tive dust was moving across the North 
east somewhere. On the uasis of past disasters, it is 
likely that such· panic would have mani.fested itself pri 
marily in one of three ways: Husba.nds and wives caught -
at work, and particularly mothers and fathers of young 
children, would frantically attempt to L<ccom<> x·eunited· 
with their families. Husbands, and pa.rticularly .P;;thers of 
families that were united (or reunited), would tend tG 
forego their other social duties to remain with and pr£ 
tect their families. (This would mean that many a Con 
Edison repair crew would never materialize.) Thirdly, a 
significant portion of the population might attempt to 
flee south, away from the direction of the anticipated 
fa.llout. Flight might also be away from the city itself 
on the theory that the fi1·st blast was but a prelude; and 
that soon a general conflagration would engulf New York. 

HEAT COULD FAIL 

For this r~ason, even in the absence of any di-
rect physical threat to the city, it might well have ha.:e. 
pened that power would not have been restored for days · 
instead of hours. In that case, there would have been no 
heat the next morning, nor that day, nor. the days and 
nights that followed. Those with.gas stoves in the kitcl.!_ 
en, or fireplaces in the living room might have survived 
all right. But it seems almost certain there would have 
been an increase in mortality among infants, the aged and 
the ill. 

Note that we have not considered that the fall 
out might actually descend upon New York itself, forcing 
families away from their kitchen stoves into basements, 
or in apartment houses, into the inner hallways (all 
unheated), and in general bringing to a complete halt all 
relief and repa:Lr activities. Nor have we considered the 
possibility that the accidental explosion of a nuclear 
weapon might trigger a nuclear war. '1'his miuht be most 
likely if the accident occurred during an international 
crisis. 

m.i'JUld such a nuclear war e·ns1J.e, electric power 
would be loJockecl out not only directly by the physical 
destruction of power plants, substations.;md tra.nsmission 
facilities. Power would also be di.srupted indirectly many 
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' 
miles away from the blast because the interconnection 
of various systems into one giant gridwork requires, as 
we dramatically learned on November 9th, very delicate 
phasing that would be disrupted by ~he destruction o£ the 
various facilities that ali-e tied into the gr"id• In addi.-. 
tion, the phasing might be disrupted by surges of power 
produced by the large bttrsts of electromagnetic radia
tion emitted by nuclear explosions. After the initial 
attack, it would become extremely difficult to repair 
the malfunctioning system beciilJ.se of the inability of r~ 
pair crews to move around in the fallout fields. To ag
gravate the situation, the longer equipment remains in
operative, the more likely is it to suffer further de-
t eriora.tion. 

A DOWWwARD SPIRAL 

E7en power stations untouched by blast, heat or 
fallout might remain inoperative indefinitely because the 
economic and social chaos following a nuclear war would 
prevent these stations from being supplied with fuel or 
spare parts. Toward the end of World War II the German 
economy was ma.de l.argely helpless by the breakdown of 
the tr·ansportation system, illustrating the fact that a 
modern society is a delicately interconnected complex of 
resources and activities, and that failure in sevcc:ral 
critical areas can lead to a total collapse. There came 
a point in the spring of 1945 when the German economy 
had been stressed beyond a certain critical lev'Ol. It eo.:!:_ 
lapsed. Similarly, the CANUSE power grid wc>.s stressed on 
November 9th to a point where it collapsed. Both for the 
German economy to function again, and for the Con Edison 
generators to start up, an outside source of financial 
or electrical energy was required. In :the absence of such 
outside aid, an irreversible downward spiral could result. 

Of course, the very idea of an accidental nuclear 
explosion and its consequences looks like such a remote 
possibility that it hardly seems worthy of serious con•
sideration. Bu~ then, so did the blackout. 

--··-·---------



I OPENING ADDRESS 

Edoardo Amaldi 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

in openipg the International Summer School on Disarmament and 
Arms Control, I.want to welcome, on behalf of the Organizing 
Committee of the School, all friends and colleagues already pre2_ 
ent here, and those who will arrive in the course of the day, 
either for giving lectures or for listening to them and taking 
part in our.discussions. 

' 
I also want to express our thanks for his participation 

to this . pening mBeting On.le Zagari, Undersecretary at the Mi~ 
~ry of Foreign Affairs. His presence is cle~r proof of the in
terest that the Italian Government: reserves to the problem of 
disarmament • 

As it is well known, the Pugwash Movement has its roots 
in the "Manifesto" signed by Bertrand Russell, Albert Einstein 
and nine other scientists, that was published in London in Ju
ly 1955. The response to the "Russel-Einstein Appeal", as it 
was called later, was enthusiastic; hundreds of letters and ca
bles, from individuals and groups, came pouring in from all over 
the world, e~pressing approval and offering help. In the "Manif~ 
sto" the dangerous situation resulting from the development of 
nuclear weapons was clearly evaluated and underlined, and scien 
tist~ from all countries and all political creeds wer.e prompted 
to urge the governments "to·realize and to acknowledge publicly 
that their purposes cannot be furthered by a world war", and 
consequently they "should find peaceful means for the settlement 
of all matters of dispute between them". 

The first conference, with the participation of about 
thirty scientists from different countries, took place, during 
the summer of 1957, in Pugwash Canada. Since then, the Pugwash 
Movement has organized fourteen other international conferences, 
uf different sizes according to the different cases, which took 
place in seven different countries: USA, USSR, UK, Canada, Czafo 
slavakia, Ethiopia, India, Italy and 'iugoslavia. 

Those who have taken part in Pugwash conferences will 
certainly remember the enthusiasm of the first meetings and the 
remarkable fertility of ideas and factual proposals raised by 
various par~and developed in common, although sometimes these 
j_deas and proposals were not very clo'6e to the political si tu a-
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tion existing at that time. Today many of these ideas have· been 
generally accepted and partially applied at the political level, 
testifying to the great usefulness of the Pugwash Conferences. 

It shou1d-, however; be recognized that the initial impact 
of Pugliash has lost today part·o.f its original strength wi.th re
gard to the spedi.fi~ problem of disarmament. 

Our more recent conferences have been often devoted, at 
least·in part, to more general problems such as the internationti 
scientific collaboration and the help to developing countries. 
I believe that this widening in the .field of interests o.f the 
Pugwash Conferences, is, at the same time a resuit and a cause 
of the diminished incisiveness of the disarmament problems in 
the international scientific community, in spite of the .fact 
that today, we are still very far from having r~ached the origi 
nal goal, e.g., the general and complete disarmament; on the 
contrary; the new danger represented by the atomic proliferation, 
.further obscures the .future of mankind. 

In March of this year the only international review on 
Disarmament and Arms Control stopped its publication, and its 
Editor, Wayland Young, commented the situation as .follows: 
"There is only a limited number of conceptual .frameworks within 
which these problems can be tackled, and only a limited number 
of concrete measures which can be suggested to governments. 
These .frameworks and these measures have now been .fully describ 
ed and discussed, in this journal rmd elsewhere. Unless and until 
the governments of the world, which means in effect the govern~ 
ments of the two super-powers, bef]in to put these measures into 
effect there will be no point in devising new ones, or in seek,.. 
ing new conceptual frameworks. Ideas are not among the commodi
ties which can be stockpiled; they have to be consumed before 
~~y skilled producer will make more. The only possible consumers 
of ideas in this case are the governments of the super-powers". 

In other words, while the success of the early Pugwash 
Conferences, was bound to the overwhelming participation of sci
entists and to t.'le urgent need of raising and developing ideas 
and proposals of technical nature, today the political and so
ciological aspects of disarmament problems have become of prim2; 
ry importance. 

The recognitin of this new situation has brought many 
of us to believe that the complex problems of disarmament and 
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arms control should be tackled by the Pugwash Movement, not on-: 
ly by means of Conferences of the traditional type, but also in 
more systematic forms and in wider circles, so that the contacts 
at- high level that are made possible,_ once or twice a year, by , 
the Conferenceg, may be adequately nurt\:red and a•'lvanced. 

' These views bring as a consequence the need for the Pu~ 
wash 'Movement to organize, besides the Conferences, other means 
of studying disarmament and of spreading their results so that 
wider layers of the public opinion can become aware of the real 
nature of the problems and of the urgency to find adequate sol~ 
tions. 

Particularly importa1ot from this point of view appears 
to be the spreading of information in the political spheres of 
countries not directly involved in the construction of nuclear 
weapons, since the governments of these countries can certainly 
have a great influence in the research and adoption of solutions 
of particular as well as of general problems connected with dis 
armament and ams ~ control. 

The urgency of such a work of spreading information is 
clearly proved by the fallacy of arguments based, for example, 
on national prestige, that are raised here and there, from time 
to time, even by people entrusted with great responsibilities. 
These arguments, in fact, are only a sign of the scarse knowl
edge of the real meaning of an atomic conflict. 

The: idea was first suggested by Pro£. C. Schaerf dur:ing 
the 26th Course of the International Summer Physics School in, 
Varenna, that took place in summer 1962. On that occasion Sch~ 
talked to me of the possibility of organizing a course in some 
way similar to those organized by the Italian Physical Society 
on specific topics of high scientific interest, with the differ 
ence that it should be devoted to problems of disarmament, with_ 
special regard to, atomic disarmament:. 

This idea was discussed on the occasion of a few meetings 
of the Italian Pugwash Group, until, in Spring 1965, it started 
to take concrete form, also because we had received in the mean
time from various bodies some assurance about the possi bj li ty 
of receiving financial support. 

In consideration of the novelty of this initiative you 
will permit me to add a few g~neral remarks. 
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The first one is that this school has an interdisciplinqry 
structure, just for the reasons that I stated before, while the 
Pugwash Conferences were characterized by the fact that almost i 

all participants were scientists active in the fi·elds of physiqs 
and biology, the program of the International Summer Schocl 
covers a very wide range of competences as can be recognized 
by the qualification of the lecturers and the subject on which 
they will speak. 

Stonier, professor bf Biology at Manhattan College,New 
York, will treat the effects of nuclear explosions while Lapter, 
professor of International Relations at the Warsaw University, 
will discuss various items among which I wish to recall: the 
role of smaller countries in disarmament and the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons in Europe. Arangio Ruiz, professor of InteE_ 
national Law at the University of Padua, wiil discuss: disarma~ 
ment and international law, while Feld, professor of Physics at 
M.I.T. (USA), will treat the problem of inspection and controls. 

Bjornerstedt of the Research Institute of National De~ 
fense in Stockholm will tackle "Armaments and Strategy" and 
R8ling, professor of International Law at the University of 
Groningen and General Secretary of IPRA, will discuss va-r-ious 
sociological problems connected with peace research; Markovic, 
professor of Physics of the University of Belgrade will discuss 
ideological and peaceful coexistence and Sylos Labini form Rome 
will treat the economic aspects of disarmament. 

Unfortunately I did not, until now, get any answer from 
Russian colleagues to whom I started to write in November 1965; 
I have, however, still some hope that they can arrive in time 
to take part in our work. 

Besides all these lecturers with specific professional 
competence on the corresponding subject, who bring to the 
School their personal contribution or, at most the contribution 
of relatively restricted groups of collaborators and pupils, a 
few people have been invited, who·are officially involved in the 
disarmament problem. 

Among them I should mention Mr. Epstein, Chief of the 
Disarmament Affairs Division of the United Nations in New York, 
and Ambassador Cavalletti,Head of the Italian Delegation to 
the Conference on Disarmament at Geneva. We have also invited 
the Heads of the Delegations of USA and USSR to the Geneva Con 
ference to give a lecture on the corresponding official points 
of view. 
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We have not· as yet received an answer, but we hop·e that 
Ambassador.Cavalletti will be able to convince both of them to 
accept our invitation: I£ this will. be the case, we expect 
lively discussions from many participants, in particular from 
those belonging to the non-aligned countries, in connection 
with the. presentation of the official points of view. 

The interdisciplin~ry nature of the School appears very 
clearlY ~lso from the type of people that have applied and have 
been admitted to follow the course. 

They are 37 from 13 different douritries and are classi
fied as follows according td their' professional competence:. 12 
have studied physics, 2 erigineer:l.rtg, 1 medicine, 5 law, 4 poli
tical sciences, and the remaining 13, various faculties ranging 
from pedagogy to sociology and from philosophy to history. 

A second and last remark that I would like to present 
briefly in this opening meeting, is the experimental character 
of the School. From this first attempt the Italian Pugwash 
Group hopes to succeed in establishing if, and how much, this 
type of initiative can help in the continuation and development 
of the dialogue among the various countries, in particular among 
the nuclear powers. This dialogue apoears to be the only way 
open that should be followed to its end, if one has a real de
sire of avoiding nuclear conflicts, which almost certainly 
would be catastrophic as can be recognized on the basis of the 
two well-known arguments. 

The first one is that once nuclear conflict had been 
started only with great difficulty it could be maintained inside 
more or less restricted limits; the second argument is that a 
nuclear conflict, even regional in the geographical as well as 
in the political terminology of the word, would constitute an 
extremely grave proof of the incapacity of the human specie to 

come to an agreement on such a vital problem which certainly, . . 

on a purely rational basis, can have various solutions accept.:.. 
able and highly desirable by an overwhelming fraction of the 
inhabitants of this small and now almost too narrow planet. 

This morning, after my words of welcome and acknowledg~ 
ment, Prof. Stonier will give his first lecture. After the lee 
ture the meeting will be closed and after an intermission of 
haw an hour, all those who committed themselves to lecture at 
the School are kindly asked to meet again in thissme room in 
order to establish the details of the program so that it ea~ be 
distributed in the early part of the afternoon. Today at 4p.m. 
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the second lecture of the course wili take place; the speaker 
and the title of the lecture will be established during the 
meeting of the lecturers later this morning. 

Before asking Pro£. Stonier to give his lecture I would 
like, as Director of the School, to express the warmest t!nnks 
to allthose that, in one form or another, have contributed to 
the realization of this initiative. 

First of all, I should like to ackrtowlege the support of 
the various Members of the Organizing Committee: On.le F.l1. Mal 
fatti, Undersecretary at the l1inistry of Trade and Industry; 
On.l~ M, Zagari; Undetsecretary of the Foreign Office; Profes~ 
sor A. Buzzati-Traverso, Biologist and President of the Italian 
Pugwash Group; and the colleagues C.A. Jemolo, professor of 
Law: Guido Calogero, professor of Philosophy; Paolo Sylos-Labini 
professor of Political Economy. I also wish to thank,for exter 
nal support and for useful advice,the following people: Dr. Fulci 
at.the Secretarial Office~ On.le Zagari: Drs. Behe~an and Borin 
of the Cabinet of Ori. Nenni; Mrs. Paronetto Valier of the Italian 
Commission of UNESCO; Mr. Forchart of UNESCO in Paris; and Pro
fessor G.D• Elia, Director of the Didactic eenters since he has 
helped us at the Ministry of Public Edusation, in having Villa 
Falconieri at the disposal of the School during these two weeks. 

I also want to thank, for internal help, Prof. Lucio 
Mezzetti, Secretary (until rec.ently) of the Italian Pugwash 
Group, since in his capacity of Director of the Frascati Natio~ 
al Laboratories of CNEN, he has been generous with various ad
vice and help; Professors Bruno Bertotti, Francesco Calogero 
and Carlo Castagnoli who have acted as advisors on various or
ganizational problems, and Drs. A.DeGasperis and R. Scrimaglio 
for having devoted a few hours a day for a few months, for the 
preparation and actualization of all practical details; Dr. G. 
Botta of the Press Office of CNEN, for having solved those prcb 
·lems of the School which enter in his professional competence-;
Miss Corradi Pizzi for having organized here at Villa Falconieri 
a small library of publications referring to djsarmament prob 
·1ems, and Dr. s. Bozzo of the Frascati National Laboratories
for secretarial work made with extraordinary ability and person~ 
sacrifice. 

Finally, Prof. Carlo Schaerf deserves a particularly warm 
thanks1 not only for his spirit of initiative, but also for his 
remarkable endurance in keeping things going from the beginning. 
I think that one· should recognize in the most explicit way that 
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without the energy of Schaerf the School would not have nia~ 
terialized• 

Finally, I waht to express, on behalf of the Organiz -
ing dommittee, our warmest thanks to the Bodies that have pr£ 
vided the financial support, namely: 

to the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and parti 
cularly to Mr. Goormaghtigh and Mr. Siotis; 

to the Presidency of the Cabinet Council and in particular, 
Ambassador Pompei. 

to the General Direction for Cultural relation~ of the 
Italian Foreign Office, and in particularly to the On. Zagari 
and Dr. Fulci; 

to the Organizing Committee of the 14th Pugwash Conference 
held in Venice in April 1965, and in particular to its Presi
dent, Prof. G. Bernardini. 

Concluding my welcome and acknowledgment speech, I also 
want to express our thanl<s to our host, Pro£. G. Gozzer, Direc 
tor of Villa Falconieri, who will now say a few words to you 
before we hear the lecture by Prof. Stonier. 
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Some discussion following Stonier: tt Social· Prerel!.uisi tes 
in Disarmament" 

Thurs.23/6 11/30 

1.(Stonier's· comments only) 

Aggressive behavior in animals is often rituali 
zed in such a way as to minimize damage. Fbr example, in 
a fight between wolves, when one wolf b~res his throat, 
the fight is over; it means that he has surrehded: he is 
exposing h:ls vital part, and the opponent is completely 
inhibited from attacking. The question is: Is there some 
such human equivalent. I don't think it haa ever been 
clearly established whether there is such· biological ri
tualization in man, although Konrad Lorenz and others be 
lieve that there may be the same instincts operating in 
humans. Thus in combat, when the oppcnent surrenders, you 
don't kill him. At least in indi<>idual hand to hand com
bat. Lorenz makes t}e point that the problem with modern 
warfare is tb.Jt one gc:U>ally does not .see the people you are 
killing and tLat has perverted the whole business. One 
can no longE:C' rely on inst:irt:t. 

Irre~pective of whether the above is true, the 
problem is, r ihink, basically cultural. That is, we have 
to move ritl!.alization of group Clggreee>::;ion up to the next 
level. Currently vFo c2.!1 2~<1ga.ue in anything from a soccer 
match to atomic warfc•!'e. Lorenz himself strongly favors 
the soccer matches. But, YO'J know, in a way even i1_t!::~:r;Ia--

tion-3.1 soccer matches are b2cd, for the reason indiccctc::d 
in ::~1:2 boys' camp stv.dy: competit:ive sports aggravate ho~ 
t:i:lities. The thing that b:rought the boys together over
night -I didr't tell you, and perhaps it would be an 
important thing -- the camp director went out one night 
and shut· off the water supply and there was suddenly an 
emergency, and they said : "We've got to do something 
about this emergency"; and they made up work teams of 
mix·ed A and B groups, and one group was sent to town to 
inform the police; and another was sent to a farm to get 
some water; and groups were sent out to see if they could 
tracRdown the pipeline and others, to see if they could 
find the fault; and everybody was busy and there was a 
great excitement in the middle of the night. Next day the 
attitudes had shifted completely: ••Gee, those guys in the 
A team aren't so bad once you get to know them"! 
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Obviously a common emergency has a strong uniting 
effect, and can immediately reduce intergroup hostility. It 
has been said, that if it should be discovered that flying· 
saucers are real indeed, and that they have been sent by 
Mars, our differences with the Chinese would disappear over 
night! Of course that doesen•t comfort me--to move out into 
interplanetary warfare ••. 

I think that any cooperative efforts, like coopera
tion in space exploration would be immensely helpful in re-, 
ducing tension between the u.s. and the u.s.s.R. There the 
common enemy would be the hostile environment of space. I 
thinlc IGY the International Geophysical Year, was a neces
sary social prerequisite to the Antarctica Treaty which was 
the first significant treaty ben1een the United States and 
the Soviet Union since the Austrian Peace Treaty. Therefore 
I think that ritualizatic~ at the biological level is not 
as important as one might think: In general man's aggres~ 
sive drive tends to be at >m individual level whereas I 
think wars tend to be at a social level. ~ife inherit aggres
sive drives, but we can ritualize them culturally: vie have 
all kinds of outlets for hos~ility, from aggressive driving 
to excessive politeness, which I don't know how it is here 
in Italy, but in America, the vehement insistence that the 
other person goes ahead of you through the door sometimes 
is obviously an act of sheer hostility! The important thing 
is that we create new social institutions which will enable 
us to channel group aggression into less lethal forms. 
Perhaps Niezing will have some comments on this train of 
thought. We have no psychologist at this meeting, do we? 

2. In America I think the hope for the peace movement 
does lie with the women. I don't know how it is in other 
councries. I suspect in England it is too. In America I 
think that women have more leisure and are subject to less 
pressure. Pressure both in economic and social terms. 

Unfortunately in the United States we have certain 
attitudes which are very bad as far as the peace movement 
is concerned;, One is that someone seriously interested in 
peace is either a little draft, or he is a Communist. The 
common attitudP. is that the people who have been pushing 
hardest for peace are the Communists, therefore if you are 
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pushing for peace,then you must be either a Communist, or 
a fellow traveller, or a dupe of the Communists, F'ortunat~ 
ly this attihlde is beginning to disappear somewhat because 
of the relaxa tionof tension between East and \'lest. lj:owever, 
the good judgement of someone seriously interested in peac12 
is still questioned, for example, I was very reluctan'~ to 
say that I was coming to Frascati to talk about disarmament 
unless I could explain my reasons to the person, and then · 
usually it was aUright. But frequently I have had a scep
tical reaction. In one case, it happened to be a Hungarian 
refugee, I had to talk to him for three hours! 

Because of these attitudes, i.f a man is active in a 
peace movement, and it becomes knovm, he comr:es unJ<cJ.' suspi
cion, and that can affect his chances for P-''OWJtion, His 
boss wonders i£ the man is malcing such a mistake in jud_a 
ment here, maybe he also m~<es mistakes of judgement in his 
job, And this is not unreasonable, given the social atti
tudes and ·values we have in the United States today. 

A woman, on t:1e other hand, is generally not sulJjec_! 
ed to such economic pressures. She may however, be subjec_!: 
ed to these social presrures although not as much as a man 
because I have encountered the .following phenomenon in the 
United States: With minor exceptions, when I talked about 
the e.ffects of nuclear weapons, there was a very distinct 
sex difference in the sort of questions I -,!Ould get. 'There 
are always exceptions, but in general it was my impression 
that men tended to asl< only technical questions ; whereas 
women frequently tended to ask moral questions. When I de 
scribed, let us say, the accident associated with the test 
of the first thermonuclear weapon, the Bravo shot of Mctrch 
1, 1954, which contaminated not only the American fleet · 
trying tci get out from .under the radioactive cloud, but 
also the Harshall Islands 120 miles to the East, men miaht 
very often ask speci.fic technical questions such as, what 
were the effects of the fallout radiation on plants, whiJ -~ 
the women would say: Did we have the right to contaminatethe 
Harshall Islands'? The Harshall Islanders have no quarrel 
with either us or the Communists. They a:r.e not a part of . 
the quarrel .• 

In contrast, if a man got up and asked a moral ques
tion, some of the audience tended to project a feeling that 
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he must be some sort of an eccentric. Again, it is the pre
vailing mores that govern these attitudes about what men 
and women are expected to say, and, the women are much mor1= 
flexible; they can stand up and say: "Lool<; fallout is im-. 
moral, it is wrong, the arms race is all wrong"; whereas 
the men would consider such questions naive and would have 
to hide behind technical things, (and perhaps this is even 
more true for scientists). 

Szent-Gyorgyi, the Nobel Prize winner in physiology, 
gave a very nice speech about how he thought the hope was 
with the women, because they have the time, they have the 
independence, and they have the interest in the next genera 
tion. He felt very strongly about this. And I feel that 
without the mass of support of the women, in the Western 
countries - I don• t knov about elsewhere, but certainly in 
the western countries, and maybe I should restrict this 
even more, because I don't know about the role of women in 
Italy, for example -but in the United States, Canada, 
England and perhaps some other countries of the West, with• 
out the massive support of the women, the peace movement 
would never get anywhereo This is my answer to question No.1. 

No. 2: in terms of splitting groups, I can only say this: 
I think it is inevitable at this stage of the evolution of 
the peace movement, that there should be many diverse groq;!J. 
I have been on enough committees to know that people join 
volunteer groups, for many, many reasons, not only because 
they are interested in peace. They may involve prestige in 
the community; they may involve a personal outlet for enerw, 
they may involve the quest for friends; there are all kinds 
of re as ens. And, as long as you have these, you will have 
groups that compete with each other. And I don't think it 
is necessarily bad; I don• t think that if we got everybody 
united at this point that it would be very much more effec
tive. I don't think so. 

Vlhat was your third question? Up and down - well, I 
touched on that in my talk, but I have no answer. Interest 
comes up because there is a specific issue that can be per
sonalized: Ym; have to build a shelter, or there is fallout 
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in your milk. We experience this also in New York: The Sci 
entists' Committee for Radiation InBirmation, now th0 Sci 

c -

entists' Committee for Public Information, currently talks 
about the popu;Lation explosion, or pollution, or race re
lations - orig±nally it was ohly on .radiation arid on fall
out. But, if one plots the number of talks given per month 
over the last several years, one sees large peaks and then 
practically nothin.g, and these peaks were invariably associ 
ated with certain events, like the fallout controversy or 
the shelter controversy. At the moment, we are in a slump. 

Until the peace movement is able to get a good theor~ 
tical basis to sustain it, it will be strongly influenced by 
specific events, or specific issues (or the lack of them). 
The slavery issue wa~ in that respect much easier; it was 
very easy to define "abolition of slavery". In a sense, we 
could talk about "abolition of war", but I think this will 
also turn out to be inadequate. Anyway, we have no good 
theory of war and peace, and until we do I think we are 
bound to go on like this: there will be specific issues where 
everybody c;_m rally aound, then things will die down. It 
is the nucleus of dedicated people that keeps fighting, and 
I assume you are going to be one of those. 

I would like to make two brief comments: I am ex~ 
tremely interested in your statements. I think we all are. I 
wonder therefore, if - and this should apply to all the 
specl<ers - ·we may ask of you, that when you get the tran
script for editing, you would put in the several references 
which you have just cited. Everybody should do it, because 
I think when the conference is published, the book Ylill be 
more useful, For example,· what we have discussed today •••• 
we have just scratched the surface and I for one, would 
like to explore it more deeply. 

My second comment relates to this business of synth~ 
sis. I consider this terribly important. You see, I started 
out with Nu_c:}ear Di.2_ast_~, as a six - or eight-p_age memo
randum, and then began realizing that there is an immense 
amount of literature available which bears cm nuclear war 
and which isn't labelled as such. For instance, the typhus 
epidemic in Naples; or the plague which broke out in San 
Francisco after the earthqu~<e, or the fact that volcanic 
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dust affects the weather, none of these are labelled under 
the heading of nuclear war. This is whv: they never showed 
up :ln The Effec_~s Of Nucl.£_ar _vJeapons. ("~) Yet obvbusly they 
are pertinet. So if the sociologist could also do this sort 
of thing, c0mpiling materia.lrelating to the understanding 
of war it would be immensely significant. 

(lli) The Effects c>f Nuclear Weapons. Edited by S. Glass tone. 
lvashington, D .c. :U. S. Department ,of Defense and U. S. 
Atomic Energy Commission, 1957 - Revised Edition, 1962 
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SOME PROBLEMS OF INSPECTION AND CONTROL FORcrSARMAMENT 

B.T. FEU) 

, Although. it is clear that the impediments to 
disarmament are at this time almost entirely political 
and psychological, it is nevertheless important for fu 
ture prOgress to explOre and unders~and the technical
problems which must be solVed before any ~ppreciable 
disarmament can take place. 

In the following, a number of examples will be 
given of inspection problems relevant to specific arms 
control or disarmament systems. More detailed discussions 
can be found in the references listed at the end. 

I. An inspection system for an agreement .on limitation·. 
of ballistic missile production and deployment: 

Assuming there can be an agreement to cut back 
missile systems to a "minimum deterrence" force in both 
the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., it would be necessary to have 
a control agency with access to production facilities in 
order to ascertain that these limitations are being ad
hered to. It is not generally recognized that such a 
control agency would require a rather large staff as well 
as a considerable amount of freedom to check plants, in
ventories, etc. Some time ago, a study was made by a 
group of American arms control experts on the personnel 
requirements for such an inspectorate. Ther estimates 
of the requirements to inspect either the U. S. or the 
u.s.s.R. follow: 

1. Resident inspectors at plants manufacturing 
critical items (guidance systems, etc.) 200 

2. Roving inspectors for periodic (6 monthly 
or yearly) inspections of plants manufac-
turing missiles or missile parts ~0-1,000 

3. Field office personnel 300 

4. Records control •center (checking of re-
ports, comp}.ling data, etc.) 1,200 

Total 2, 200 -2,700 
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~vidently sUch a control system will represent 
a very large erterprise, and its implementation wiil raise 
technical as well as political problems. 

II. An aerial ·inspection system; 

.Consider a disarmament. agreement in which the 
number of missile sites and nuclear production plants 
is limited to a small (and. known). number, with agree'" 
ment for periodic aerial inspection t6 insure that no 
new sites or plants are being secretly constructed. s~ch 

an inspection system requires photography of areas where 
such clandestine activity might take pl3.ce, and compari
son of photographs taken at intervals of ,...,6· months to 
1 year. Both the U.S. and the U.S.SR occupy territories 
of ··-·36 x 106 km2, which only ,.....4 x 106 km2 would need 
to be covered by periodic photography. (The rest are 
genrally accessible by simpler means). This would re
quire a minimum of·~SOO sorties/year (and possibly 5-10 
tims.more because of problems of cloud cover and neces~ 
sity for more detailed chec~ing of certain regions). 
This would take a fleet of ..-.~150 aerial photography air
planes. The examination of the resulting photos would 
require a staff of .-·1, 500 trained photo-interpreters. 
(How many scanners are employed by, e.. g., CERN?) 

At present both the Soviet Union and the United 
States are independently engaged in this typ"' o.f activity 
using recor;naissance satellites. Thus, the te:::lmical ex
pertise is certainly not lacking. 

Ill. Some comments on the effectiveness of random sampling: 

It is not generally recognized how effective ran
dom sampling can be for detecting violations, even if each 
sampling has a relatively small i!:. :e.r.Jori probability of ~e 
tection, provided the randomness of the sample can bE:; as
sured .. Let p = the probability per inspection o.f discover_ 
ing .a violation; let n = the number of independent inpec
tions. Then the probability pa:- inspection of 'escaping d_~ 
tection is 

. e = (1 - p) 

and the probability of escaping detection after n inspec-
tions is 
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For example, suppose a seismic system has a probab:i.lity.of' 
only 10% (p = 0.1) of detecting a clandestine underground 
test. Then, a series of 10 tests would have a probability 
of going undetected of 

( ) 
10 ·. 

E = 0, 9 = 0. 35 = 35% 

Improving the individual detecti.on probability to 20%, 
would give 10 

E = (0,8) = 0.11 = 11% 

Another example: Suppose there were 200 missile sites 
randomly distributed over an area to which the inspec
torate was permitted access to only 20% (but chosen at 
random). Divide the area into 200 sections, and consider 
20 random inspections (i. e, the inspectorate chooses for 
inspection 20 of the 200 sectiops by a random sampling 
procedure). Let the probability of uncovering a hidden 
missile that happens to be in a given section be 50% 
(p = 0.5). T·he net probability of escaping detection 
is 

E = (1 - 0.5)
20 = 10 -

6 

(one in a million!) EVen only 5 random inspections would 
give 

E = = 3 % 

Clearly random inspection is an exceedingly 
effective means of detecting violations. However, it 
must be stressed that the achievement of randomness, es 
pecially in a stiuation in which the inspected party is 
intent upon hiding its violations, is by no means a 
negligible problem. 

IV. The problem o£ hidden stockpiles: 

Unfortunately, the production of fissile materials 
for weapons has been going on with great intensity both 
i11 the U. S. and the USSR since the end of World War II. A 
few years ago, it was estimated that the material at hand 
was equivalent to about 50, 000 megatons of TNT in explo
sive power. It has also been estimated, by atomic energy 
experts both in the United States and the United Kingdom 
that any system of inspection of past records to ascertain 



the extent of the stockpiles, if such a system were put 
into effect unde~ a disarmament agreement, could not be 
certain of an accuracy of greater than 10- 20%. Even as-
suming the lower figure, and neglecting the increase in 
stockpiles since the above estimate, there would be an 
uncertainty amounting to ~5,000 megatons or 500 - 10 
megaton weapons! 

Thus; the problem of achieving comprehensive 
disarmament with reliable assurance of compliance is i~ 
deed a formidable one. 

The answer, of course, is tha-t effective disarma· 
rrient cannot depend bn inspection alone. The international 
atmosphere wiil h2ve to be such that the incentives for 
compliance will be greater than those for violation. Never 
theless, it will not help the cause to p':'etend that the -
technical problems rasied in the foregoing do not exist; 
or to insist that all problems will vanish once the nations 
accept any single proposal for G.C.D. 

V. A note on the Underground Test Ban: 

As a result of seismic research, especially on 
large arrays of coupled seismographs, the problem of de
tection of underground nuclear explos:l.ons is now much 
closer to solution. A recent report of a U .. K. group 
claims that, using arrays consisting of many coupled 
seismographs, there is a high proba~ity that up to 95% 
of all seismic disturbaneces of magni.tude m 4 or greater 
could be identified (i.e., earthquakes di-stinguisred from 
nuclear explosions). Magnitude m 4 is equivalent to a 
nuclear explosion of between 1 kiloton in h<rrd rock to ~ 
bout 10 kilotons in dry alluvium. Such a system could de 
tect and locate with high probability any disturbances 
of magnitude above m 3.5 and would .have reasonable 
chance of detecting disturbances down to m 3, but the 
identification probErn is more difficult the smaller the 
expbsion. 

This same report estimates that an app~opriate 
distribution of seismic arrays outside the U .·S. S .R. 
could definitely identify 80 - 85% of all earthquakes in 
the u.s.s.R. 
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Probably, while further research will bring SOil)e 
further improvements, there is not a very great deal to be 
expected in the way of eliminating the possibility of"some 
unidentified small explosions. Whether or not this mean~ 
that on .... site inspections are still required for an unde:ri"'-
·ground test ban depends on one's political assessment as 

to the relative importance of testing very ·small weapons 
as compared to the advantages of a universal te~t ban. 

It is clear, however, that even for very small 
explosibns, which would give rise to seismic disturbances 
of magnitude less than m 4, for which the individual. ide~ 
tification probability would be considerably less than one 
(but not negligible), the discussions uf the previous se£ 
tion III on random sampling apply with particular force 
to the detection of a series of tests whose numebr would 
have to be considerable if the tests were ~o be signifi
cant for the development of new weapons. 

Unfortunately, no progress in resolving any of 
these points has been made in the Geneva meetings of the 
ENDC. However, in view of the importance of the univer
sal test ban, both as a nonproliferation measure and as 
a device for overcoming the present doldrums in ~he di2_ 
armament negotiations, special efforts should be made to 
seek a compromise acceptable to all the nuclear powers. 
A recent suggestion may be of special significance here; 
this is for a moratorium on underground testing coupled 
with a provision that inspection could be requested by a 
neutral inspection body and invited by the country in 
question whenever the inspection body has serious, doubts 
about the origin of a detected event. Such an inspection 
body could be provided by the seismic "Detection Club" 
of neutrals recently proposed by Sweden. 
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Politics, Strategy and Disarmament 

K. Lapter Tuesday, 14/6/66 

After listening to yesterday's competent and 
comprehensive lecture given by Mr.. Epstein, I feel soru~ 
how reassured in ami tting all relevant details conc,~rn
ing the long history of disarmament talks that were al
ready presented to us with such masterly command of d~ 
tails. I will rather concentrate my efforts on trying 
to throw some light on the most important question: Why 
the post-war disarmament negotiations were so frustrat 
ing? Without finding an adequate answer to this que~ion 
we will be unable to see realistically, the p~rspective 
of real disarmament. 

During the many centuries of mankind's hi~ory1 
arms and armed men played an important role in the hands 
of rulers ·both in domestic and external affairs. In the 
latter "arms and men• were used as an expression of na
tional power and as a tool in the struggle for the pr~ 
servation and - if possible - the extention of national 
interests_L-as these .interests were understood by those 
in poweij. 

A state without armed forces living inside a 
competitive state system was doomed to lose its inde
pendence, as did for instance, Boland at the end of the 
XVIII Century. When looking for a single and important 
factor in aEc ·;rtaining the comparative strength of the 
armed forces that are or could be put at the disposal of 
that state. The bigge! were these forces Lin quantitative 
and qualitative sensy the stronger the state; for the 
states with smaller armed forces, it remained only to 
submit, or to wage a hopeless war, or to looK for suppor~ 
from another of the bigger powers - and to pay heavily 
for such help. 

However, in the XXth Century the relationship 
between the states started to show some r.ew pecularities. 
All the states were included in one international system. 
Thus if only one of a major one started to increase its 
armed capad.ty it started a process of general rearming, 
an arms race, that theoretically tended to preserve the 
disturbed equilibrium. In fact it led to an .armed con
flict that turned, under circumstances, to a world War.. 
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Similarily a process of disarmame.nt.could be only age£ 
eral one; for if only one of the major powers refuse t£ 
participate in it- the process cannot even be inaugu
rated in a meaningful sense and even under the most fav~ 
able circumstances, could only be a superficial one, not 
touching the most important proble~s of physical' di~arma' 
ment-; 

An additional difficulty was introduced in 
1945, when a quantitatively new weapon-; the nuclear 
bomb • was introduced. At that time the United States 
had at their disposal a major part of the world's indus 
trial capacity, that was further developed during the
war. The United States had at the same time the monopoly 
for the new nuclear weapon. Under the existing rules of 
game the United 0tates was to be recogn1zed as the lead~ 
ing power of the world with all other states being to a 
bigger or a smaller extent subordinated to them. 

Because of variety of reasons the USSR - the 
second world power at that time refused to bow to theUS 
demands; thus the Cold War started, and with it an arms 
race. For even without nuclear weapons the USSR could to 
some extent nullify the threat of an atomic attack on 
Soviet cities with the preponderance in conventional 
weapons and with their possibility to overrun Western 
Europe, if :provoked by a nuclear attack. 

Both superpowers tried to eliminate the pre
ponderance of· their antagonist, i.e., to acquire nuclear 
capacity by the USSR and to acquire higher levels of con 
ventional weapons by the USA. Therefore, it was impossitile 
to mark any progress both in the Atomic Energy and in the 
Conventional Weapons Committees of the United Nations. 
The picture did not change even after the formation of a 
Disarmament Committee that was to deal simultaneously with 
both kinds of weaponry. 

The stalemate persisted even WLen the USSR 
achieved their nuclear weapons stage and then almost si 
multaneously with the USA - the thermo-nuclear weapon
stage, while the United States utilized NATO and the r~ 
armament of Germany to achieve equality in a conventional 
arms system. While at that time the situation outside 
Europe changed dramatically, it remained fairly stabil-
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ized on this continent. The enormous massing of armed 
forces and weapons in the small area of Central Europe 
(where only a river divided two big war machines) and 
even the official ideology of both superpowers expres~ 
ed in the belief inthe inevitability of war, could 
not change the visible fact of stategic impass inEurope, 
based as it was on somewhat asymmetrical (and therefore 
unstable) balance of forces. The asymmetry at that time 
was partly qualitative and partly quantitative. The po
siiion of the US was stronger quantitatively·, for their 
national territory was amost immune to the possibilitire 
of nuclear attack because of the distance dividing Ame~ 
c·an national territory from the Soviet bases, while Ame:;:_ 
ican and NATO bases were fairly close to the important 
centers of the USSR &~d its allies. The qu~titative s~ 
periori ty of the USA arose from their bi.gger national ig_ 
come. This fact enabled the USA to spend more. money on 
armament than the USSR - which had a smaller national in 
come - could afford. For there is a threshold in financ 
ing the armaments which when crossed, disorganize the 
national economy, resulting in chaos and anarchy. With 
this, the USSR would be placed with a dilemma either ug_ 
der the burden of armament or to surrender to the posi
tion of a second rate power. 

The USSR escaped however this alternative by 
producing in autumn 1957 their first I~tercontinental 
Ballistic Missiles LTCBM?'with multimegaton nuclear 
charges in their warheads. So ended the situation of 
American territorial immunity against Soviet nuclear 
bombardment and with it the last of the qualitative 
preponderances of the USA. At the same time the quanti 
tative preponderance diminished as well, though the U.S. 
preserved up to date some kind of quantitative superior 
ity in the amount of nuclear charges. 

In this new situation it became clear that a 
nuclear war would bring the unacceptable damage first 
of all to both the superpowers. This fact was openly r~ 
cognized by Presiden·t Kennedy who publicly proclaimed that 
in the case of nuclear war both the USA and USSR will lose 
in a few hours many millions of their nationals as well 
as most of what was in their countries cr.:;ated by the 
work of many generations. Therefore to avoid such a war, 
the number one item was put on the list of policy moves 
in both countries. On the Soviet initiative both gi~~ts 
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- as well as an overwhelming majority of existing 
states ~ accepted the theoretical goal of general 
and complete disarmrunerlt, and even agreed to accept 
"eight principles" of the so-called Zorin-McCloy a
greement of 1961 as the basis for the movement to·· 
wards the goal. This very document and the exchange 
of letters between Zorin and McCloy that accompanied 
it show, however, how small was the scope of agree
ment. The key principle - the fifth one - stated 
that all measures leading towards the GCD "should be 
balanced so that at no stage of the implementation 
of the treaty /of G.C.D./ could any side or group of 
States gain military advantage and that security is 
equally ensured for all". 

The USSR stressed the principle of "equal 
security" while the USA, the principle of ''balanced' 
proportional disarmament. Ir1 a letter accompanying 
the treaty, American representatives asked not only 
for the proportional disarmament but also for the 
verification of accepted cuts on armaments by the 
method of counting and localizing remaining arms. 
Both these demands were unacceptable to the USSR 
and I will try to explain to you, why. The proper~ 
tional reduction of armaments - especially nuclear 
armaments - under the existence of o!1e numerical 
preponderance of the USA could lead at some stage 
to the situation when the USSR forces could fail be 
low the "minimum det,·rrence" value, thus opening 
the country to an American nuclear onslaught without 
the possibility of Soviet retaliatory ccunte:.~strokes. 
For some strategists, the losses amounting to 10 or 
even more percent of population/i.e. in the case of 
both superpowers some 20 million,or 20 megadeaths/; 
are - to use a nice military expression- "accept
able", that is nut deterring from initiating nuclear 
war. Espec:ilily if the side which is tab.ng such an 
initiative knows exactly both the amount and the 
localizaticn of the rocket sites of the potential 
enemy an.d possess preponderance in numbers of nu-· 
clear weapons. Such power could then - ry using the 
first stroke strategy - eliminate most of the nu
clear capabilities of its adversary and preserve 
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enough bf itEi bwn to be able to blackmail the other 
9he into surrendering or to destroying ito This is 
the reason why the USSR refused to accept McNamara.'s 
proposals for .'counterforce' instead of "counterciti.esu. 
strategyo It is paradoxical- but undeniable-- that 
the counter-ci.ty strategy of an all out deterrence 
is under existing circumstances a really defensive 
and therefore reaLLy more human strategyo The new 
situation that existed from 1957 between two super 
powers was called a balance of terroro How delicate 
this balance was, is shown during the Cuban crisis 
of 1962o The meaning of the crisis and its .scilition 
was unequivocal: both giants resolver. not to allow 
to develop a situation when they would have to ex·
chanc;c nuclear volleys against each othero The hot
line linking the Kremlin with the White House sym
bolized thi.s decisiono At the same time both sides 
have clearly tried to impress each other with their 
resolution not to allow to arm by the other power 
any third state with nuclear capacity, be it Cuba in 
the Western Hemisphere or the German Federal Repub-
lic in the EasGern Hemisphereo 

The reciprocal assurance between the USA 
and the USSR increased certainly their security and 
therefore the securi'ty of the world against a nu -
clear world waro It started, howevef, a chain of 
reactions among major allies of both superpowers" 
The Moscow partial Test Ban Treaty was not signed 
among othenJ by France and the P-e-:Jple' s Republic of 
China; both of them started the road of an indepen-
d ant nuclear deteTrent in spite of rather meager 
results of Great Britain who started this road al-
ready earliero The net result up to date is that 
besides 'the USSR and USA also three other permanent 
members of the Security Council of the United Nations 
became nuclear powers. If a watertight non-prolifera
tiol'l treaty will not be signed in the nearest future 
we could have in a few years another dozen of nuclear 
powers 'with eo rresponding increases i.n the dan.ger of a 
nuclear war. 

Among the smaller powers, new si t1.:2.ti.ons r~ 
inforced the t.ondency towards strengthenj_ng their 
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non-alignment that gave them the same or almost the 
same security as was given to the smaller aligned p~ 
wers by their attachment to.one of the superpowers. 
They tried to utilize the existing balance of terror 
to form nuclear free zones - especially in Latin A·
merica and Africa ·- and to get an assurance from 
both sides not to use nuclear weapons against corm
tries of these areas. Similar projects emerged even 
earlier in Europe among both neut:::-al and.aligned 
smaller powers of our continent,· 

The result of this development among two 
superpowers, three minor rmclear powers, major ar:..d 
3maller allies of superpowers and among the non-ab.~ 
ed com::i:riesJwas o. visible tendency for the erosion 
of the post-war pattern of two rigid and opposed 
camps headed by two superpowers. The pici;ure that is 
slowly emerging out of the happenings of the last 
decade shows clearly that the future of mankind could 
b8 built :ocecul·.,,,ly only on the basis of a dissolution 
of existing allim1cos and of pulling down the barriers 
and discriminations that form an obstacle in the free 
exchange of material and spiritual goods bet1veen all 
nations and individuals, There are no easy ways toward 
this future an.cl. some intermeC:iary goaJ s ,on a regional 
scale WOclld. probably be reached first. But it ·is the 
only road towards the wellire and security of manki.nd. 



ivELCOEii:G ADDRESS/ Professor G. Gozzer 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

I· am deeply honored to give you as participants of 
the Pugwash Conference, the hearty welcome of the European 
Center of Education, its President and mine. 

It was with great pleasure that we accepted the re 
quest of holding your initiative at Villa Faiconieri, where 
residential courses, seminars and conferences concerning fue 
education world are as a rule held throughout the year at 
national and int·ernational levels, 

Founded by the Ministry of Education, this Center 
has three fundamental a:i.ms: educational cooperation at the 
international level; research through scientific methods 
in the teaching field, inter-discipline research in the 
framework of the two mentioned aims. 

The conference you are going to begin is, for its 
own nature, type of participants and its objectives, well 
suited to the spirit of the Center and so it deserves our 
best consideration and regards. 

In this Villa, where the peculiar characteristic 
is that the same guests are in charge of fixing their kind 
of community life and of governing themselves without any 
formal rule, we hope that you will find yourselves at home. 
In this spirit, if some annoying self adjustment is necessary, 
we hope it will be overcome by the splendor of the nature 
inviting all to peaceful thinking and common work by the 
beauty of the princely mansion which in its modern social 
function has been adapted without anachronism to the running 
reality. 

I wish you good work. May you achieve the success 
which is expected by those who have organized and worked 
for this Conference. 

Thank you. 



/ 
/ 

CONCLUDING REMARKS: E. Amaldi 
June 24, 1966 

We have come to, the end of our two 
we~ks work and I would like to say a few 
words in appreciatioh for. the contribution 
giveh to ,this first experiment of an Inter,. 
national Summer School on Disarmament and 
Arms Control by all .. of you that are pre-
sent here and .the others that have already 
left. You may be interested to know the to
tal number of people that took an active part 
in the discussions amounts to 42, distributed 
as follows according to thei!· nationality: 1 
from Canada, 3 from Czechoslovakia, 3 from 
Der~ark, 3 from India, 17 from Italy, 2 from 
Poland, 4 from The Netherlands, 1 from Swe
den, 1 from the U.K., 3 from the U.S.A., 2 
from West Germany and 3 from Yugoslavia. Un
fortunately, in spite of repeated invitations 
no participant from the u.s.s.R. was present. 
I have recently received a kind letter from 
Mr. Avramenko, Press Officer of the U.S.S.R. 
Embassy in Rome, in which he comunicated to 
me that unfortunately this year the Russian 
scientists were not able to participate in 
this School because of previous commitments. 
I regret, and I am sure that all of you regret 
th·eir absence, since we know how much they 
could have contributed to our lectures and 
discussions. 

The effort made by us for organizing 
the School, and even more the amount of work 
made by the lecturers for preparing their con 
tributions, the information and variety of -
points of view of ideas ··.that are contained 
in the lectures and the discussions, are ce£ 
tainly of great interest and cover a very 
wide range, also because of the interdisci
plinary structure of the School. Therefore 
it has been felt useful fr'-'m various parts 
to make an effort for publishing as soon 
as possible the Proceedings of the School. 
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Only a few lectures have given us the 
manuscripts of their speeches. Therefore, 
we need more collaboration from all, or 
almost all participants, in particular 
from many lecturers. As you know a first, 
very rough draft of the lectures and di~ 
cussions was taken or has been taken out 
of the registration, and will be given 

now, or mailed in a few days, to the co~ 
responding author with the kind request of 
correcting it as socn as possible and mail 
ing it to Prof. Carlo Schaer£ in one month 
from the day it was received. I am very 
sorry to have to keep such pressure on you 
even after the end of the School·, but I 
think that it would be a great pity to 
have made such an effort and to fail in
the publication of the Proceedings which 
can represent a stone, a little one of 
course, to which others may later ce added 
for reaching our main goal, the complete 
and general disarmament. 

As you know, Pro£. Bernard Feld 
from M. I.T. {USA) communicate<} to us his 
impossibility to come, for unexpected 
family reasons, the d<>.y before he was 
supposed to arrive and start to lecture 
on inspection and control. In consideration 
of the importance of the subject and of the 
competence of Feld in this particular matter, 
I will ask him to give us a manuscript of 
his lectures which, if you do not mind, could 
be incorporated in the Proceedings, with a 
note indicating that they were only read by 

'title. I will also, of course, express to 
Feld, on behalf of all of you as well as 
myself, our warmest wishes for a complete 
and fast recovery of the health of his wife. 
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I would like to e:x-:press once more, 
on behalf of the DJc~J;3·,-;i"~~l:'ll} Con'.rrt~_-;·tee, our 
warmest thanks to 'ill le•_.-l:l:c~'C'rs, ·i_n parti
cular to those that in spite of their of
ficial positions, have accepte<'l to devote 
days of work and effort for the success of 
the School. I refer in particul<Jr to Am
bassador Cavalletti, Head of the Italian 
Delegation to the Geneva Conference on· 
~isarmament, who lectured this morning on 

the official point of view of the Italian 
Government, to Mr. Epstein, Chief of the 
Disarmament AfJ'air:> Offiee of the U. N., 
who in spite of his commitments, succeeded 
in devoting ten days to the School giving a 
few important lectures; end finally to Pro
fessor Burkhardt, Director-of the Depart
ment for the Advancements of Science of 
UNESCO who has illus\:rc.ted the role of 
UNESCO in the international.organization 
for peace. We regret that Ambassador W. Fo~ 

ter, Head of the USA Delegation to Geneva, 
and Ambassador A. Roschchim, Head of the 
USSR Delegation to Geneva, were not able to 
accept our invitation to pres~nt to the 
School their corresponding official points 
of view; in connection with this, we should 
thank again Ambassador Cavalletti for his 
help in trying to obtain their participation 
or at least the pa~·ticipat:Lon of one member 
of the corresponding staffs. Dr. W. Grayson, 
of the USA Delegation to the Geneva Confer

Ence, was actually author:!.zed to spend a few 
_,days here, and took part in son'e of our di~ 
cussions. 

In concluding the.se few words, I 
would like to stress the h:igh level of all 
discussions which went on, all the time, in 
the proper Pugwash spirit, e.g., by trying 
to discuss the vario~s subjects in an ob

jective away, leaving out all emotional 
elements, even when the probJ.em:1 were rather 
delicate and in some ways very warm, one 
could say - quite hot! 
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A point that has struck me in these 
days is the need that we have of further 
discussions in order to arrive at a clari 
ficaHbn not ortiy of our different posi- -
tions, but everi , of the meaning of certaih 
words or expressions: Jti.st to mention a 

few examples. the various definitions of 
Marxi~m or Marxist as they appear to be 
adopted or accepted bY ~arious nations or 
group~. and. ther relationship to sciences; 

in pirticular, tb naturai sciences: the 
various meanings given tb words like ideoi 
ogy or coexisi:eride of ideologies. I cer- -
tainly do riot ~~nt to ~tart a discussion 
on ail these ~Ubjects which ~ere actually 

touched only incidentallY these days, 
but which are quite often i~ediately be
low the surface and may give rise to a nu~ 
ber of misunderstandings if not su£ficien1 
lY clarified. 

As a natural scientist I feel ob-
liged to stress once more, the well-known 

fact, certainly already clear in Galileo's 
times, e.g., that the objectivity of our 
observations. and of their rational and 
mathematical representations, does not ne
cessarily mean univocity of epistemologi- · 
cal points of view and, certainly even .· .. 

less, unicity of philosopical creed. 

Finally, I wish to thank all the 
people that have worked for us in parti 
cular the ladies of the secretarial of- ' 
£ice, the Staff of Villa Falconieri, and 
in particular, to our host, Pro£. Gozzer 
Director of Villa Falconieri; and I renew 
our thanks to the Bodies that have provided 
the financial means: the Carnegie Endow
ment for Internationa~ Peace; the Presi
dency of the Cabinet Council; the General 
Direction of Cultural Affairs of the Ital 
ian Foreign Office and th~ 14th Pugwash 
Conference. 
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UNITED NATIONS 1 PEAC8 KEEP,ING OPERATIONS AS A POLI 
TidO SOCIOLOGICAL PI-JJ BLEM 

(some preliminary evaluationsand hypothesis) 

I. Introduction 

by J, NEIZHiG, Miliary 

Academy bf the Netherlands 

Much has already been written a\\out the U,N. 
Peace Keeping Operations and experts of various di~ 
ciplines have engaged in treating the subject under 
discussion. Almost daily, fresh studies appear on 
international armies in past and present, on the 
potentialities of supranational police forces of tQ 
day and of yesterday ( 1), and especially on the back 
ground and development of UNO activities in this 
field. 

This is by no means strange since the main 
tenance of peace has always been UNO's main task, 
whatever specialized responsi bili ties may, in the 
course of time, have been added to its range of ac
tivity. To quote Murray (2), "continuing achieve
ment in this vital role" is even imperative to UNO's 
continued existence. ON the other hand, the tenor 
and scepe of this role has been influenced by the 
struggle for political power in the world and in the 
UNO itself. This tendency has been thrown into re
lief particularly and spectacularly in the UN Peace 

( 1) Historical data in: "Historical Appendix" in Ross 
ner(6); some other historical data in Hans J. Morgen-
thau: "the Political Conditions for an International 
Police Force" Int. organ., 1963 p 393-403, in Bloom
field ( 10). A dutch study in this field is B. ROling 
"Over een gewapende macht ten dienste van de Verenigde 
Naties", Internaticnale Spectator 22/5/1960. 

(2) G.S. M)lrray: "United Nations Peace Keeping and 
Problems of Political Control", Int. Org., 1962/63, 
p. 442; also in Bloomfield (10). · 
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Keeping Operations. Therefore, a relatively strong 
disfunctional influence may be exercised by UN forces 
on the persistence of the UN organization. In other 
words: by their performance UN forces, intended as 
they are as conflict-reducing bodies, may contribute 
to the activation of existing political contrasts 
within the UNO, as ONUC experiences did show. For 
this reason, more and more scientific attention has 
been paid to the problem of the political control 
of the UN £drces(3). Moreover, a supranational po~ 
lice force is often regarded as an ultimate requir~ 
ment in a gerlerally and completely disarmed world 
and an imperative complementary element in disarma
ment processes. Both the recommendations of the USA 
and of the USSR deal with such a force during the 
various phases of disarmament. For these reasons, 
whatever the differences between such a police force 
and the various peace keeping forces may be, spe
cialists on disarmament problems have become more 
and more interested in UN peace keeping experiences. 

(3) Cf. Clark and Sohn's "World Peace Through World 
Law", World Law Fund, Harvard University Press, 2nd 
ed. p. 314-335. 

Recently published studies on the problems of 
political control: 

...Roger Fisher: "International Police : A Sequential A£ 
proach to Effectiveness and Control", in 'The Strategy 
of World Order", Vol III, World Law Fu~d. 1965. 
- M.D·. Dubin: "The Idea of an International Police 
Force" Roosevelt Univ.-J .M. Boyd: ~UN and Peace-Keep
ing Activities: Present and Prospect" (Columbia Univ), 
both forthcoming. 
- Jerzy Sawicki (Univ. of Warszawa):"the UN Charter 
and tm Type of Military Forces of the UNO", paper de
livered at the first IPRA Congress, 1965; 
_Ruth B. Russell: United Nations Experience with Mi
litary Forces: Political and Legal Aspects", Brookings 
Institution 1964. 
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As a consequence, the governmental disarmament a
gencies as well as Pugwash are also interested in 
questions of political control of UN Peace Keeping 
forces. ( 4) 

So far two explanations for the great atten 
tion paid to the UN forces. One tends to say: ample 
attention. It is particularly the experiences with 
ONUC which have made the world give serious thought 
to the rules of UNO activities• Mtlreover (and this 
was another factor) there was the £~et of peaceful 
co-existence which made UNO's role ih a po~sible 
disarmament agreement less illusory and in turn, 
stimulated such consideration ( 5) ;' Nevertheless, 
on closer examination, it soon bec'on'i~s evident that 
amongst all the descriptive matter published so far, 
studies with a ))Urely social scientific point of d~ 
parture are almost non-existent even social-scienti 
fie studies concerning the so important problems of 
political control are as good as absent. 

To be sure, apart from the official publica
tions by governments and the reports issued by the 
Secretary General -6:£. the UNO, we have detailed g:udies 
on the experiences with one or more UN forces, and 
their numbers are legion. The best known are the 
studies of Garriella Ros~er (6), Burns and Heathcote 
(7) and o1Brien (8). ·such-. reports invariably con 
tain facts concerning political and juridical problems, 

(4) For instilhce, ACDA s):lbnsored research in this 
field, ai:la dedicated to these problems a special column 
in its bulletin: "Disarmament· and Arms Control, Sttdies 
-in Progress or Recently Completed", Dept. of State, USA 
Pugwash sponsored comparative research, to be done by 
IPRA (International Peace Research Association). 
(5) Cf. Th. C. Schelling: "A Special Surveillance 
Force" in Q. Wright, W.M. Evan and M. Deutsch:Preven!_ 
ing World War III': New York, 1 962:. 
( 6) G. Rosner: nl'he UN Emergency Force" Columbia Uni v, 
Press, 1963 
(7) A.L_.Burns and Nina Heathcote: "Peace Keeping by UN 
Forces" Princeton, 1 963 
(8) C.C.A. O'Brien: "To Katanga and Back: A UN Case 
History", London 1 962 
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problems of organization and logistics, and many 
others, all of them relevant to the operation in 
question. They are technical studies from which a 
good deal of instruction may be derived, yet they 
do not furni~h many starts to theoretical queries. 
Seen from this point of view, the rather summary, 
genralizing observations by Betty Goetz Lall and 
by F~nha v,d, Burg (9) lead us a step further: they 
set us on the track of some interesting politico 
sociological problems by their endeavor to generali 
zation. As such, Miss Van den Burg sums up five 
characteristics of UN operations since 1956: · 

(a) the UN force has always been meant to be a 
"conflict reducing peace force" and never as a 
"fighting force"; 

(b) all UN forces were composed of parts of the 
armies of the members who did not belong to the 
permanent members of the Security Council -moreover 
when these forces were formed, more and more consid~ 
eration was given to the individual wishes of the 
"host country"; 

(c) the peace keeping forces never began their 
task but with the permission of the host country; 

(d) the peace force abstained from intervention 
in the internal affairs of the host country; 

(e) the role of the Secretary General of the UNO 
grew maE and more important. 

A piece of theoretical dynamics lies in this 
enumeration. To be sure, wh3.t are called here "charac 
teristics" are partly role expectations which have . , 
developed gradually (a~d) partly a certain amount 
of political power, institutionalized in a vacuum of 
conflicting goals (e). Proceeding, these role expec 
tations have to be greater (b,c) or lesser (a,d) ex 
tent shown corresponding roles. More emphatically, 
one could ask whether or not these four principles 
(a - d) are at all compatible, and if so, with what 

(9) Betty Goetz Lall:''Peace Keeping since 1946" in 
'Disarmament', I.nformation E"';lletin of the World Ve
terans Federation, 1 965, 5 ·Fenna van den Burg: "De 
vredeshandhavende taak der Verenigde Naties", in "l'e 
mili taire spectator", juli-aug. 1 965. 
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type of operation. Such dynamics - we shall revert to 
this subject later on - do not find expression in 
Miss Van den Burg's observations, which, when all is 
said and done, goes without saying in the framework 
of her article. 

We have also quite a few sonorous reflections on 
the "Meaning" of a supra. - or international armedfurce 
and suggestions as to the imp:0ovement of the conditions 
under which such a force should function in the future. 
In Bloomfield's well-known collective work (10) we can 
find soine of the often q;;toted observations in question. 
However intelligent, howc9er "theoretical" these 
studies may be, they by no means form a social~scien
tific theory ,mr d:Jes the above mentioned group of 
studies for that mattel". 

And then there is a third category of stud1es 
in which the UN operatioDs appear. It is right to 
stress the word ''appear'' in this case, since these 
opeatioDs do not feature as a focal point in the cate 
gory referred to. They are studies in which reports 
are made of research on the opinion of a population 
(or the political elites of this population) on a 
number of "issues". Disarmament often belongs to 
these issues, and the role played by the UN is often 
raised. In the simplest case the person or persons 
conducting the inquiry merely ask an opinion on the 
subject. A comparative research- comparative in 
respect of time a~d place - is much more satisfac
tory. But it is better still to study the results of 
inquiries which do not try to measure a person's o
pinion, but to gauge attitudes, that is to say more 
social psychologically orientated studies in which 
the attitude adopted towards the UNO in general, and 
towards the UN operations in particular, is conside~ 
ed in relation to other attitudes. A comparative sur 
vey in this respect is that of Buchanan, Krugman and 
Van Wagenen (11). More gratifying studies, from aS£ 
cial-psychological point of view, have been written 

(10) L.P. Bloomfield (ed.): "International Military 
Fore es" M. I . T. , 1 964 
(11) W. Buchanan, H.E.Krugman, R.van Wagenen: 11 An IE_ 
ternational PoJice Force and Fuplic Opinion", Princeton, 
1954 



by Lerner, in cooperation with Marguerite Krame:c 
and with Morton Gorden (12). Also the studies of the 
Canadian Peace Research Institu"'::e, i.e. by Jerome 
Laulicht, should be mentioned. (13) 

However, none of these three types of studies 
are in compliance with our demands. The first two are 
not, because they are lacking a sociological defini
tion of the problems they deal with; the latte~ be
cause it refers only indirectly to the object of our 
investigation l Wm t we need is a sociologica.l theory 
which·as far as its aims are concerned, relates the 
functioning bf widely divergent types of UN forces to 
the pol~cal text in which this functioning takes 
place. It must be a thenry1 further1 which possibly 
leads to a modest prediction in respect to the 
effectiveness of a UN force. When constructing such 
a theory one can place anew the materials of these 
three types of study and throw some light on it from 
the viewpoint of politico-sociological theory. 

II. Internal Functioning 

Any social system and any organization as a 
special type of social system can be described in terms 
of internal and external functioning; there is a clear 
connection between the two, and attention to this fact 
has been paid by the sociological theory of organiza
tion. The distinction made in plain speech between the 
"organizational" and "political aspects" of UN forces 
for the greater part runs parallel to the sociological 
distinction between its internal and external function 
ing. For the greater part - not wholly. In a sociologi 
cal description of these "political aspects" we shall 
most certainly have to pay much attention to the rela
tion of the organization and its environment, but this 
relation is influenced by the internal functioning of 
the organization, and vice versa. Moreover, political 

( 12) Daniel L ern er and Mcrton Gordon: "t.uropean Leaders 
Look at World Security" Cambridge, Mass. 1 960; D. Lerner 
and M. Kramer:"F:rench Elite Perspectives on the U.N." 
Int. Org., 1963, 54- 7r 
( 1 3) J. Laulicht: "Public Opinion and Foreign Policy De 
cision", Journal of Peace Research, 1965, 2; J .Paul and 
J. Laulicht: "In Your Opinion: Leaders' and Voter' Atti
tudes on Defence and Disarmament" ,Can.Peace Res.Jhst., 1963 



.• 

14 

values also play a role in this internal function
ing, both directly (politically divergent interpre 
tation of purposes) and indirectly (anticipated po 
litical consequences lead to a specific pattern of 
institui:ionalis:ation). Therefore in this paper on the 
political aspects of the UN forces, we will give 
much. attention to the external functioning without 
however, denying the mutual connection between in
ternal and external functioning. 

, For all their differences in composition and 
purposes, the UN Peace Forces have always been or~ 
ganizations constituted by parts of various natioh 
al armies, no more ( supranational) no less ( nation:;\1), 
This sounds rather trivial, yet it is meaningful in 
order to "localize" some of the problems. 

The supranational element in the UN forces is 
minute. In some respects we can hardly compare the 
personnel of such a peace force with that of the real 
UNO bodies. In all probability a certain measure of 
internationalization of "UN standards" takes place 
among the members of the UN force, but this interna 
tionalization will bear a different character from 
that shown by members of the other UN bodies. Thus 
for instance, when researching into this process of 
internationalization among UN experts, l:ngrid Gal
tung doscovered a "fear to return problem": the lOll.[ 
er one was in the service of the UNO, the less one 
became au fait with the (material) conditions in the 
country of origin (14). In the first phase of this 
process of disoreintation, the expert voices much i
deal criticism side by side with his criticism of 
defective UN organization. But after having reached 
the "point of no return" (15) a strong identification 
with UN organization follows. So, ideal criticism 
vanishes and organizational criticism is directed 
differently (16). As far as the members of the UN 

(14) I. Gatlung:"The International Civil Servant" un
published lecture, IPRA Inaugural Con£., Groningen 1965 
(15) This process might be described in terms of Fes
tinger's theory on cognitive dissonance. We tried to do 
so, in respect of the S:ructure of ideologies of religious 
and political radicalism, in:''Onheilsp~ofetie en radica~ 
lisme" (Prophesies of Calamity and Radicalism) Assen. 
Netherlands 1966 
(16) Conclusions by Galtung. 
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forces are concerned, this problem does not exist 
and certainly not as long as the U.N. Force is no 
supranational and more or less permanent body. On the 
contrary, participation in UN operations does not sel 
dom lead to a higher re appointment in a higher rank 
level in the army of origh, and to individual status 
promotion by a certain amount of revaluation of the 
military profession in the home~country. In this CO£ 
text one might take the case of the Irish army as an 
example. 

So, f!om an organizational-sociological point 
of view it would seem to be more meaningful to com
pare the internal functioning of the UN force with 
that of other international forces than with that of 
other UN organizations, however, remarkable this may 
sound when viewed in the light of actual politics. 
Thus, for instance, the following important problem 
presented itself during the "ML F-experiments": the 
dissimilarity in the rank hErarchies of the parti
cipating n~val forces, a consequence of which was 
that confusion arose in the command structure. This 
problem actually makes various 
with UN forces attach value to 
monwealth countries among the 

writers of experience 
a majority of Corn

participants (17). 

But, on the other hand, the UNO force is more 
than a mere addition of national elements. Partici
pation in UN operations means, to say the least of 
it, the addition of a new dimension to an occupatiO£ 
al ideology. There is even an illusion to this in the 
recruitment campaign for the Canadian Army. Possibly 
too, this new dimension migl1t mean a psychic "outlet" 
for frustration amo.ng some of the officers. It is 
therefore meaningful to bestow attenti8n on the mo
tivation of the individual participants in UN opera 
tions. Not seldom will volunteers for the UN forces 
be individuals who have kept themselves aloof from 
the community, also politically. (18) But aloofness 

(17) For instance:W.F. Gutteridge:"The UN·Force in the 
Congo, British Army Review; October 1962 
( 18) H. V. Dicks: "The International Soldier- a psychi~ 
trist's View", in Int. Org. and in Bloomfield. 
-H. Guetzkow:"Multiple Loyalties":theoretical a}:proach 
to a problem in international organizations", Prince
ton 1 955 
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politically, may have two reasons. +t may be that, dis 
appointed with the abandonment of "traditional values" 
in the community, the individual seeks to realize 
these values in the framework of UNO. It is also po~ 
sible that he hopes to find a new and more adequate 
political ideology in UNO connection by standing aloof 
from such traditional values. The type of officer who 
once applied for a commission in the Netherlands mili 
tary unit in Korea is, politically speaking, probably 
quite another type than the volunteers who went to 
Kashmir in 1965. But both types were, probably, not 
representatives for the dominant political values in 
the Dutch Army. So it is not merely a question of di
vergent political interpretation (by the governments 
of the participating armies) of the aims and purposes 
of the UNO forces - always expressed in very general 
terms -, but we also have to contend with the problem 
of the divergence between the political aims of the 
individuals participating and those of their respective 
governments. Will this divergence increase in the 
course of time? If so, with whom and in what situationf 
From a politico-.sociological point of view one might 
in this respect anyway, discover the most interesting 
parallels between the process of internalization among 
the members of the UN forces and that of the members 
of the "real" UN bodies. 

III. Conc~ptualization 

"Peace Keeping" by UN forces always means inte£_ 
vention in a political situation or viewed sociologi
cally, a contribution to a political process. This is 
manifest in the case of a "Fighting Force"; but also 

"pure" Peace keeping forces have a political history 
behind them, and their operations have political 
consequences. 

From a formal juridical point of view, one 
could probably designate this intervention with terms 
such as restoring the status quo ante er maintaining 
the status quo as the case may be, with at the back 
of our minds something like a period of cooling off, 
or freezing conflicts. The words "peace~~" and "securi 
ty" ·as they appear in the Chart er, are explicitly -
connected with a prevention of outbursts of violence 
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in conflict situations. But that does not mean that 
"Peace Keeping" is therefore synonymous with "Peace
Haking''; as Terwisscha van Scheltinga rightly points 
out. The UN forces will not only be unable to change 
the fundamental causes of the conflict, nay, a (pro~ 
tracted) presence of the UN forces will even be able 
to encumbEmmce the solution of the donflict(19) 

Here the sociologist would evEn like to go one 
step further. for him politics is an omnipresent blend 
of endeavors of individuals and groups, constantly 
changing in structure. By means oflimiting the aite£ 
natives of behavior in competing ind:l.vidhals and 
groups, such aims are directed tn aligning the deci~ 
si on making of a system of authority with their own 
purposes. The degree in which such purposes are real 

:i.zed is an indication of the amount of power the 
group in question possesses in this respect. The so
ciologist is interested in the wholeof these power 
relations (political structure) and the fundamental 
changes to be observed (political process). 

As, for instance, matter can be more or less 
radioactive, thus the performance of the UN force can 
be more or less "politico-active". Whether or not it 
is meant to be so, whether anticipated or not, theUN 
force will always be a factor in this political stru£ 
ture. Logically, the rate if this "poli tico-acti vi ty" 
will depend on the situation in which the UN perform 
ance takes place, and on the typ~ of action~ Sociolog~ 
cally, there is a mutual connection between the situa-

. tion and the nature of these actions. Fo,.i tical struc
tures determine the measure and the manner in which the 
UN force behaves; it can in turn, therefore, become a 
factor in political processes, 

Such a "dynamic" outlook would appear rather 
chaotic. But it is the task of the Social Sciences to 
seek a certain measure of regularity in this seeming 
chaos and to explain these regularities. The prime 
requisite is to make a few relevant classifications 
of political processes and of characteristics of UN 
operations. 

( 19) F.J .A.Terwisscha van Scheltinga: "Politieke aspect en 
van VN vredesoperaties", Int. Spectator, 1 966, 3 p .208. 
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Theoretically, political processes can be dis
tinguished' according to their scope: there are changes 
in local political power structures, intercommunal 
ones; etc., up to changes in the power structure "of 
the world" (mondial political processes). Political pro 
cessescan also be cdistinguished according to their dy
namics. It is true that power structures are always in 
motion, but the rate of change can differ widely. There 
are countries whe~e power structures alter quickly, as 
is in the case of most of the new nations, where we 
find a rapid transition from traditional to new poli
tical elites. There are al~ countries where these stru£ 
tures have crystallized, hence showing a much slower 
change. Of both types of structures of power - the"dy
namic" and the "static" type - we find a special form 
the equilibrium phase, in which the groupings involved 
in the incursive struggle for power possess almost e
qual positions. Logically, a dynamicequilibrium is a 
phase that is no maE than a dot on a line. Psycholo
gically and scciologically, it can be a very dramatic 
phase ending in the monopolizing of power by a new po 
litical elite. In the other hand, a static equilibrium 
looks more or less.li.ke a pair of scales, on both sides 
of which the weights are changed simultaneously. 

It is of importance to know that dynamicc:struc
tures show a different political behavi:)r as compared 
with static structures. There is a link between the 
measure of political stability and, for instance, the 
degree up to which a "Verantwortungspolitik" is carried 
out by those playing an active political role (diplo
macy included). The greater the stability, the more 
careful one will endeavor to calculate one's political 
strategy, and anticipate the political effects of cer
tain measures (such as a UN force) 

This classification of political processes (local 
intercommunal, mondial; "static" versus "dynamic" whether 
or not in their equilibrium phase) is of special impor
tance if one wishes to analyze the relation of political 
processes to characteristics of uN performances and 
vice ·versa. _In the following paragraph we shall go in 
to this matter in both ways. 



1 9 

IV. External Functioning 
a) Political process and UN. fo:r'ces: Insj:i tutionaliz<:ful 

From a formal point of view, the UN force has 
the politically neutral task of Peace Keeping. It 
proceeds from the principle of non-intervention; its 
composfrion is in conformity with the wishes of the 
host country; its activities are subjected to the 
consent of this host country, etc. These, however, 
are merely formal principles and they actually hide 
the political reality. Even non-Intervention inay 
have important political conse1uerides. The wishes 
and permission of the host country - in themselves 
the dominating part of the powe~ structure in case -
are usually drawn Up after the necessay pressure 
has been exerted, pressure from the side of a prom:l.E 
ent group of countries, or a group of prominent 
countries in the UNO. 

From a sociological point ~f view it might be 
more useful to note that, apart from the formal tasks 
of UN forces, up to now preference was given to an 
'l::lbserver role" (as associated with political neutral 
ity of the UN force) over a more politically active
"constabulary role". Both these roles are here to be 
seen "ideal typisch" they are to be considered as 
abstractions, as never existing extreme situations 
between which social reality could be located. Such 
an observer role of the UN force might be considered 
to be in line with an executive role of the Secretary 
General; and a tons!: a bulary role with a policy making 
role of the Secretary General. 

UNO is an international organization. The Security 
Council and Assembly reflect in their decision making 
predominantly mondial political processes. The politial 
power of the Secretary General (as a supranational in
stitution) in respect of a certain domain of power, 
such as the political control of the UN forces, de
pends on the measure in which countries in the UNO 
power structure who are in a position to accomplish an 
imperative distribution of values, wish to or must 
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tolerate this politcal power. The smaller the poli
tical power of the S-G, the more he will stress the 
"observer role" of the UN force. The greater his P£ 
wer is, the more he will stress the constabulary 
role. 

Given a certain power-position, the measure 
in which the S-G will associate Peace-Keeping with 
a constabulary role depends on the measure in which 
the political process in the host country can be 
connected ~ith those of the (group of) countries 
dominant in the UNO power structure. Should the lat 
ter preponderahtly be the case, then in a situatio~ 
of equilibrium, there can be no question whatever 
of any UNO operation; in a dynamic situation, UNO 
decisions will leave no room for a position of po
litical power of an UN secretariat (20) and a UN 
command ( 21. ) 

clence we can sum up the following alternative 
situations! 

1) There is no immediate connection between the 
local political process of which the conflict is an 
expression, and the mondial political process. In 
this case, the UN force will possess a strong supr~ 
national character, and the tendency of the S-G•s 
translating "Peace Keeping" in terms of a "consta
bulary role" will be strong. An effective interven
tion by UNO is functional to its persistence as an 
internationl organization, and functional to supr~ 
national elements of the UNO organization. 

2) There certainly is a connection between the 
local and the mondial political process. G~nerally 
speaking, the UN operation, if possible,- will be 
disfunctional in respect to UNO. Owing to change·s 

(20) J.W. Holmes:"The Political and Philosophical As 
pects of UN Security Forces, International Jour. 1964 3 
(21) Many remarks could be made on the: roiiticallyvey 
important question of the relation between S-G, UNO staff 
members and UN command. However, such would be beyond 
the scope of this rather condensed survey. 
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in the mondial power structure, and because the P£ 
wer structure within UNO not fulJy. :reflects this 
political process, a number of variants appear: 

2a) Within the UNO there is a static equilibrium 
U~ operations are not tolerated (Cf. Hungary) 

2b) Within the UNO there is a dynamic equilibrium 
owing to which an "anticipatory atd.tuue" in poli
tical action is not yet prestnt in the same measure 
as in static situations. ·Temporarily, speeial con.-. 
stellations of power relations and vacua of power 
make their appearance, owing to which it will be 
possible to decide on a UN operation. Here, however, 
a UN operation is strongly disfunctional with re
spect to the persistence of the UNO as an interna
tional or supranational body .. According to the S-G' s 
possible interpretation of the latter situation, 
this can be sub-divided into: 

2b 1 ) A country or group of countries· cannot ef
fect an imperative distribution of values, in con
sequence of which an UN operation will be necessary 
to restore the balance (formally: "depoli tizationll). 
The S-G can appropriate a certain amount of politi
cal power, but he will exercise this power as little 
as possible (Cf,Congo) 

2b2) A country or a group of countries cannot ef
fect an imperative distribution of values, in cons£ 
quence of which a UN force will be added to the po
litical power position of the opposite parties. The 
S-G will not acquire political power of any import
ance (Cf. Korea) 

The rapidly developing struggle for power be
tween ·"East" and "West" has been putting an equally 
rapid end to the original conception of an interna
tional police force with a permanent staff committee. 
In consequence, the supranational political power of 
the S-G was minimized and with it the possibility of 
an institutionalized "policy making role''· True 
that, according to R~ling(22), owing to the expand
ing preparatory and informative task of the Seer£ 
tariat, some of these tasks are beginning to show 

(22 \ B.V .A. Rl:lling: "Over oorlog en vrede" Amsterdam, 
1963, spec. 153 - 173 
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aspects of a supranational organization but the r~ 
sults cannot be more than a small and latent posi
tion of power for the S-G. The gradual transition 
to a static equilibrium made situations as described 
in 1 become less frequent, and also minimized the 
chance of the S-G's policy making role. Hence,it 
was a shifting from 1 ,to 2a. However, the strategy 
of peiceful coexistence, as developed since 1956, 
made it possible for the S-G to play a modest role 
in situations where it was in the interest of ~oth 
partie~ to avoid conflict. This means a slight cou~ 
ter tendency from 2a to 1; nevertheless, the poli
tical power of the S-G remains very limited. 

The position of the i•new nations" within the 
UNO political structure strongly increased, espe
cially after the "package deal" of 1955. In respect 
of the u·· forces the foundation of this position 
had already been laid by the "Uniting for Peace Reso 
lution", which although undoubtedly not meant to do 
so (23), in a later phase certainly contributed to 
this 11 small power revolt 11 • But owing to an increas
ing political struggle among these new nations, which 
was partly due to a reflection of the contrasts be
tween East and West, most divergent motives may lie 
hidden behind the majority resolutions of the As
sembly, which recommend the S-G to organize a UN 
operation in one guise or another. Hence, a shifting 
from 1 to 2b. Possibly also a certain degree from 
2a to 2b. 

On the one hand, a modest form of institution_ 
alization of a supranational.UN force has been ac
complished in the form of "technical provisions". In 
fuis respect we might refer to the communication 
centres at the S-G's disposal in some countries. Nor 
should we forget the small nucleus of military ad
visers to the S-G, and in particular the UNTSO, of 
whose experiences since 1948 he has often made good 
use(24)-. Also mainly because of tl!E contrasts behind 
the majority resolutions of the Assembly, the- S- G 
himself was forced to take the initiative in inter 
preting politically the recommendations made. -

(23) Murray, op.cit. 
(24) V. d. Burg, op.cit.; Bloomfield, op.cit., 9 
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On the other hand, this will lead other coun
tri·es, including the new ones, to make the UN force 
a minimally small one, and it also tends to make 
such countries suspicious of any propositions for 
further institutionalization~ this force. 

The greater the UN force, the less it will r£ 
strict itself to playing the observer role. The 
greater the institutionalization of the supranatio~ 
al character of the Secretariat, the freer the Seer£ 
tary General's interpretation will be .. Under the pr~ 
sent conditions (situation 2a and 2b), this would be 
strongly disfunctional to the UNO. Accordingly, we 
do not only hear of arguments for keeping down UN 
forces from the side of dominant groups in UNO's P£ 
wer structure (25), -but also from authors like Schel 
ling (26) and others who concern themselves with the 
fate of UNO, and it goes without saying, from the 
Secretary General himself(27)• Given the political 
structure, the S-G on the one hand is forced to go 
on playing a "political role as a v:ital element in 
the United Nations Peace Keeping process"(28). But 
it is just this role in this situation that makes 
his propositions suspicious beforehand, and dooms 
to premature failure even the most modest endeavors 
to attain institutionalization, (29) such as was the 
case with Hamarskj~ld. 

(25) Cf. Stanley Hoffmann: "Erewhom or Lilliput? A 
Critical View of the Problem", Int. Org. 1963,404 ff 
also in Bloomfield. 
(26) Th.C.Schelling:"Strategic Problems of an Inter 
national Armed Force" Int.Org.1963,465-485; also 
in Bloomfield. 
(27) Lecture delivered by U Thant, Harvard Univ, 1963 
(28) P. Martin:"Peace Keeping and the United Nations, 
International Affairs, 1964 no 2, 191 -204. 
(29) For a broad survey of the main efforts and pro
posals, see 0. Stokke:"United Nations fecurity Forces: 
a discussion of the problems involved", in "Peace
Keeping, experience and evaluation," The Oslo papers 
Norw. Instit~te of International Affairs, 1964,p. 52-67 
For some additional data see R~ling, op.cit. 1960 and 
'63; Lester B.Pearson:"Force for UN", Foreign Affairs 
Apr. '57 (conc,rning the' common measures commi ttee')p395 
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Experience with ONiJG, where "the temptation to 
interfere. from the outside was extreme", according to 
Murray (30), and to quote Katani(31 ), "the tendency 
to skip over the framework of the United Nations was 
readily apparent", has rendered a better understand
ing of ail this and has shown the problem of the po
litical control" of the UN force assomething of the 
greatest importance. The escalation from Peace Keep
ing Forces to fighting forces was actually a':symptom 
of the tension we can expect · if situation 1 develops 
into situation 2 during the operations. Tensions be
tween· ·ail parties concerned,. between these and the 
s~G and last but not least between the S-G staff and 
the UN c6mmand might develop. 

b. UN .force and political process; .prteo.$E;!s, .;ro1e -ex· 
pectations and effectiveness 

It seems clear from all this, that tendencies 
in political structures ahave their influence on the 
measure and manner in which the UN force will operate, 
But also the contrary is true: the UN force influences 
the political structures in a certain measure and in 
a certain way. 

From what we have already seen - the slight 
amount of institutionalization of a supranational UN 
force~ follows that, under the present circumstances 
the influence on the mondial political processes may 
certainly be small. Thus, "politico-activity" refers 
mainly to local and intercommunal political processes, 
Hypothetically speaking, is it possible systematical 
ly to reduce this "pob tico-activity" to a number of 
regularities recognizable in the external function
ing of UN forces? 

The nature of politico-activity, given a cer
tain political process, is dependent on the purposes 
which the UN forces dictate to themselves. The "re
commendation" put to ·(he Secretary General are to 
be translated into more concrete purposes by him and 

(30) Murray, op. cit. 
( 31) Hidejiro Kotani: nfeaceKeeping: Problems for SmaLler 

Gou:ntries",International Journal 1963/64 
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his commanders. One of the questions that presents 
itself when laying down these purposes is whether 
or not the UN force is to endeavor to isolate the 
conflict of the world, or to separate the conflic! 
ing parties (interposition) ( 32) Both purposes me!2;~, 
tioned here are thought as "idealtypisch": In real_i 
ty, there is a difference in accent. Both purposes 
always appear combined. Successful isolation usual
ly leads to the necessity of interposition, and int'eJl 
position is meaningfai only when the conflict can be 
limitedin scope~ · 

Isolation of the conflict always m~ans: isoli 
tion in any measure of the struggle for political p£_ 
wer lying .'\t- the root of the Conflict. Endeavors to 
isolate, therefore1 merely_, have a serious chn.nce of 
succeeding if the local political process in question 
does not (yet) form a part of intercommunal political 
processes or that the parties concerned with such in
tercommunal political processes. are not (yet) in a 
position to influence the purposes of the UN force. 

OnP could say there is a certain arrangement 
of work uetween the Secretary General and the UN 
force. Should isolation of the conflict situation 
come first and utmost, then the S-G will develop 
great diplomatic activity, and the UN force will per. 
form additional operations. Should interposition 
come first, then the centre of gravity will be found 
in the UN forces, and the Secretary General will put 
forth additional diplomatic activity. 

Generally speaking, the conflicts,with which 
the UNO has to cope1are dynamic political processes 
(sometimes also in the equilibrium phase) which have 
come to a violent outburst. Rere, interposition is of 
the greatest importance, seen from a politico-socio
logical point of view. We should like to restrict 
ourselves to the two following hypotheses: 

(1) interposition in the case of a local dynamic 
political process leads to a local dynamic equili
b:r.ilun; 

(32) Of course, also 1 other classifications of purpose 
are possible.· See, for instance, Knut Mi~qard: "Prepare 
tions for Future Contingencies "Oslo papers p. 64-7 9 
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(2) interposition in the case of a local dynamic 
equilibrium leads to a local static equilibrium. 

Needless to say that one could add more hy
potheses ~ the above mentioned on the basis of other 
classifications of purposes and/or with reg2.rd to 
intercommunal political processes. 

Given ceEain purposes, the measure of politico 
activity can vary enormously,dependent upon the poli_ 
tical process and the effectiveness of the UN force. 
The measure in which the UN force as~igns itself a 
"constabulary role" instead of an"observer role" may 
be considered as an indication of the strength of 
the factor that the UN performances mean to local po 
litical structure·. A constabulary role points to the 
inclination to intervene in local conflicts, hence in 
the local intercursive power relations. An "obser-ver 
role" on the contrary, points to the disposition to 
limit oneself to only registering conflicts, thereby 
leaving their solutions (that is to say: intervention 
in incursive power relations) to other bodies. In 
this respect we come to the following hypotheses: 

(3) interposition in the case of a local or inter 
communal dynamic political process accentuates the 

11constabulary role; 
( 4) interposition in the case of a local or int e.r, 

communal dynamic equilibrium accentuates the~bserver 
role>~ 

These two roles should always be regarded as 
"ideal typisch" as we suggested in the foregoing para
graph. Theyal.ways appear in combination. In a dynamic 
political process however, both rnles exclude each 
other to a considerable extent. Mrweover, given the 
purposes, the chances are great that in such a si tua 
tion an"observer role" will rapidly change into a -

"constabulary role".Inother words: limiting oneself to 
observation in the case of interposition and especial 
ly in the case of isolation of dynamically developing 
political structures, is actually a "testimonium pau
pertatis" of UN forces. This brings us to. the · last 
hypotheses: 

(5) the greeter the effectiveness of the UN force 
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h . . 11 b 11 • 1 t e stronger relatlvely 1ts consta ulary role w11 
be accentuated; 

(6)the lesser the effectiveness of the UN force 
the stronger relatively its'·observer rolehwill be ) 
accentuated. 

"Effectiveness" according to Etzicini(33) is 
determined_ by the degree in which an organization 
realizes its goals. An "effective" organization of 
the Un force will be considered as to offer more 
possibilities for intervention: in the local poli
tical process,·; that 1 i es at the root of tl,e con
flict situation: Moreover the members of an effec

tive organization will sooner be inclined to "posi-
tive reactions" One should in this case think of 
manpower, material provisions and of the morale of 
the staff members (34) as conditions of effective
ness. 

Much of what has been advanced here as hy~ 
potheses will, in the practice of political behavior 
be recognized intuitively. And this also holds good 
Rr further refinements which one can introduce into 
any of these hypotheses .. In eqailibrium situations, 
especially situations in which the disposition to an 
ticipate is great, one will actually take these -
mechanisms into consideration. But it is a good thing 
to approach them in a more precise and less intui
tive manner. Our capacity to prediction should be 
of the best .. Situations in which the chances of 
failures of the UN force are great should be re
cognized as clearly and as .'SOon as possible, since 
such a failure embodies considerable consequences 
for the United Nations Organization as ti whole and 
hence for world peace. 

~reda1 10 June 1966 

(33)Amitai Etzioni:"Modern Organizations" 1964, 8 
( 34) Much about these problems of morale can be learned 
from the S:ory by Phillip Forest:" Sudden Emergency", 
Woi'ld Wide Mag<\zj ne, Feb .• 1964. 



EFFECTS OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS: 
NUCLEAR WAR 

To Stonier: Mono June 13 - 10:40o 

Before we talk about disarmament, I think it is terri 
biy important that we begin to understand the realities of nu: 
clear waro Everybody knows that nuclear war is, a fearful thing, 

• I ' , 

~ut that in itself, is not enougho All of us who are deeply,cog 
cerned abdut

1
the pro~lem of disarmament should have at our co~ 

mand information which,offers real insight into the fact that 
while nuclear war would not necessarily me&~ the end of human~ 
ty, it would mean the temporary destruction of our civilizationo 

Now it is difficult to assess just what "temporary" 
means: Would recovery be achieved in only a few generations, 
or would we recede into another dark age lasting for centunes? 
To a large extent of course, this would depend upon the magn~ 
tude of such a nuclear waro 

To begin with, let us consider a single weapono A few 
months ago the American Air Force lost a bombo It was a nuclear 
bomb that was lost when a fuel plane collided over Spain with 
a Strategic Air Command bomber carrying four "twenty megaton 
class weapons" o (It is known that the SAC bombers c·arry twenty 
five megaton weapons)o Three of them were recovered immediat~ 
lyo Two of them had burst but not detonated; that is to say 
that one or more of the TNT charges had gone off rupturingthe 
casing and spilling radioactive material on the countrysideo 
Collecting this was an expensive but not terribly difficult 
tasko What turned out to be a very diffjcult task· was recoveE_ 
ing the fourth bomb, lost in the Mediterraneano After the Navy 
did recover it, a picture of the weapon was publishedo If you 
saw the picture you realized that it was not much biggerthan 
a table, the sort of thing one could easily lug around in a 
station wagono 

Let us just stop to consider for a minute the amount 
of energy that was stored in that particular kind of weapono 
Let us, in fact, talk about the effect of such a single twen 
ty megaton weapon (we. will not even make it tvlenty-fi ve)' and 
what the effect would be if it were detonated in New York Cityo 
Then let us proceed to analyse the effects of a nuclear war 
in generalo 

I 
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The first statement that one can reasonably make is 
this: if such a bomb went off in midtown New York, the total 
number of people killed would be about ten times the total 
number of battle deaths that the United States has suffered 
throughout all its history. That is from the American Revoi~ 
tion through Vietnam: A single weapon would kill ten times as 
many. 

When such a bomb is detonated, a small man-made sun 
is c~eated. The temperaturminternally a~e of the order of 
millions of degrees; at the surface of the fireball they are 

' ' thousands of degrees. The heat is sufficiently intense that 
if the bomb were detonated in the air, on a very clear day, 
first degree burns would be inburred as far as 70 kilometers 
away, At around 45 kilometers one could receive second degree 
burns, ahd third degree burns at perhaps 40 kilometers. Per
sons "~tanding out in the open at 30 kildmeters, .would probably 
be exposed td heat so intense that their clothing would ignit~ 

If such a Weapon wer~ detonated.oh Columbus Circle in 
New York it would create a crater which would be 1.6 kilometelB 
across and 200 meters deep, with a 50-meter lip. Kmost any of 
the midtown skyscrapers could be placed in the hole and would 
barely protrude above the rim. Of course, should the explosion 
occur at Columbus Circle, most of the midtown skyscraperswould 
not only be knocked down, they would be partly melted. The 
average two-family brick building would be knocked down up to 
12 kilometers away in an area from the Inwood section of Man
hattan to the North, to Prospect Park in Brooklyn. So-called 
moderate damage would occur out to 25 kilometers, which means 
almost every corner of the city would be damaged including Yog_ 
kers to the North. Moderate damage means that while a house 
might still be standing, by peace time standards it would be 
more economical to tear it down than to try to repair it. These 
are the obvious and the immediate effects. 

There is a third effect, immediate radiation, which 
we do not have to go into with such a large weapon as this. A~ 
though there is a lot more of it, it does not travel very much 
farther than the old-style atomic bombs of the type that were 
dropped on the Japanese cities. The two bombs dropped on Hir£ 
shima and Nagasaki at the close of World War II were twenty 
kiloton weapons, that is to say twenty thousand tons of TNT 
equivalent. We are speaking about twenty million tons of TNT 
equivalent when we discuss one twenty megaton bomb. The old 
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style atomic weapons were not even big enough to provide the 
trigger for detonating these new weapons" In the Japanese 
cities, radiation was a great medical problem" This wouldnot 
be a problem now because anyone Cbse enough to be affected,by 
radiation would also be.close enough to be killed by both 
the blast and the heat" Thus the two main immediate effects 
are the intense heat and the blast" 

Within about twenty minutes, in the case of the New 
York burst, or any other burst where there is a sufficient 
density of combustible material, there would ensue a phenom~ 
non known as firestormo Nuclear weapons can start fires in 
two ways: Firstly, from the intense heat, and secondly from 
the blast wave which would knock over stoves, wreck gasoline 
stations, cause electrical short circuits, and so forth" Whe:g 
ever there is a very large burning area containing a suffi
cient amount of combustible material, a firestorm results" 
Such phenomena have been observed in forest fires, and during 
World War II in the planned fire raids against enemy cities" 
The first such successful "scientific raid" was in late July 
of 1943 against Hamburg" The method was to bomb the city with 
a mixture of high explosives and incendiaries. When high ex
plosives alone were dropped, not enough fires were started" 
If incendiaries alone we~e dropped, then the civil defence 
people were able to put them out" But by using them both, the 
fire fighters were forced to stay under cover until the fires 
had become too large to be controlled" 

So it was that within twenty minutes a thirteen 
squarekilometer area was ignited and a pillar of burning 
gases developed which had a diameter of 2o4 kilometers and 
which reached 4000 meters high" Some of the RAF planes coming 
in the second and third waves were caught in this pillar and 
flipped on their backs. ·A few went down" According to the po 
lice engineers, the temperatures went up to 800 degrees, and 
this figure is quoted in the American Strategic Bombing Survey. 
I have seen German documents which make more sense in view of 
other data known on the mass buning and they indicate that the 
temperatures went to 1400 degrees" Now, at that temperature 
all kinds of things burn that one normally does not think of 
as combustible" This includes the asphalt in the streets. The 
streets were literally burning. As many people died in this 
raid as were to die two years later at Hiroshima"""'''"It will 
never. be known how many people died, but it was of the order 
of 60,000. 
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Most of them, the majority of them, died in air 
raid shelters" Most of those that died, mercifully were vie 
tims of carbon monoxide poisoning. It was estimated that seve!!_ 
ty percent died this way; the other thirty percent died of 
heat. The heat in some of these shelters was so intense that 
in a few instahces, where the ~helter was covered by hot 
smoldering rUbble, the temp~rature was still above the kin£ 
ling point, so ttiat when the shelter was dpened up ten days 
lat'er, the influx of fresh oxygen caused the shelter to burst 
into flames" A number of the rescue personnel were injured in 
sudh incidents" 

Let us take ihto consideration the size of this phe 
nomenon: The Hamburd area involved ulti~ately an area of -
3q square kilometers. I have mentioned earlier a distance of 
30 kilometers in which clothing would ignite" The 30-kilometer 
radius defines the area likely to be invblved by a single twen 
ty megaton air burst, and encompasses about 2800 square kilo-
meters" To put this figure into perspective, let us consider 
that the largest forest fire in the continental United States 
during the last half century was the great Tillamock fire in 
Oregon, and that was less than 1300 square kilometers" Thus 
with a 20 MT airburst, we would see the simultaneous ignition 
of an area twice as large as this very large forest fire" 

Fallout probably has received more public attention 
in connection with nuclear war than anything else, perhaps 
because as the effort to devehp a civil defence scheme pro
gressed (see discussion elsewhere) it was realized that 
blast and fire were not essentially different from what had 
been encountered in World War II, except quantitatively" What 
was wholly new was fallout. Significant amounts of local fall 
out occur when the fireball actually touches the ground. The 
intense heat causes the material to vaporize and as it reaches 
the cooler layers of the atmosphere and the fireball burns 
out, it begins to condense and settle" The heavier particles 
settle faster and the lightest particles may drift many hun
dreds of miles. Now it is reasonable that a single twenty meg~ 
ton ground burst could contaminate an area the size of the 
State of Connecticut to the extent that it would be a very 
serious threat to life. 

The real problem with fallout is not that an in
formed population cannot protect itself against it " 60 
centimeters of dirt is as effective as 40 centimeters of 
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concrete; the simple act of digging a foXhole and getting i~ · 
to that and keeping things away·from the edges could save 
your life if you could stay in a fox hole for weeks. Almost 
any building that is stiil standing can be made to serve as 
a shelter and your chances would be good if you knew what to 
do. 

The real problem bfBllout is that all relief; rescue 
and repair operations will be completely impeded. If the power 
lines are down they will stay down; Anyone requiring medical 
attention is not going to get it. If a city 9atches fire, no 
one is going to put it out. This is the problem of fallout. 
'Nhen the water pumps start rusting no one is going to repair 
them. All kinds of things that normally go wrong will do so, 
but there will not be any crews out to fix them. These then 
are the intermediate effects, and fallout would literally put 
a damper on all remedial activity for the next two weeks. 

Consider the more long range effects such as econo
mic consequences: A modern industrial economy consists of a 
delicately interlocking network of mutually interdependent 
activities. Some of us in the New York area have had experi
ence with this when the subway men suddenly went on strike. 
We see all kinds of other thine;s go wrong. It is not only 
that we have trouble getting to work, and that there are more 
traffic jams and so forth, but consider for example the plight 
of the newspapers: not only do sales decline, but stores put 
in fewer ads because the shoppers are not coming. Much more 
dramatic was the power failure in November, 1965 which brought 
home better than anything I know of, the complexities of mod
ern society. A detailed discussion of this power failure and 
its implications has been published previously (War/Peace Re-" 
port, Jan. 1966, p. 12 - 14) and is included in the Appendix. 

I would like to mention here some historical experi
ences particularly those of World War II. The Germans, we are 
inclined to forget, were thoroughly beaten in 1945; they were 
beaten economically. In March of 1945 the German Ministry of 
Finance made a report saying that unless the transportation 
system could be restored, the economy would be completelyb~ 
rupt in from four to six weeks. They cited the precipitous d~ 
cline in munitions production which occuned not because the 
plants had been that severely damaged by allied raids, but be-' 
cause these plants could ne~ther get the raw materials in, nor 
ship their products out. The German transportation system 
had been disastrously hit by the allied air raids and it turns 
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out that it was not so much that an air raid over a railroad 
yard had put a lot of holes in the tracks. The Germans got so 
good at repair work that in many cases before the last plane 
had left, the first train was already running through. Wnat 
the Germans could not keep up with was the destruction of the 
rolling stock, particularly locomotives. The effects were so 
serious that the Strategic Bombing Survey conducted after the 
war, decided that we had wasted time bombing German aircraft 
factories because if the Germans had produced 1,000 airplanes 
a month, it would not have done them any good; they would not 
have been able to fly them because there was no gasoline. The 
German report was made in March of 1945; the Armistice occur
red seven weeks later, so that it was pretty accurate. 

The question of gasoline brings up an experience 
during the power failure. A member of the Marine Corps was fl~ 
ing to New Yorlc on November 9, the evening of the power fail
ure. His plane had approached the New York area and was 
scheduled to land at Floyd Bennett Field, a Navy airfieldnear 
New York, just about the time the lights went out. Floyd Ben
nett Field did not have enough stand-by power to operate the 
landing lights for aircraft, The plane, along with others was 
flying around. Then came orders to land in Westchester Airport, 
where emergency lights were operating. On the way to Westches
ter, passengers expressed anxiety as to how they could get 
out of there to the very important meeting they were scheduled 
to attend. They were told not to worry. The National Guardhad 
already been alerted to have their trucks and jeeps ready to 
rush them wherever they wanted to go. They landed in West
cheater only to discover that the National Guard keeps its 
trucks and jeeps empty of gasoline as a matter of routine ex 
cept as it·comes time to move them. Pumping gasoline requires 
electricity. There was no electricity, and so they die ':0t 
go to New York that night. 

I think to those who lived through it, the power fail 
ure in New York demonstrated the interconnection of such things. 
When the electricity went out, the heat went out, not because 
heat comes from electricity - it comes from coal or gas or oil
but because thermostats work on electricity. And so it went. 
We found that the subways were not running, that elevators in 
apartment houses and offices had stopped dead. We were very 
lucky that time. The power was on the next morning and there 
were very few casualties. We were fortunate in that the weather 
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was good; it was not icy cold. lf iL had been a foggy ai 
rainy night, there would have been several air ·Lragedi.es. 
Instead, the whdle· thing turned out to be sort of a lark -
with people wandering up Madison Avenue in the bright moog 
light. It became the best adventure sorne had in five years· 
or even a lifetime. It was therefore ndt serious. 

If the power had been off for another few nights, 
an increasing death rate among the ill, the infants and the 
aged could have been expected. With a cold speil the increased 
deaths. due to pneumonia and similar diseases would have men 
sufficient, 

A study done for the Office of Civil Defence by a 
group ·of the Federal Power Cominission had come out in March, 
1965; just six months before the massive power failure. It 
stated that Widespread power failures as a result of nuclear 
warfare were not likely. I think that this is typical of the 
lack of reality which we bring to our consideration of nuclear 
warfare. They could not even anticipate that the complex of 
interlocking networks that have developed over the years could 
result in a power failure involving thirty million people. 
Thus the power failure brought home to many of us how a single 
critical link in our economy can have widespread ramifications. 
The chief links are in fact power, transportation, communication 
and what might be called the bureaucratic network - paper work , 
and so on. I once read a science fiction story about a machine 
that would destroy only paper: records, money and similar arti 
cles. You can imagine the effects on a society such as ours. In 
any case, the point I am making; or that was made for all of 
us by the blackout, is that our economy is extremely vulnerable. 
If you dest~ the cities of our nation, you destroy very much 
more. The kind of naive analysis that says that if 70 percent of 
our productive capacity were destroyed, we would have 30 per
cent left, is about as naive as saying that if you chop off 
70 percent of a man you have 30 percent of a man left. 

One quality of our lives that we are very much used to 
nowadays is cleanliness. We tend to forget how fast a population 

can get lousy. There are lice around all the time, perhaps even 
in your own home. You may not like to think of this but the 
chances are that there are rats in or around your home. The 
rats carry lice and fleas, and these would be only too ready 
to hop over the human host if given a chance.Normally we do not 

give them a chance. We take baths and change clothes regularly. 
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If however, we were subJected to what the people of 
Naples were subjected to in 1943, things could change drasti 
cally. Naples was bombed firts by the Allies because the Ge£ 
mans were using it as a port, and later by the Germans be
cause the Allies were using it as a port. In the meantime, 
there had been several changes of administration. There were 
very serious food shortages, as you can imagine. There was, 
hardly such a thing as soap - or even hot water. So one had 
a lot of people without soap and hot water, who in addition 
were very hungry and could not care less about going to extra 
trouble to clean themselves. These people, during air raids, 
were crowded togethe" ih shelters of every description, so 
thet if a person was not lousy before entering the shelter, 
he was lousy after coming out. It is not surprising that 
when tyiflus was introduced, it found fertile ground for devEiloE. 
ing into a great epidemic. It is worth nothing that typhus 
had not been lmbwn in Italy since the period after World War I. 
Its reintroCluct:!-on probably came about through refugees or 
soldiers returning from such places as Africa. 

Fortunately, there was present at this time, a high
morale, well-supported organization in Naples, the U.S. Army. 
It engaged in the largest mass delousing campaign in history. 
The soldiers deloused everybody over a period of two weeks, 
and they did a magnificent job. In those two weeks the army 
managed to nip the epidemic in the bud. This was possible be 
cause there was an American occupation army. Presumably fol: 
lowing a nuclear war there will be no such agency. 

Let us take a few other examples. We forget that in the 
U.S., from Western Kansas out to the Pacific there is endemic 
in the rodent population an organism known as Pasteurella pes
tis. This is a bacterium which causes plague, bubonic plague. 
Normally in the U.S. we have one or two cases annually •• I am 
not referring to cases brought in from some oriental port but 
to cases originating here. Last year was a very bad year; 
there were six cases, all occurring in New Mexico. Five of the 
six cases involved children who had played with animals who had 
the disease. Plague does not normally appear in the human popu 
lation~cept accidentally. Generally it does not spill over 
from the animal population because there are two kinds of ba£ 
riers, ecological and ~nitary. 

Ecological barriers exist because normally the human 
population does not have that much contact with the sick animal 
population. Following a nuclear war, things would be very dif 
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ferent. Hundreds of thousands, perhaps millions of people 
would be forced into the woods. They would be looking for 
food, for fuel, and for water. The ones searching for food 
are the most likely to get into tro~ble because the ani~als 
that are easiest to catch are the sick ones. We are going 
to have people contracting plagde at a time when our public 
health services are in the state of disorganization. With 
large groups of people migrating around, in amuch more 
exaggerated way fuan during the dus~ bowl migrations, the 
barrier between the animal and the hUman population will 
be knocked down and once this diseas~ is within the human 
population we will not be able to cneck it. This has been 
true of epidemics following most of the Wars of history. 
Far more people died from the diseases that came in the 
wake of the wars, than were killed by the weapons utilized 
in those hostilities. 

I would now like to look at other biological pro£ 
lems that do not deal directly with the human population 
but that might be even more disastrous. The best way to ig 
traduce this topic is to tell you about a bug, a beetle, 
called the Engelmann's Spruce bark beetle. In 1939, a 
severe wind storm of gale force swept through Colorado, 
knocking down many of these very tall, majestic, Engelmann's 
Spruces. Engelmann's Spruce bark beetles cannot live readily 
on healthy trees. The pitch contains substances which make it 
very difficult for them to breed and rear young. On the 
other hand, they cannot live on dead trees either. Normally 
you see, they act as nature' s forester; they live on the 
occasional sick old tree that is dying off and they eliminate 
it. In this case there were trees, overthrown by the wind, 
which still had roots in the soil. Such trees take several 
years to die, so they are an ideal breeding ground for these 
beetles. In about two years the beetle population had built up 
tremendously and had run out of dying trees. They then began 
attacking live trees. What happens is this: the first wave 
attacks and perishes. It does not breed successfully~ And a 
second wave attacks and then perhaps a third wave. But each 
wave begins to weaken the tree more and more. So that by the 
time a thrd or fourth wave hits it, the tree has in fact be
come sick and does succumb. Now insofar as a beetle popula
tion increases at a rate of five hundred to one, even if 99 
percent of the beetles are killed in the process there is 
still a five-to-one ratio of reproduction. And this is exactly 
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what happened. For the .next si~ or seven years sixteen times 
as much timber was destroyed by the beetles as had been de
stroyed by all the forest fires in that area in the preceding 
thirty years. In 1949 there was a swarm of beeaes, much like 
the biblical ~ocust plague, which moved on to another area. 
A few of them, only a.small part of the total, fell into a 
lake and drowned. They formed a drift which-was about half a 
mete'r deep, two meters wide· and tbree · F.m·.long. 

If one looks at the effects fallout is likely to have 
on natUre, one cannot conceive of a more ingenious technique 
for t~rning a forest over to bark beetles. Fallout would do 
two things' It would provide lots and iots of sick trees, 
and tl:ie vertebrate predators w the woodpecker (which is the 
bark beetles greatest enemy), skunks and porcupines and the 
smaller mammals which are very instrumental in keeping in
sect populations in check, would be eliminated. One would 
remove the predators while providing a preferred food supply. 
Similar results would occur in the prairies, and almost any 
other kind of ecological system one can envision. 

The United States is on the same latitude as North 
Africa, and in many ways our climate is not very different. 
We have our hostile patches from the Bad Lands in the Dak2_ 
tas down to the Mojave Desert in California, just as North 
Africa has to the south of it, the Sahara Desert. And we have 
had our experiences with the dust bowl. North Africa, which 
is now largely barren desert, was once the granary of the 
Roman Empire. One of the forces, some think the major force, 
which led to the decline of th'e Roman Empire was that its 
bread basket began disappearing. This set up all kinds of.s2_ 
cial, political, and military stresses •. Before it was a 
granary, it was covered by thick forests. It used to be thought 
that the desert formation was brought about by a change in 
climate, but the bulk of evidence indicates that this was not 
the case at all, that there are erosion deserts which can be 
brought back if enough effort and material is put into the 
area. 

There is another factor which is unknown to such a de 
gree that it is difficult to know whether one should bother 
talking about it at all. I bring it in to indicate to youhow 
uncertain this whole business is. It is well known that one of 



- 11 -

the greatest influences,on climate is the amount of fine vol 
canic ash in the stratosphere. This acts to change the heat 
balance because such fine particles tend to reflect the short 
wave radiation, the ultraviolet or blue end of the spectrum 
coming in from the sun, without significantly impeding the re 
emission of the long wavk radiation that comes from the earth, 
the infrared radiation. There are good indications that this 
may be of sufficient importance to explain past periods of 
glaciation. If one does a calculation as to how ~uch dust 
might be kicked up by a mbdest nuclear war, i.e., three thou 
sand megatons on each side (which is probably less than ten
to fifteen per cent of the present single sto9kpiles), and if 
these involved megaton~cl~ss weapon. ground burst~, one sudden 
ly begins td feel very very uncomf6rtable. It is a serious -
possibility that if that dust (and we do not know the precise 
amount needed - no unclassified data has been published, or 
if classified data even exists) is of sufficient amount and 
is fine enough to stay up for years, an ice age might result. 
The particles would have to be small enough, less than two 
microns. We do not know what fraction of a megaton explosion 
on dirt (which has never happened, they have always been on 
coral) would be small enough to stay up. While one can say 
that an ice age may not happen, therP is nothing that we know 
at this time that would rule it out. The perturbations that 
we would set up in nature could be that extreme. The year 1816 
was call.ed in folklore "poverty year" or "the year without a 
summer" or "eighteen hundred and froze to death". What had 
happened was that in 1815 Mt. Tomboro on Soembawa Island in 
Indonesia erupted. It was perhaps the worst ~uption in modern 
history. It sent up enough dust that the weather the following 
year was so cold it snowed in July in New England. Crop failure 
was total. The same effect was observed in Scandinavia. Poor 
Richard's Almanac, which was started by Ben;lamin Franklin, pr~ 
dieted such weathe'r and every one thought, what a remarkable 
coincidence! But Ben Franklin knew the phenomenon of certain 
rings which formed around the sun during the day by the dif
fraction of light. It is the same type of phenomenon that pr2 
duces beautiful sunsets. He pointed out that when you see those 
'Bishop's rings" you can expect a cold year. 

On September 25 and 26, 1950 there was enough smoke 
blown over from a forest fire in Western Canada that the 
amount of sunshine in Washington, D.C. was only 52 percent 
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of. normal. You only need to drop the average temperature a 
few degrees, about two degrees centigrade, to depress the 
snow line a thousand feet, which is already suf~icient to 
initiate a modest ice age. If you reduce the amoc;nt of solar 
energy coming in by ten percent and kept it this way for some 
years you would achieve a lowerib.g of six degrees, which 
would be worse than the worst ice age on record. How much 
dust would be thrown up by a nuclear war and how long the 
dust particles would stay up are the big vrtiQ"o~~s. The fact 
that large quantities of dust particles would. hove a serious 
influence on weather is absolutely clearly established. 
Whether such dust particles would then initiate another ice 
age is not certain. 

There is another aspect of the question to consider: 
irreversible social destruction. It is highly unlikely that 
a human society robbed of its cities, with a disorganized 
economy, confronted by plague and famine, having lost a fra£ 
tion of the population exceeding the black death figures of 
the fourteenth century, will be able to rebuild very fast. The 
average person is going to be more likely to go out and forage 
in the countryside for his family than return to his job in 
the factory which might pay him money, but money which he 
cannot use. We saw this at the end of World War II when things 
were relatively stable. I am told by people who have gone 
through Germany that in some of the farmhouses one now sees 
beautiful grandfather clocks and Persian rugs exchanged for 
bags of potatoes in the summer of 1945, when things were bad 
in Germany. Society will rapidly lose all kinds of skills and 
the kind of organtzation to maintain these skills thus rever! 
ing to a dark age. One can point to two historical exam'Ples: 
the potato famine in Ireland in the 1840's, and the fate of 
Mesopotamia at the hands of the Mongols in the Thirteenth Ceg 
tury. 

Ireland, pr.br to the potato famine, had a high birth 
rate, a high marriage rate, only a moderately high emigration 

" rate. Following the famine it developed the highest emigration 
rate in the world, which has persisted until the present time. 
The marriage slumped to the lowest in the world, and the age 
at which people get married is the highest in the world. All 
this is still true a hundred and twenty years later. The figures 
changed sharply before and after the famine. It is very inter
esting to look at the population curve. It drops precipitously 
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and then levels off about 1950, vhen it h>gin<" a.,mins;np wry slowly 
Now t':l.is kind of J;henomenon is difficult to f.'Xpla.in •. !Jhese a'a P'~'pJ"' 
'tho :invoke p:>li tical pressures from Ehgland md other p:-essures. Ifu~nk 
tb.a.t vhen one looks at fue evi den eo whi eh i nvn]_ves "'"''X ld_nilJ'' ol 
irldicators including 0\"'"'·~=d_n fnl.kJ ,-,.t_~<',n on.l -t;alr>G 1 however~ it 
becomes clear that the impact was the trauma of the potato 
f8.mine which produced a fantastic misery. It remained for gen 
erations in the· consciousness of the Irish, perhaps one Should 
say in the subconsciousness of the Irish. AJ:'ter a hundred years 
things are just beginning to come back. If one looks at Europe 
there are a few countries that are as out of the mainstream 
economically as Ireland. Only in the last decade has it pulled 
up and then largely from outside sources. Ireland is the 
Emerald Isle, it is not .like the tundras of Finland, it could 
support many more people. It has a population density one fifth 
that of the rest of the British Isles. 

Mesopotamia is an exampl~ of irreversible social de
struction. During the Dark Ages in Europe, the Europeans were 
not even worth trading with because they had nothing to of
fer Mesopotamia. The only civilized areas were Constantinople 
and Granados, both of which were occupied by the Arabs. Rome 
had become a second rate country town. You might go there O£ 
casionally on business, but it was not muc{i. Northern Europe 
- just savages - Vikings and Goths and such wild tribes. Mes£ 
potamia was certainly one of the bright spots on earth around 
1000 AD. It was very far advanced in terms of things like 
medicine, astronomy, poetry (Omar Khayam, for example); it 
was the Baghdad of the Arabian Nights. The Mongols managed 
to kill an awful number off people (this was done under Kubla 
Khan, the grandson of Ghengis Khan), some estimates indicate 
that there were eight hundred thousand people were killed by 
sword in one week after the fall of Baghdad. But what was worse 
for Mesopotamia was that they destroyed the irrigation system 
during the process of military operations. The system very 
quickly silted up, not· only upstream so that the country be
came arid, but downstream so that swamps which bred Malaria 
were formed. In the meantime the red plague, typhus also 
struck. And so Mesopotamia became what is now known as Iraq 
and was irreversibly removed from the mainstream of history. 
Baghdad retained some of its importance because it was on 
the trade route linking east and west, but it never again 
reached the importance it had before. 
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We take our environment, our social environment and 
our natural environment, so much for granted we do not realize 
that although they are extrem:ly stable and have homeostatic 
mechanisms, there comes a point where they break down. If one 
looks at our soc:i,.ety following a nuclear war, our surroundings, 
it may be somewhat analo.gous to a man who is brought in on a 
stretcher to a doctor by a friend who says, "Do'ctor, can you 
save him? He has just been in an accident and his leg is mag 
gled." The doctor replies that he thinks he can although he 
will have to amputate. Then the friend says "But you know he 
also has diabetes." 'The doctor replies that this makes him a 
poor surgical risk. It will be much more difficult. And the 
friend adds, "J,ast year he had a heart attack," and it also 
develops that he has a spot on his chest and that it is lung 
cancer, and so forth. It is the same sort of thing. You can 
insult, physically insult, nature and society tremendously 
but there comes a point where everything breaks down. I 
think there is no question that even a modest nuclear war, 
in the light of what we have just discussed, would cause 
just that, 

I have concerned myself mostly with the environment 
and have not taken up the question of the genetic damagepr~ 
duced by nuclear explosions. I believe we should all take 
with the utmost seriousness the statement of two eminent gen~ 
ticists that the damage inflicted by nuclear war on future 
generations would still be expressing itself when our present 
contoversies would be mere historical curiosities. 

Anyone who claims that a nuclear war is justified in 
order to maintain certain cherished values, should ponder 
on what values there will be following a nuclear war. 
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LAPTER: The Role Of Smaller Powers
Wed. 15/6/66- 16:QO 

There are many ways in which the existing 
system of states c.ould be subdivided: developed,and 
undeveloped, old ahd hew, powerful and weak·, etc. 

' For the needs of discussion for today,the division 
line will form two groups of state: big and not-big 
ones. If we exclude from the second category (from 
non-big ones) the group of very small states (mini
states like Nonaco) and states under 1 million in
habitants we will arrive at the category of smaller 
powers. The arbi tra:r:'y line separating frcitn this cat_£ 
gory, states urider one million inhabitants is to be 
supplemented by, a less arbitrary line separating 
smaller powers from bigger ones. 

For the purposes of our deliberation we will 
accept as a big power (or major power) a state that 
acquired nuclear capacity by its own effort and which 
at the same time is a permanent member of the U,N. 
Security council, By an accident of history all of 
the permanent members of the security council became 
nuclear states - and none outside their ranks. Thus 
we can accept even to this day that to the group of 
big powers belong states enumerated in the Charter 
of the United Nations: The United States of America; 
the Union of the Socialist Soviet Republics, China, 
Great Britain and France, 

I will say a few more words about the defini 
tion of the smaller powers. I use the word "power" to 
describe a state with some real influence on a regio~ 
al or a subregional scale, And I do not use the ex-• pression "nation - state" because it seems to me rather 
confusing because not all nations have at present their 
own, independent state and some states are multinational. 
And what is perhaps still more important, it seems to 
me improper to speak about "small nations". Each nation 
being unique, is equal in value (if not in power) to 
each other; therefore, all nations are great and quite 
often less populous nations could have, and historically 
had 1made the bigger contributions to the h1unan civili
zation than the more populous big power, 
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out of 129 independent countries at the 
end of 1965, to the category of "smaller powers" 
as described above, 114 belonged; six of them rE 
presented so-called 'tiivided nations". out of the 
84 colonies or non-self~verning territories 
there were six with the population exceeding 1 
million. out of 117 members of the United Nations 
"smaller powers" represented an overwhelming 
majority; without 5 big powers and 11 states with 
population under 1 million; 101 states of the 
category we are interested in, belonged to the 
United Nations. Among these 101 states there are 
a few non-men•bers of the United States and some 
forming the upper class of smaller powers like 
India, Japan, Pakistan, German Federal Republic 
and a few others. 

Theoretically smaller pow~~s. if united, 
could force their will and wishes upon the 
major powers. But it is a big "if".and there are 
usually among them more points of difference than 
of agJ:>eement; and one has to remember that the 
big F'ive are ,in population and resources really 
big and represent over one quarter of the earth's 
population and al" .• enormous economic potential. 

Anyway - the fact is - that the smaller 
nations are not united, and they do not represent 
a voting block in the UN. They are not united 
on all issues even in regional organizations like 
the Organization of American States, or Organiza
tion of African Unity or the League of Arab States. 
And in many instances the disunity of smaller 
powers turns into enemity between them and there 
were even intances of armed clashes in Africa and 
Asia. I am stressing this point just to show .that 
the line dividing smaller and major powers does 
not leave necessarily all the virtues on one and 
all sins on the other side of the border. The 
smaller powers could be.aggressive, selfish, mili 
taristic as the big powers at their worst; it is 
only their smaller capacity to do harm to theoth~rs 
that tends to breed illusions about their more 
idealistic behavior. 
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Besides a large extent of disunity one is 
struck by the diversity of smaller powers. No two 
of them are alike. Soine are very small in size, some 
fairly large; some den~ly populated, some scarcely.· 
sdme are undeveiC>ped economically with a large part 
of population still flliterate,.some are highly de 
veloped modern industrial societies. Some of the 
smaller powers are socialist, .some are capitalist 

,, ! . ' ; ' 

and in some, it is still possible to find feudal or 
semi-feudal order. some of them are aligned with 
the politico-military blocks headed by a superpower, 
some are rlQt aiigned, · · 

This diversity does not necessarily breed 
enemity but certainly makes the unity of smaller 
powers more difficult to achieve. 1t is a rare case 
when the smaller powers vote unanimously in the Gen-· 
eral Assembly or in the security council.The analysis ,. 
of their votes jn the United Nations shows that they 
do not always vote with solidarity with the whole 
subgroup (regional or otherwise) to yhich they belong. 
Rare instances of something nearing the unanimity 
could be found only in two cases: when there is an 
unanimity on the given issue of the major powers al
so, or when the issue is concerned Y!i.th the problem 
of colonialism or neo-coloniali,sm, then there is al
most always a kind of cooperation between the states 
of the "Third \vorld" and the socialist states. 

From the point of view of smaller countries 
the General Assembly of the United Nation~ seems to 
be the proper instrument to exercise their influence 
on world events as far as they could unite on given 
problems and to achieve the necessary majority of 
2/3rds for more important questions. But under the 
rules of the Charter, the resolutions and even de
clarations of the General Assembly are recommenda
tions only, without possibility of their enforcement. 
Therefore one could observe a tendency to shift more 
weight and more power into the General Assemblywhere 
the principle of the sovereign equality of all states 
took the form of a rule: one country - one vote. This 
tendency was encouraged and utilized during the first 
years of the UN by the United States. When fared with 
the Soviet Union's veto in the Security council, they 
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tried to push the same or a similar resolution 
through the General Assembly to take part in,the 
enforcement of that resolution. This practice -
besides not conforming with the letter and the 
spirit of the Chart.er - reinforced the fatal ten 
dency of breaking the world into two inimical 
camps. Under such conditions the very existence 
of the United Nations was put in danger, and With 
it the peace of the world; to try to enforce a 
resolution ~gainst a superpower could lead only 
to a world war. 

That does hot leave, however, the small 
countries defenceless dr without irifiuence on 
world affairs. There are at least two lines of the 
UN action where the smaller nations could and do 
play . a ma or role. One is connected with the 
Peace-keeping Forces. To be useful and used, they ·'· 
ought to be formed only by the smaller powers with 
the exclusion of present permanent members of the 
Security Council. And then there is the moral 
force, still treated rather not seriously by some 
people in and outside the decision making circles, 
but gaining certainly in importance. This moral 
force is a major factor in shaping the world o
pinion and will influence even more in the future 

' the history of mankind. It is this moral force 
that the smaller countries are exercising through 
the General Assembly discussions and voting as 
well as through their attitudes towards other inte~ 
national bodies and towards major problems of the 
present day world. If one trie? to find the unifying 
factors that allow the diversity of the smaller 
countries to find a common denominator, it could be 
put simply in three words; independence, peace and 
welfare. 

The independence of most of the smaller 
states now in existence is a young one> it is the 
minority that· started their independent life before 
the Second World War and· still less of them gained 
freedom before the advent of the XX Century. The 
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struggle for the independence of the right to form 
a state of tieir own-the so-called "new nations 11 -

some of them with many centuries of glorious history 
but enslaved for a long time by the colonial powers
with the strong feeling of national pride and con
science of sovereign equality that t~ were and are 
ready to defend by .all means. But they soon are di~ 
covering that to keep their dearly bought freedom ig 
tact, they have to support the world's struggle for 
peace, for only in the peaceful world could their ig 
dependence and their freedom of action be preserved. 
And not less quickly they learn that to preserve in 
dependence does not only mean to direct their own 
political life; for nowadays there are much more 
subtle ways to influence smaller and weaker nations 
than the old brutal method of turning a country in
to a colony of an Empire. Similar results could be 
ac:treved by enforcing upon a weaker country, by a 
variety of means, an economic dependence that usually 
is described by the term: neocolonialism. Thus, the 
interconnection between independence, peace and wel 
fare comes clearly to the minds of both the people
and the governments of the smaller nations and this 
fact allows t·hem - or most of them - to form in many 
instances a common platform on important issues of 
world policy, like the liquidation of the remnants of 
colonialism, freeing the economic relationship from 
political ties, changing for the benefit of develop
ing countries the existing terms of trade and support 
ing steps leading to the disarmament. 

Before discussing the last mentioned prob 
lem, i.e. disarmament • I wish to mention in more de 
tail, specific areas of smaller nations major influ: 
ence, n~~ely the regional arrangements. They are -as 
is well known - provided for by the Charter but some 
of them, though invoking the Charter are factually 
usvd against its goals and principles .. 

The existing regional groupings could be 
divided into two kinds: those including a major po
wer and those formed by the smaller countries only. 



The first kind is usually a politico-militar.yblock 
and therefore it tends to diminish the freedom of 
action of the smaller powers that belonged to it, 
especially when the world situ~tion becomes tenze. 
The reason why the smaller powers voluntarily ~ee 
to surrender parts of their sovereignty (and any 
alliance contained such a partial surrender) is ex
plained by. their belief that otherwise their whole 
existence as an independent state could be jeopar
dized by the outside forces. Inside such blocks, the 
smaller powers are, howe'"er, trying - in principle 
to lessen the militancy of a given block. They try 
to utilize their influence for lowering the level 
of the conflict with the .opposing block and to ac
commodate a situation of diverse social and politi
cal order on one world. It is first of all in their 
interest to arrive at a situation when all opposing 
blocks and all kinds of discrimination that goes 
with it, are dissolved. But even before that they 
are able to display all kinds of initiative: witness 
Poland with her well-known proposals for the denu
clearization of Central Europe as well as her less 
ambitious plans for Central Europ8an nuclear freeze, 
proposals for a non-proliferation treaty for the 
countries of the above mentioned area. Of a very 
special interest_,. fro m the point of view of regional 
security arrangement, is the Polish Plan for a Euro 
pean Conference on Collective Security System for our 
continent. 

Still such organizations like NATO, CENTO, 
SEATO or the Warsaw Treaty - with all their differ 
ences - cannot be accepted as real regional arrang~ 
ments and therefore sooner or later they have to 
disappear. For the same reason the Organization of 
American. States - because of the USA participation 
and i;heir overwhelming influence - cannot be re""' 
cognized in its present form as a tne regional O£ 
ganization. It seems to me, however, that there 
exists a trend to form a Latin American regional 
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organization. perhaps the efforts of the nations of 
this region declare Latin America as a denuclearized 
part of the world could be seen as a step in this 
direction. 

The other two - partly overlapping regional 
organizations are the League of Arabian States -
though it will probably in the future be extend'ed to 
other non-Arabian states of the Middle East, - and 
the Organization for African Unity -again - to be 
extended in the future to the nations in a sti.ll co 
lonial south of that continent. 

In Europe we have many organizations covering 
the whole continent and not so few that hold the name 
European although their membership comes mostly if not 
exclusively from the Western part of Europe. There 
doesn't, however, exist an all-Eurbpean security or~ 
ganization. Security arrangements covering only the 
Western half of Eu:rq>eL):ocarno, NII.TQ7 failed to give 
even Western Europe the feeling of security rather 
help than obstruction in the rise of German Imperial
ism and militarism. For the countries of both. parts of 
our cont{nent it is now clear that real security has 
to have an all European structure, the details of 
which are to be discussed freely among the represent§ 
tives of all the European states. It is beyond doubt 
that the basis of agreement for such a common security 
system could be formed by the following principles:all 
existing states and frontiers are guaranteed against 
aggression and interference from outside; an act of 
aggression on one European state, belonging to this 
security system will be treated as an act of aggression 
against all of them; the treaty on European security 
System should be drafted in conformity with the UN 
Charter and the actions taken under this treaty should 
conform to the security arrangement as foreseen by the 
Charter. 

And now let us say a few words about the role 
of smaller powers in problems of disarmament and in 
connection with it, the question of - to use the 
phrase coined by the late President Kennedy - "Non
Proliferation." 
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As I said already the smaller powers are far 
from being angels and conflicts among them are farly 
common. And then some of them have a genuine fear that 
their independence could be lost' if they will not have 
enough arms to defend themselves from the attack of 
imperialistic powers. So they spend quite a large part 
of their small budgets on armed forces. Some -do the 
same as members df the wider alliance to which they b£. 
long. Still - with the very few exceptions - they sup
port such projects as General and Complete Disarmament 

(GCD) in which they see not only an increase in their 
security but also a possibility to save money ahd man
power now spent on military budgets. 

. The developing countries see in the GCD a step 
that will allow richer countries a part, at least, of 
financial means freed by disarmament, to be turned in
to gifts or loans or other forms of econo~ic help for 
the poorer part of the human race. 

In the ENDC in-Geneva the representatives of 
smaller powers suppaffi as a rule most of the proposals 
concerned with the reduction of armaments. The aligned 
countries - just because of their alignment - are 
perhaps less active in Geneva than the represe~tatives 
of neutral .. and ·non-aligned "eight", who see their 
role both in putting forward new proposals, accept
able to both sides and in not allowing a dangerous i~ 
pass to be developed between two blocks of aligned P£ 
wers. 

It is quite human that in disarmament rtegoti~ 
tions, just as in economic talks the smaller non-ali~ 
ed states (especially , but not only, the developing
countries) try to exploit the competition existing b~ 
tween socialist and capitalist politico-military blocks 
to get some political and economical advantages for 
not supporting the other block; they try -with bigger 
or a lesser effect - to lead a policy that is aptly 
described as "making twp cows at once"; therefore, 
sometimes they dislike the situation when leading uo 
wcrs don't use their good offices and are directly di~ 
cussing and coming to a common conclusion on the ma
_,or problems of disarmament. But these are rather min 
or sins and on the whole, in disarmament negotiations 
the attitudes of the smaller powers is highly helpful 
and positive. 
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So it is the position of the majority of 
smaller powers in the question of non-disseminatinn 
of nuclear weapons usually called non-proliferation 

Non-proliferation means a specific weapon 
freeze. In a period of arms race it is logical that 
all types of ~eeze will preceed the processes,of 
"physical" arms reduction of GCD. The problem could 
be put in one sentence: how to prevent a sixth power 
to become an additional member of the existing five 
member Nuclear Club? 

As it is well known it is now much easier 
and much cheaper to produce a nuclear weapon than 
it was - say- ten years ago . Some experts say 
that for the cost of 100 million dollars, a country 
with an average level of technology could produce 
in a few years its first Hiroshima type nuclear weap 
on; to sustain the production it will be necessary 
to add to it, yearly, only a fraction of this sum. 
So there are now many countries that could afford 
to start nucMar weapons production. If one more will 
do it. , many others will follow the ·suit and the 
dangers of a nuclear holocaust will grow accordingly. 
That is quite certain. Therefore, there is theoreti
cally at least, a general agreement underlined by 
proper General Assembly's resolutions that.a "water 
tight" non-proliferation agreement is to be signed 
and executed. The field of disagreement is, however, 
still fairly large. It concerns two problems. The 
first one concerns the position of some of tresmall · 
er nations, especially those who are financially 
and technological·ly able to produce by their own ef 
fort nuclear weapons in a period between one year 
and four years. There are now about 15 states with 
such a capability. For their voluntary resignation 
from the production of nuclear weapons they demand 
some real step in disarmament by the nuclear powers. 
TI1ey demand some help in the development of peaceful 
uses of nuclear technology. 



- 10 -

The second difficulty comes from the inter
pretation of what is and what is not the additional 
/"sixth"/ nucler power. This question arose mainly, 
if not exclusively, because of the nuclear appetite 
of the Gerrra n Federal Republic. CDn the other · hand, 
the GFR as the third biggest industrial country with 
a major nuclEar establishment, is·one of the few coun 
tries that could in a relatively short period pro
duce both the nuc~ar weapons and the means of their 
transportation, On the other hand, however, the GFR 
is bound under the Paris Treaty of 1954 not to pro
duce nuclear biological and chemical weapons on its 
own territory; to verify.~is - a speciQ Control 
Commission of the Western ~uropean Union was set up. 

Thus the only legal way open to the GFR is either 
to produce nuclear weapons outside their country 
or to receive it from a nuclear state or to get at 
least partial control over nuclear weapons by some 
multilateral arrangement. For obvious reasons the 
last method appealed best to the Bonn government. 
Various p 121:1s for MLF, ANF, NATO Nuclear Force or 
Euro~·an Nuclear Force were or are being discussed 
in connection with Bonn demands for an active role 
in nuclear armament. The GFR•s attitude forms now 
the major obstacle for the agreement on the draft 
for the non-proliferation treaty. The US draft eo~ 
tains wording which is treated by all socialist and 
many capitalist countries as opening possibilities 
for a stepwise nuclearization of the GFR, the first 
step being the formation of a multinatio~ nuclear 
force. The dangers involved in such possibilities 
are clear and if the GFR acquires even partial 
nuclear capability, most, if not all, of her neigh 
bors will be forced to follow suit and many other 
l!i uropean and outside European non-nuclear powers 
will join this new arms race. And there are possi
bilities of even stronger reactions against the nu 
clearization of the GFR. But let's believe that reas 
on will prevail and the non-prol if era tion treaty -
a gap-free one - will be signed by all smaller po
wers. 
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The world in which we ar'e now living .is at the 
same time getting smaller, tighter and ever.more di~ 
\rersi.fied; it is a dynamic world whose growing ur,ity 
contains a growing amount o£ contradictions~ Therefore 
the posi don of both bigger and smaller powers and 

. ' . 
their relationship is full of contradiction as well. 
It is Clea~ however, that for the welfare of the world 
the cooperation between smaller and major powers is 
necessary, for only together they could solve the 
main problems of today. It seems to me that looking 
back on the road passed by mankind in the last twenty 
years one could discover that the role of smaller 
powers is increasing rather than decreasing. To some extent 
this fact is symbolized by the numerical changes in 
the UN Security Council, this fortress of big-power 
privileges(and obligations, let's not forget!). In the 
nearest future the five permanent members of.the se
curity council will be joined not by six but by ten 
non-permanent members from the ranks of smaller po
wers. 

'-• 



CONCLUDING REMARKS AND SUMMARY 
Friday June 24, 1966- 16:00 

AMALDI: We thought not to have a proper lec
ture, but only to have a kind of resume in 
some ways similar to the report that one has 
at the end of a physics conference. Thus, we 
have asked Calogero to say a few words about 
his opinion and his impression, without pre
tending to summarize the opinions of everyone 
here. He will talk for some 15 or 20 minutes. 
Then we will have some discussion; and finally 
I will say a few words or conclusion. 

If you don't mind, we will start by 
asking Calogero to present this kind of final 
report on the School. 

CALOGERO: In these two weeks we have been li2_ 
tening and discussing for approximately 50 
solid hours. It is now my task to summarize in 
a few minutes all that has been said. I can 
only try to recall the topics which ·were dis
cussed to those of you who have been present 
here all the time, and to provide just a short 
glimpse of them for those of you who are here 
today; but have not attended the fchool. After 
giving this sh01::t summary, I will add a few re 
marks as a first contribution to our round 
table discussion. 

I will di•.ride the topics we have 
been dealing with into three main areas: all 
those topics which define the general frame
work and the theoretical foundations of the 
problems we are trying to deal with; those 
contributions which have provided the facts 
more directly relevant to our central interest
Disarmament and Arms Control; and finally, 
those contributions which have dealt directly 
with the present technical and political prob
lems of disarmament, of peacekeeping and peace 
making. I thinkfuis division is just as bad as 
any other, but it may nonetheless provide some 
sort of a guideline. 

In the first group, I put the two ·-lee 
tures by Pro£. Markovic on the ·ideological CO!!_

flict .between East and West and on the role 
of scientists in reducing international tensions 
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and in fostering peaceful coexistence (of 
which as Prof. Markovic and several others 
remarked, our meeting is just one more e~ 
ample; in fact, if I may voice the invidious 
point of view of s0meone who was in the un

furtunate position to be too close to his 
working place to be unable to forgo it com
pletely, and who has, therefore, spent the 
best part of these two weeks commuting be
tween here and Rome, it seemed to me that 
the life of the participants to this School 
was not only an example of peaceful cnexist
ence, but in fact, an example or peaceful 
existence) 

In this same group of, let us say, 
"framework contributions", I,would also put 
the four lectures by Prof. Roling, who pro
vided us with an acute an~lysis of the na
ture of war, of its causes·; of the problems 
of the prevention of war - which coincide 
certainly, at least in the long run, with those 
of the elimination of poverty and injustice on 
a world scale - and of the theoretical and 
methodical problems confronting all people 
of good will who wish to do something in this 
area, namely the pro·olems of peace research. 
In this same group I would also put yesterday"s 
lecture by Prof. Stonier, on the social pre
requisites of peace; and the lectures by Prof. 
Arangio Ruiz and Prof. Sy!os-Labini, who have 
analysed with great stringency and competence 
the interaction of disarmament, respectively, 
with the legal and economic spheres; although 
I should also point out that both these con
tributions, for their topicality, are certain
ly no less relevant for the immediate and con
crete problems of disarmament than for the ge~ 
eral:.framework. Finally, I would like to men
tion as one of this group the lecture given by 
Prof. Burkhardt, wh0in his capacity as Direc-

tor of the Science Division of UNESCO, described 
an institution which provides a concrete and 
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successful example of international cooperation 
and aid to the developing countries. 

Let me now move to the second group, 
namely the one dealing with the facts immediate 
ly relevant to the disarmament problem. Here, 
of course we have had the" unpleasant, lecture 
by Prof. Stonier on the short and long term ef 
fects of nuclear weapons and nuclear wars. I•m 
sure he will forgive me for the use of the ad
jective, which is aimed to the argument and ce~ 
tainly not to his brilliant and terse present~ 
tion. He reminded us of the fundamental reason 
why we are all here: the obnoxious destructive 
power of nuclear weapons. Let me say, at this 
point, that in my opinion, it is not easy to 
really grasp the actual significance of the 
facts and figures which Prof. Stonier gave us. 
In fact, it is quite likely that a mechanism 
of self protecting mental hygiene is at work 
here. For instance, even among experts there 
is a psychological tende!'lcy to downgrade the 
whole thing - to give an example, it was noted 
that even experts tend to think of a kiloton 
or a megaton as the energy corresponding to one 
thousand or one million Kilos of conventional 
explosive, instead of the staggering and, in 
fact, very hard to realize, actual figures, 
which are respectively 2.one thousand and one 
million tons of TNT. 

In this second group I would put the 
three lectures by Prof. Bjornerstedt, who has 
provided us ·with the insight of the expert on 
the difficult problems of modern strategic 
thinking, and has shown us the geat complexity 
and ambiguity which lies behind such apparen! 
ly simple concepts as, for instance,"national 
security,. 

Finally in this group I should me!!_ 
tion the Round Table Discussion on Civil De
fence and on the connected problem of Antiball_ 
istic Missiles, which was led by Stonier, Bjo~ 
nerstedt and Friis M)11ller. -

Now, I come to the third group of 
lectures, which focussed mainly on the current 
political and diplomatic problem~ of disarma
ment and arms control. There the groundwork was 
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laid by the contributions of Mr. Epstein and 
Pro£. Lapter. Mr. Epstein brought to bear his 
unique experiences as Chief of the Disarma
ment Section of the United Nations, present 
ing a detailed and illuminating history of 
the disarmament negotiations, and also of the 
peacekeeping and peacemaking acti'vities of 
the United Nations. Prof. Lapter discussed 
the approach to disarmament negotiations, giy 
irig a balanced appraisal of the political jif 
ficulties; and he analysed, in particular, the 
role and the motivations of the smaller powers. 
This groundwork laid by Epstein and Lapter 
put us in the best position to listen to the 
precise and clear presen.tation of the Western 
and Italian point of view oh the disarmament 
negotiations as it was given this morning by 
one of the main protaganists at the G~neva 
talks, Ambassador Cavalletti. 

Finally in thi3 group I should me~ 
tion the lecture given by Prof. Stonier on the 
problem of inspection ana controls, witr some 
participation by Dr. Grayson, from the U.S. 
Delegation at the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Conference at Geneva; and the Round Table Dis 
cussion on the Main Problem of European SeCU£ 
ity, which was led by Drs. Cicanovic, Kors
gaard-Pedersen, Niezing, Schulze a.nd Pro£. La£ 
ter, and which kept us in discussion for more 
than five hours! 

·This .. completes the summary of the 
arguments treated in the lectures - but I should 

. immediately add that this survey, 'by focussing 
on the lectures, gives an inadequate and insuf
ficient idea of the actual proceedings. These 
were characterized by the fact that each lec
ture was followed by a discussion, which usual 
ly lasted more than the lecture itself, which 
gave as a rule, rise to a display of as high 
a level of competence and insight as the lec
ture itself, and which often touched on many 
other problems besides delving more deeply in 
to those treated by the lecturers. 

This last point introd~ces the se 
cond part of my talk, in which I would like to 
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put forward a few remarks as an introduction 
to our discussion on how the School has func 
tioned. 

First of all, concerning the format 
of our sessions, I believe that the initial ~ 
cision, taken by the lecturers, to have only 
three lectures per day so as to leave more 
time for discussion, has proved itself a very 
sound one. It also seems to me that the de
cision to organize Round Table Discussions 
turned out to be a very good one; in fact, the 
two discussions on Civil Defence and European 
Security have been so interesting that I won
der· whether we should not have had some more 
such sessions. Although it should be said that 
the discussions after each lecture provided 
ample opportunity for everybody to intervene, 
so that, in fact, there was really not much 
·diffel'ence between the Round Table sessions 
and the normal lectures. 

A second line of remarks has to do 
with the people who have ~ttended the Schoo11 
both as fecturers and as participants or ob
servers. It is not my task to go into the vi-
tal statistics, which will be dealt with 

later, I think, by the Director of the School. 
I would, however, like to put forward two re
marks, which might be of svme relevance. The 
first one provides me with the opportunity to 
find fault with the School as I was feeling 
bad up to now by pouring out only laudatory 
remarks; and the fault is that in spite of the 
very large internationt'll representation, three 
very important nations which are relevant to 
the disarmament problem are not rep~esented 
here, namely the Soviet Union, France and China. 
I can, however, state as a matter of course, 
that this was neither due to a decision nor 
even to an oversight of the organizers, but 
merely to the lack of response. 

A second observ~tion concerns the 
fields of interest of the participants and their 
direct invalvement and competence with peace 
problems previous to their coming eo the School. 
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As regards to the first point, I would like 
to draw your attention to the interdisciplin 
ary character of the School, also noting that 
practically at no time was this an impediment 
to our mutual understanding; and also to the 
ratio between the number of participants hav 
ing a background in the natural and in the 
humane sciences, a ratio which has turned out 
to be more balanced than is usual in Pugwash 
Conferences. As to the level of previous involve 
ment in peace research of the participants - -
others, of course, than the lecturers - it seems 
that we had an almost equal balance of people. 
for whom this was the first systematic experi-

ence and people who had been previo~sly involv 
ed in this kind of activity, either profession
ally or as amateurs. This"mix" proved a very 
convenient formula, to keep on a high level 
the discussions avoiding at the same time the 
often trite arguing among the so-called experts 
who already know all the answers to all the 
questions and who are therefore basically un
interested in discussing. This mixed character 
of the audience- which, as a matter of fact, 
did not correspond to a preconceived formula 
but rather evolved as an Act of God - was also 
to a certain extent, paralleled by the chara£ 
ter of the lectures, some of which had a more 
systematic and didactic ap?roach, assuming 
very little previous knowledge on the part ~ 
the audience; while others started from a more 
advanced level and were rather conceived as 
a basis for a somewhat sophisticated discussion. 
I think it would be very useful to hear your 
comments on this point. 

Finally, I would like to inform you 
of a discovery which I have made, namely that 
gloom breeds humor. Obviously a proof that 
there must be something in the dialecting 
vision of the world! In fact, while it cannot 
be denied that many of the topics we have 
dealt with are not in themselves of a partic!:!;_ 
larly humorous nature I think I never heard 
as manyifu~ny stories as during thetpasttrwo weeKs. see at least one gooa po1n 1n hls, 

' I -; 



, 

7 

namely, if we succeed in writing up the pro~ 
ceedings of the School, we will have a good 
market for them, at least as a collection of 
funny stories. In fact, fun~y stories of a 
rather peculiar kind - in the nature of black 
humor. This tendency to laugh away at our 
worries, lest they become nightmares, reminds 
me of the story of the good old lady, who was 
walking one evening in a dark street, when 
she found a man lying in a pool of blood, with 
a knife sticking out of the middle of his. 
chest, but still alive. The good old J.ady 
rushed to his side and as.ked him: "Does it 
hurt very much?", and the man answered: "Oh 
no, only when I laugh". 

Before closing 1: would-like to say 
in addition just one mor"' worcl on the purpose 
of the discussion which we will now initiate. 
As you may know, there is no deci~ion as to 
whether this experiment- because,as Prof. 

Pmaldi pointed out in his opening speech, t~is 

School has been a new experiment - should 
be repeated or not. All we know is that there 
is vo plan to repeat it next year. In fact, 
as f~of. Amaldi pointed out, we will probably 
be ~n a better position to judge whether to 
repeat the School or not, say, one year from 
now, after the publication of the Proceedings. 

However, quite independently from the problem 
whether the School will be repeatedor not, I 
bebeve that a discussion on the best way to 
organize a School of this type - a discussion 
based not on theontical schemes but on actual 
experience - once it gets published in the 
Proceedings; will in itself represent a re

levant contribution to peace research, since 
many similar projects may and will presumably 
be undertaken in the near future in many parts 
of the world. And incidenBlly, the possibility 
to give this contribution is now open to all 
of us - even, or perhaps I would say, especial 
ly to those who have up to now only been lis
tening. 
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SOCIAL PRt;l~EQUISITES TO DISARMAMENT 
~·-------···--~ . --~~ _;;:..;....:;_ 

By Prof: Tom Stonier 

23/6/66 11 : 30 

INTRODUCTION 

The title of tod:O.Y's lecture is: "Social .Jrerequis:.i.tes 
to Disarmament", and I think I should start by defining 
what I mean by "prerequisites". I wili do so by employing 
two examples from studies on the behaviour of animals. These 
studies involve questions that have been bothering biologists 
for some time, nameiy, are certain complex beha~ur patt~ 
exhibited by animals learned, or are they instinctive? And 
as so often is the case, it turns out to be both. For example 
does a female rat raised in isolation - one which has never 
seen ~nother rat ~ build a nest just before it gives birth 
to a litter, and is it able, instinctively, ·to recover its 
young when they are removed and bring them back into the 
nest? The answer is, that if you raise a female rat in is2_ 
lation she will both build a nest and she will pick up the 
young if they are scattered around. But there is a prere
quisite for this behavior, namely: the rat must have ha0 the 
experience of transporting material. If, for example, in
stead of having shavings, the floor of the cage is covered 
with sawdust, and if instead of feeding pellets, a powdered 
form of food is fed, so that the rat never has a chance to 
learn how to transport anything, then under these conditions 
she will neither build a nest, nor know what to do when the 
young are scattered. This is one small example of how certain 
conditions must be fulfilled before a comp·lex behavior pattern 
can become established. Another example relates to the ques
tion of how the cat knows or learns to hunt. Does a cat rear 
ed in isolation know how to catch a mouse, or d0es it have 
to watch other cats? Again the answer is: it doesn't have 
to watch other cats; it become:;; a hunter even if raised in 
isolation. But there are two steps that must be learned 
first: The cat must learn to chase moving objects; and 
the cat must taste blood. In nature cats normally encou~ 
ter both these prerequisite stimuli. There are always 
things running &round, from insects to mice -· and sooner 
or later when they catch a mouse, they will taste blood. 
From fr.en on th~y are confirmed hunters. It is possible to 
alter this behavior. For example, if you give an electric 
schock to a kitten every time it starts to chase s:>mEthing, it 
very quickly 9Dps chasing thing.<:, and it never becomes a hurt er. 
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You can put such a kitten in with a litter of mice and it· 
won• t chase them. So this is what I mean by "prerequisites; 
and I think there are analogous social prerequisites which 
govern the complex behaviour of any given society. 

Befo:c•e gci:.1g into what might be Cl .. lled the prerequi,.. 
sites to diss.rmament, let us look 21t some of the prerequi,.. · 
sites to war. '1'he most obvious pre:r·equisite is that a country 
must have arms. I£ it has no arms--if we are successful in 
our collective efforts and total disarmament becomes a reali 
ty--then presumably there can be ho war. There are other fac 
tors, however; for example; two countries could be armed to
the teeth, and still never go to war for some other reasons. 
Some are trivial reasons, for example, geography; it's highly 
unlikely that Switzerland and U:ruguay would wage war--they 
are so far apart, and there is no common boundrry and no 
chance for a serjous conflict of interest. Of course, with 
bigger nations there are much greater chances because even 
the ocean becomes a common boundary. Space could also become 
such a boun<lary,. so that the chances for war do not merely 
reflect the geographica.l distance, but also the technologi
cal cor:;petence which can nega.te distance o On the othe:t' hand, 
it is :f~0:3Sit•l(2 tC; b.:::\"Ve t\t.rO C:OUntr:i.es~ both ;3.J:n1Eclr Witl.t a 
ve-"'"T 1· o:~'""Ge cn~·~,·--·r:n ·'""oJ.•,-=fo-:-·. ·-:.na·· yet f.!::.-_;;·.::~ t"!ne ,-.·~-~-~nr•nc:o fc·"'T" ·1uar J • ..Y ·-c. .. l • .._, ;,·1_,1,.·.),_, ·' ........... ,.\.. (.,.-'..,1. _......,_,_, .I.J. ,_ .•..••. ~..,...,.:.;, .,-,, 11 

remain extrosrr,•21.Y low. 'l'he United States a.:c;d C<:mada roha.re 'One 
of the letl'ges t common boundaJ.>ies, and yet the chances of 
these two countries going to war are pretty low, even though 
both have arms and even though they have conflicting inter
ests. Every time the United States gives wheat to 1ndia there 
is a conflict because Canada would like to sell i t!3 wheat; 
and certainly in terms of the cold war the Canadian position 
has frequently been very different from that of the United 
States. So there are sources of conflict and yet the chances 
for war are extremely low. I think this reflects a.vartety of 
historical accidents including the fact that both countries 
developed primarily af'ter.the development of the modern means 
of communicatior1 and tranq:ortatbn. The result has been a great 
uniformity- one can find in New York, in Los Angeles, in 
Toronto, the sa~e hamburger stand, gasoline station, motel, 
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drv.g:itore, radio s ta tiol"~ main streets, etc. A common culture, 
hence a sense of common comunity has evolved, and this, plus 
a treaty which prohibits fortifications along much of the 
border, and the ability of people to move across withouc a 
passport all this reflects the fact, and in turn reinforces, 
the mutual trust and stability which have characterized u.s~ 
Canadian relatiooships. Thns, here is a kind o£ social condi-' 
tion which makes it highly unlikely, not impossible, but 
highly unlikely that war would brewk out between two coun• 
tries such as the United States and Canada. 

It is po"ssible to construct a spectrum o£ probabili
ties in relation to armed conflict. The. probability of war 
between the United States and Canada is very very low. The 
cJr,;•,nces of war between the United States and S:nglancl are '·.· 
pe:r·llaps a little bit higher but are still very low. The proba 
bility of war between thG United States and other w:mbers of 
the Nortb. Atlantic corrmur ;_ ty are somewhat higher: we h::\ve re 
cently seen increasing coiLL'licts o£ ir1terest with France. -

·And as one goes to Eastern &u,ope <md to the Soviet Union, 
the probabi.li ty of ·wal' increases because there is neither a 
mutual tradition, nor a mute1.al harmony. At the moment, the 
p:robability for armed conflic:t is greatest bet\veen the TJ.S. 
and China. Of course, .·;apei'imposed on th·? cultural differen::ES 
are other factors, such as miLLta:cy or economic power, ideo
logical conflict, and conflicts of interets. But it should 
be emphasized e'lat arsense c-f common community diminishes 

• the chances fo:r. war, while u: feeling of differences results 
in the "we/they" attitudes which make possible lethal group 
conflict. 

Let us put on the broad a diagram of an iceberg: If 
we consider disarmament as a part of government policy, then 
that is the part that shows up above water. As we all l<now, 
the part of an :i:::eberg that shows above water is only a very 
small part; what's underneath is more important. In our ice
berg analogy, underneath is the society with all its values, 
norms and attitudes; and this, of course, is built on top of 
human needs, so that we hav-e different levels of political, 
social, cultural, and bioJ.ogocaJ. factors. Sometimes, people 
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are heard to say: if you could only make the governments do 
something •••• But you can no more mal<e governments move 
than y.ou can push icebergs. It is possible, but it takes a 
lot more energy than one thinks.· !f one moves in the direc
tion of war, for example, what must happen underneath, in
volves activating attitudes of hostilities, mi~apprehensio~ 
economic or physital need, and to some extent, greed (al
though, I think, for modern industrial nations this is te
coming less and less a real factor). In the 20th century, 
the distorted perception of the situation, and the distorad 
perception of the opponent, probably have contributed more 
to international conflict than anything else. And such dis:... 
tortion seem to become automatically superimposed Ofi the re 
ality of certain historical experiences. -

Let us consider a .few examples to illustrate atti
tudes based on relatively recent historical. experience. At 
this conference we have discussed problems of European 
Security and. speaker after speaker expressed fear of a re
surgence of Germarl power. This cle~rly reflects the unhappy 
·fate that befell Europe about 25 years ago. Note that actual 
ly the height of German military power and aggression is 
now almost a quarter of a century behind us ••• , just about 
a generation ago •••• yet it still stirs such grave conceFB. 
It is apparent that the 11 iession of Munich" is also still 
uppermost i~ the mind of American leaders when they view 
~~at to them is communist expansionism in South-East Asia. 

Just as the attitude not to compromise derives from 
the experience of the inadvisability of compromising with 
Hitler in the late nineteen thirties, so probably did 
Chamberlain and Daladier come to Munich much more inclined 
not to be inflexible and instead ready to compromise, since 
they had witnessed a quarter of a century earlier the blood 
bath that resulted from the insistence on "honor" and tbe 
unwillingness to compromise in 1914. 

The East-West conflict too, rests on real historical 
events. For example, the American interventions in Russia 
in 1918 and in Viet Nam today, on the one hand, and tre 
Soviet attack on Finland, in the nineteen thirties, and the 
post-war events in Czechos·o· akia, Korea, and Hungary, on 
the other, all have led to intense feelings of hostility. 
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However, there are other forces at work which further 
aggravate hostilities by distorting the reality of the sit
uation·! Foremost among these is the fact that two parties 
in conflict fail to look at a situation symmetrically. In 
1956, while the United States was agitating in strongest 

. possible terms for free elections in Eastern Europe, it was 
in effect sabotag'.ng free election in Viet Nam, and has in 
fact, never admitted publicly that its support of the Diem· 
regime resulted in preventing the elections that had been 
promised by the Geneva accord of 1954~ Similarly, the Sovi~ 
Union would not admit that the 1956 revolution in Hungary 
was by the very people that ought to support Communism; 
instead it branded the revolu tionari·es as "fascists" and 
justified its own military intervention on these grounds. 

It is interesting to look at some of the studies 
done by social psychologists on group conflict in a boys 
camp. When the camp was split into two groups and various 
incidents created the exrex-imenters between the groups, the 
boys were always willing to rationalize the actions of thcir 
own leaders, and roundly condemn the same actions when com
mitted by members of the opposing group:-Thus members of 
one's own group are always thought to act with the best of 
motives such as group loyalty, to help others, in defence 
of some principle, etc., while the same action by members 
of the opposing group tend to be associated with motives 
that are sinister and evil. 

This matter of attributing utterly evil intentions 
to the other side was seriously reinforced at the interna
tional level by the experience of Nazi Germany. The rumors 
of horror circulating during World War II (unlike those of 
World War I) turned out to be founded in fact. This has 
furthered the development of an attitude during the twen
tieth century which condones the utter destruction of an 
opponent•ssociety. Unfortunately, this is the very prerequ.:!:_ 
sit<, that permits considering nuclear war as a serious pcmi, 
bility, and .may yet prove to be the most- tragic legacy left
by the social pathology of the first half of the twentieth 
century. 

It is true that the utter destruction of the oppor 
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nent•s society was started in earlier times--one need only 
rec~cl the fate of Mesopotamia at the hands of Hulagu Khan. 
But such total destruction was not considered valid at the 
beginning of the twentieth century. What happened to Westan 
Civilization during this century appears to involve an 
"escalation of brutalization" (to Use a term coined byF.romm, 
and Haccoby) made possible by a multitude of technological 
advances: gas warfare, aerial bombardments, the concept of 
warfare as envisioned by Giulio Douhet, i.e. blitzkrieg 
tactics,etc. Think of the evolution of technology associated 
with the following series of areial bombardments: Guernica, 
Rotterdam and Conventry, Hamburg, Dresden and Tokyo,HhosUffia 
and Nagasaki ••• Now go over the list again and reviffiv public 
attitudes: From Gucrnica to Tokyo we find increasing publ:i:: 
acceptance. Only the advent of the mysterious atom bomb 
s:cockcc1 po,blic sc:msibiliU.cs although the number of deaths 
in the atom-'bombed cities were very much less than those of 
Dresden and Tokyo. 

This escalation of brutalization appears to be contin 
uing. In the current Vietnam conflict the use 9f phosphor 
and napalm is condoned by the majority of American citizens, 
even though they can in no way be considered a brutal peop~ 
or at least more brutal than other peoples. 

Part of the acceptance of file :use .of terrible weapons in 
Vie.tnam by the American public stems from an ignorance bred 
by remoteness from the actual scene of events. However, ig
norance,is probably only partly responsible for the apparent 
cal~·.ou~ness of otherwise decent people. To the western con
science, the acceptability of both war, and the horrors of 
war, has increased, not decreased during the twentieth cen
tury. 

It is for these reasons that one may state that the 
prerequisites for nuclear war has been met. The stage isset. 
The question now is, can one reserve the trend? Can the 
trend be reserved to a point were nuclear war is not pos~ 
sible'? Can one reverse it even further, so that it is not 
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possible to have war at all? Of course, the purpose of the. 
discussionshere in FJ?ascati is to seek ways to do just thi$ 
since one of the prerequisites for "armed national conflicf 
is armed nations. And universal disarmament would meanftut --nations would not be armed. 

A closer analysis of what we have said in. the preced 
ing paragraph suggests an alternative approach, that is, ·to 
remove the other prerequisite to uarmed national conflict", 
namely, the existence nation states. For a disarmament CO£ 
ference this alternative should be considered most careful 
ly, since in any case, disarmament will occur only as na
tions transfer both their sovereignty and their security 
to an international government that they trust. 

How does one achieve an international government 
that individual nations trust sufficiently so as to surre~ 
der both their sovereignty and their military defense 
establishment? One can consider at least three approaches: 
1) The creation of a plan for an international government 

so ingeniuusly thought out to induce a su-fficehtly 
large number of nations to submit to it This might be call 
.ed the quick cure, and tends to be subscribed to by 

some more legalistically orientated persons. 
2) The evolution of society based on an improved communic~ 

tion and transportation technology which creates a "one 
world" feeling in·which loyalty to the state loses its 
importance, and in which attitudes favoring the estab-

_lishment of a world government are created instead. This 
is the long-term solution which will happen automatjcal 
ly if the world is able to avoid a nuclear disaster lalg 
enough, 

3) l;le come to recognize the phenomenon of war as a form of 
social pathology and begin a massive expedi tur.e of thou 
thought and money with w view to understanding this 
phenomenon and ultimately pr<Oventing it. At the moment 
it is difficult to.obtein the m911ey, but the world in~ 
lectual community is perfectly capable of furnishing the 
massive intellectual resources which could analyze the 
phenomenon of war, provide new data and insights, and 
contribute a basic set of hypotheses which could guide 
research in the various critical areas. 
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At the moment the peace movement is '·S~riously handi-: 
capped by the lack of a general theory of peace. The peace' 
movement, at least in the lvestern countries, can only rall:J( 
around a crisis, ·such .as fallout from weapons testing, or 
more recently, Vietnam. clhen there are no specific issues, 
the peace movement atrophies. 

The reason that there is no general theory of peace 
is because the phenomenon of war is not understood. This 
does not mean that forces leading to war cannot be under
stood, nor that'such forces cannot be controlled once they 
are understood. In fact, it might turn out, that there ex
ists a requirement for war that is not currently recognized, 
which could be readly blocked. Just as certain pathogenic 
microorganisms have "wealc points 11 in their metabolism which 
can be blocked by the simple administration of certain druSA 

·so m-ay- there exist a relatively simple technique, acceptable 
to all governments which could greatly reduce the chances 
for war. 

It is more likely however, that the solution to war 
lies not in the creation of a simple technique, analogous 
to a "miracle" drug, but involves a much more difficult and 
sustained effort, more analogous to current research efform 
to research and cure cancer. This would involve the crea
tion of new social institutions, including an increasing 
number of peace research institutes and a massive infusion 
of discussions of the problems both into the technical lit
erature, and into the formal curricula of our educational 
institutions. 

War is a social institution, not an intrinsic part 
o£ human nature. At least there is no evidence that war, 
per se, is an attribute of man. However, a tendency for 
group conflict is present in numerous species and is prob
ably very strong in man. Such conflict emotions probably 
relate to the phenomenon of territoriality, and perhaps . 
other biological forces including man's love of adventure 
and excitement, the struggle for status in a hierarchy chaE 
acteristic of many social vertebrates, and perhaps other, 
as yet undetermined biological forces genetically program
med into our emotional responses by the process of natural 
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selection. Nevertheless, if participating in group conflict 
is an emotionally satisfying experience, thi? does not ne:es 
sarily mean that such conflict has to be lethal. Most men~ 
never go to war, and war as an institution il; unknown in 
certain cultures. The emotional requirements are probe>.bly 
well satisfied by participating in a grbup sport such as 
soccer, or engaging in non-lethal group confiict, as in a 
political campaign. 

If war is considered a social institution, then we 
might consider the fate of another ancient, and until recen 
tly, widely practiced ahd revered, social institution:slav
ery. Slavery was considered part of the natural state of 
affairs until about two centuries ago. In 1783, Denmark.fust 
abolished slavery. Other countries followed suit, as slave
ry became more and more anachronism in an increasingly in
dustrialized world. Finally in 1963, Saudi Arabia completed 
the process and abolished slavery by law (although it still 
persists in practice). 

In the United Sta.tes the formal abolition of slavery 
was associated with a most bloody crisis, and it took Amer
icans a century to realize that the abolition of slavery was 
only part of a much more complex "problem: the relationship 
between races. It is also instructive to note that profound 
changes in social attitudes concerning race relations fu"\era 

picTI:y takEn p13::ein the last two decades, particularly in the
negro community, where attitudes of utter futility and hope 
lessness ha:ve given way to a self-image and a vigorous chal 
lenging of the white power structure. Perhaps the attitudes 
held by the vas·t majority of negroes prior to the civil 
rights movement concerning the possibility of changing a 
very undesirable social order, is analogous to the current 
prevailing attitudes a)ou t the inevitability of war. · 

Thus we see that one of our most important tasks 
involves changing attitudes. This means that one must first 
understand which attitudes impede progress, and which help 
it; what is the basis of these attitudes; and what teclmi 
ques are at our disposal now, and may be developed in the 
future, for transforming these attitudes. 

Attitudes which obviously impede 
towards peace take a variety of shapes: 

man • s progress 

Among them is the 
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all-pervasive pess~m~sm that man has always had wars·, ther2 
fore always will. Even more detrimental is the blind nation 
alism which insists "my country right or wrong", .and the 
snobbism which associates a country's greatness in terms of 
its military power. Fear of another country, xenophobia, 
and general mistrust, as we are all aware, greatiy destaba~ 
lizes international relations and inhibits the development 
of a sense of world community. So too does the development 
of militant doctrines and ideologies which insis<· on a mo
nopoly of truth, be it political, economic, social or theo-
logical. ' 

To change these attitudes we must become involved in 
education at all levels. From mass media, to parents teach
ing their children, to formal education. History and geo-

. graphy textbooks need to be written so as to avoid the un
realistic '!"iew, small children get of their country and 
the world. The impressioffi we gain in childhood frequently 
dominate us for the rest of our lives. In higher education 
college curricula need to be revised to include formal 
courses on peace. 

All channels of international communications need to 
be expanded. TI1is includes trade1 tourism, cultural ex~ 
changes, international radio and television shows, and mas- 9 
sive student exchanges. 

In addition we need to create new social ins ti tu ticns 
which include the formation of an increasing number and 
diversity of peace research institutes and international 
educational centers (such as this one at Frascati), and the 
continued building up of an international infrastructure at 
all levels of society. TI1e components of this infrastru~ 
include such mundane organizations as the postal system, 
and the international banks and other commercial institut:i:ln!; 
the many international societies of profes-sionalS (this is 
especially useful when they carry out projects like the 
International Geophysical Year), and of course, the growing 
number of agencies of the United Nations. 

It is steps which link people of different nations 
to each other in a variety of mutually beneficient activi~ 
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which will develop that sense of world community which will 
make warfare between two nations as implausible an action 
as warfare between two cities seems to us today. If ancient 
bloody rivals such as Genoa and Venice, today live happily 
within one country, why not tomorrow, America and Russia in 
one world? 

CONCLUSION 

1. Fruitful. disarmament negotiations at Geneva will not 
occur until the delegations will have been appropriately 
instructed; 

~. Such instructions will not be fortLcJming until changes 
in existing governmental policies will have occu:rre.d. 

3. Such changes in policies come about only following cha:JgeS 
in perception and attitudes on the part of the leaders 
involved. 

4. Changes in attitudes are dependent on complex social _ 
processes not yet fully understood. 

5. Some of these social forces have been examined and the 
picture that emerges is that a prerequisite for general 
and complete disarmament is the development of a sense 
of world community, with all the social, political, a.nd 
legal institutions that derive from this sense. 

6. The evolution towards such a world community is well on 
its way as a result of con temporary technology, and may •/ 
be much more rapid than is generally recognized. A con
scious effort, to understand and accelerate this process 
should be one of the main goals of the peace movement. 



l'r·· ·;· ' . . . 
. -'r 

r -, ~ . 

INTERNATIONA~ SUMMER SCHOOL ON DISARMAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL 
c/o Carlo Schaerf ' 

_L.N.F. ~Cas. Post. 70 
FRASCATI (Rome) 

Italy 

March 11 , 1 968 

Dear 

Enclosed you will find the final part of the ~ro 
ceedings of the First Course of the International Summer 
School on Disarmament and J..rms Control. This part consists 
in several completed discussions held. after the lectures . 

. As you know, all opinions expressed in these in
formal discussions are purely personal and do not repre
sent any official opinion of the organizers of the School 
or the organizations to which the person belongs. 

As we have already mentioned in our previous 
letters, we would greatly appreciate your sending us any 
comments you may have and informing us of tpe eventual 
errors found in the texts. 

Thank you for your very kind cooperation. 

Sincerely yours~·------~ 

(Carlo Schaerf) 

Encl. 

/aa 
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DISCUSSION Follpwing I\'larkovic: Ideological Wars and 
Peaceful Co-existence.- 22/6/66 - 16:00 

AMALDI : I have listened with great interest to the lecture 
of Prof. Harkovic and in particular I liked the remark that 
the two groups of countries, the socialist countries on the 
one side and the western countries on the other, in spite of 
the great difference between their basic ideologies, are in 
some waJ forced to move one towards the other. In the We~ern 
countries the State has a continuously increasing role and 
takes over more functions and responsibilities, while in the 
Socialist countries the emphasis on market economy and per
sonal property is gradually gaining ground. It may be'that 
the facts of the human species life force gradually on all 
groups, irrespective of the ideology initially adopted,such 
a process of convergence, with the result that, from a cer
tain moment, the difficulties connected with the defence 
problems become less important. 

But apart from this remark of a general nature , 
the validity of which will be recognized or denied only by 
future historians, I agree very much with Prof. Markovic on 
the urgent need for clarification of the same measuring of 
the words. From your speech it appears clear that different 
people attribute different meanings to words such as ideolog{ 
and co-·existence. If, for example, some people claim from 
the start, that different ideologies can not and should not 
exist in the same world then the situation is really hopeless • 
Either ideologies become less and less important as a matter 
for which one is readJ to fight; or one has to immediately 
start a big fight and go on until one single ideolog.t can 
be imposed by force from one group of countries on all the 
others. I certainly do not like the second solution, which 
from both the human as well as the philosophical point of 
view, looks extremely primitive. 

ii'IARKOVIC There is a certe.in confusion about the use of the 
term "ideology" and consequently about the meaning of the 
expression "ideological co-existence". 

The term "ideology" is being used in at least 
two senses. According to one, ideology is a project of fu 
ture, a value orientation of a large social group (class) 
and it might be more or less rational and compatible with 
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science depending from the social po:o:ition of the group 
in question. Ac'cording to the other sense, 'cdeology is 
a false, inadequate picture of reality created by an ex 
plaiting classin order to rationalize and justify its 
interests. 

It follows, then, that the concept of ideoln
gi.cal co-existence is also ambiguous. In fact, there'·'.~ 

an additional ambiguity of the term' co-existence' itself. 
Does it mean elimination of any fighting on ideological 
issues or only the elimination of certain dangerous forms 
of ideological fighting wHh the preservation of active 
confrontation, discussion, mutual criticism and challange? 
Also, does it refer only to a limited historical period, 
while the world is as it is - full of sharply conflicting 
interests, or is it a principle which assumes permanent 
preservation of stat~ OU£ and consequently forbids any 
a.ction which might modify the world in such a wa;t that, 
as one of the consequences, the very confrontation of 
hostile ideologies would disappear? 

To me "ideological co-existence" means, in the 
first place, a re:J.uirement to change the· methods of ideal 
ogic~l struggle, to eliminate aggressiveness and dualis~, 
black and white thinking, to give up all those emotionally 
loaded beliefs which are neither true to the facts nor to 
the gen~ine long term needs of a class, or a country.This 
would not exclude the temporary existence of both types 
of ideologies nor their m~tual struggle, However, ideal~ 

ogical co-existence in t5is sense would not be incompat
ible with an active struggle to change the social and 
political structure of the contemporary society so pro
foundly, that ideologies in the second sense would disap-
pear. The struggle between ideologies in the first sense 
would take the form of philosophical, sociological,ethical 
and other discussion and ~riticism. 

However, the term "ideological co--existence" is 
not popular in socialist countries, even among scholars, 
simply because mea-existence" in this context is usually 
being wrongly associated with passivity, softness, lack 
of initiative and, in general, readiness for compromise 
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wi t;1 the doctrines advocating wrong, inhuman, and unjust 
ideas. Under such interpretation, I would also not accept 
the principle of "ideological ''cc-e;cistence", nor probably 
would any of you. However, I dont see any justification 
for such an interpretation. Why should co-existence" in 
this context have a different meaning than in the context 
of politics where it implies all sorts of struggles which 
do'@t'' lead to military conflicts, and tensions; and are 
compatible with ~t least a certain minimum of comunica
tion and collaboration? 

Nevertheless, there is no use quarrelling about 
semantical habits. The only fruitful approach is to get 
familiar with them, to appreciate them and to take ·Care 
of translating whatever one hears and wishes to say from 
one conceptual apparatus to the other. In this case if we 
describe what we mean by "ideological co-existence" in a 
language understandable to a Russian or to a Hungarian, 
there is a good chance that we might agree. 

And this is the only thing that matters. 

Ar,J(\J/),I I would like to go back for a moment to the 
'ideologies that divide today our world. It is quite clear 
that to speak of "two ideologies, the Harxism and the 
libralism is a drastic over-simplification of which I am 
fully aware. Each of the two , and especially the second 
one indicates a very large number of lines of thought 
which are very different and some time even in open 
opposition. This point, however, is irrelevant for the 
remark that I would like to make now. These two ideologies 
can be defined as theories of the human society, or at 
least of some of its aspects; and as such they have been 
discovered (or inverted) not much more than one century 
ago. I am always astonished to find out that many people 
believe in one or the other of these theories while we 
know that physical theories have usually a much shorter 
life. 

How can people believe that general principles 
written down in a certain historical situation can cons
titute a solid basis for interpreting all future histor
ical phenomena, is for me not easily understandable, 
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No physicist would have much faith in any of the theories 
that he is used to applying, and physical theories have 
certainly much more solid grounds tho.n social or political 
theories since the latter can not be tested by "clear ex
periments" as we can do with physical theories. 

I agree completely on the fact that people who 
have different ideologies should discuss and try to com
pare the consequences of the different points of view. 
What I find irrational and not understandable is that 
people can take so seriously their ovm ideology and hate 
so strongly the followers of a different one, to arrive 
at the point of making wars. A war affects the life of 
many people while an ideology is always, unavoidably 
based on very provisional and shaky grounds simply be
cause our scientific knowledge of a simple human being 
and even more of an "ensemble" of human beings as complex: 
as a society is really still very poo~. 

LAPTER Everybody wants to get all the information 
on the outside world so as to get a complex pic
ture of reality. But vre could never accept and properly 
analyze all the information that is available from the 
changingworld. Therefore the ~icture of it is necessar
ily distorted. How fal' is it distorted and how much couJld 
this picture of the world ·outside be improved by poking 
into reality, this is the question. 

May I mention another expression of Ros:e 
Luxembourg, which is more to the point. She stated,in 
one of her early writings that ideology, just because 
it is an ideology, pictures the reality at the time that 
it was formed; and you cannot change ideology with every 
change in the ever changing world just as you change 
your shirt, to have a nEw one every day. TI1erefore every 
ideology is to some extent conservative, static. It is 
to some extent out-moded immediately or a day after it 
was conceived. Therefore it is necessary to probe every 
day an~v every aspect of ideology to ascertain how far 
it is away from the changing reality, so that you can 
bring it back there. And you have to do it, to change some 
details or even some tenets of your ideology if you want 
to preserve the scientific word out-look, if ycu believe 
that your ideology is a scientific one. Perhaps this cawrl 



lead us to the problem of ideological war. H(;:re, as 
usual some problems got mixed up, because in talking 
about incompatibility of various ideological views, 
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we usually think on extreme differences; humanistic 
WeJtanschauung is.certainly incompatible with the fa 
scist Weltanschauung . We should face the fact that 
they cannot live together. But ideological differ~·
ences could be solved only by ideological means,and 
not by arnihilating those who are carriers of the 
given ideology. But there are certainly major or 
smaller ideological differences even among one phil
osophical school, for instance among marxist, still 
more you will find those differences among the people 
who have v:=.rious ideological schools of thought. All 
these could not disturb our cooperation on each and 
every major problem of today and tomorrc.w, expecially 
if we will not spend too much of our time on scholas- , 
tical brain splitting. 

It seems necessary at this point to intro
duce some clarification on the problem of peaceful
coexistence and war. It seems to me ·that :it is possi-
ble to see the problem of peaceful co-existence as an 
ideology leading to a policy of not allowing the 
war to be unleashed; and if is possible to look upon 
peaceful co-existence as on a situation, that either 
exists, or doesn't exist. Policy and reality, the3e 
are two different aspects of peaceful co-existence. 

Why this differentiation? We are having a 
state of no-war-with the exception of Viet-Nam, and I 
agree that this is a formidabl·e exception. But still, 
we most of the countries of the world, especially 
European ones live in state.of peace even with all 
sort of ideological differences and conflicts. There 
is no war between capitalists and socialists cou;1tries. 
This means that there exists a peaceful co-existence, 

~s a description of the situation: NO WAR. 
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ThiO" situation is to be very clearly differentiated 
from the political cries for a war, from war-monge
ring, The war-mongering is usually done during 
peacetime, it is cangerpus, it has to be stopped,it 
could lead to war, but :it is l".ot a war. 

It is important to define these two kinds 
of meaning of the phrase peaceful co-existence", be-'
cause if you mied them up, then you will get some 
sort of an ideological war and then through all kinds 
of rsychologicc.l, economic and any other kir.d of 
"wars" you will land into a shooting one. 

Therefore it is necessary to have a sharp 
distinction between the "no-war and "war". :t is 
practicz.lliy a problem of quantitative differences. 

Then to the one question on the possibili
ties of continuing some sort of.a C'ompetition and 
cooperation between ideologies, a continuous struggle 
for the souls not to captivate but. to enrich them . 
Whetber we wish it or not, different people have a 
different picture of the world, spmetimes a clear one, 
sometimes often muddled and full of inconsequences. 
There have been many such case. So let us do some 
competing among humaniscic ideologies and perhaps eo 
do some selling and buying in this elusive commodity. 

As the same time, however, let us, people 
with hu;nanistic ideology, fight hand in hand against 
anti-human ideologies of fascism or ·vari:ms or any kind 
of reaction. 
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MARKOVIC To the comment that the Indian concept of co
existence is entirely different from those of the com
munist countries, I must mention the fact that the great 
leader. Nehru was very much in agreement with the leader 
of a communist country, Yugoslavia, as far as the cone~ 
of peaceful co-existence is concerned. The concept of 
co-existence is not very different from that one which 
we accept in Yugoslavia. 

COEI<ADI ~Ene is a rather short and technical questim 
I am referring to the term "ideology" in the second 
sense you specified. My c::u<SStion is: Since we do have 
ideologies, I presume that they fulfil a function or 
they satisfy a need or a range of needs. 

I would like you to comment on this function 
and on the needs that they satisfy , from a philosoph
ical point of view and, if you can, I would like you 
to introduce a psychological dimension as well. 

Ny second question is linked to the first: 
since we cannot do away with ideologies, we have got 
to live with them, jus-: as we have got l:o live with 
aggressive and fanatic instincts, what would te required 

in order for us to be aware of the fact that we do 
hav~ ideologies; I thinl< this is a primary necessj·t;y 
in order to control them. 

MARKOVIC It would be very interesting to say more ahllt 
' the psychological dimension of the concept of ideology 

in the second sense, and I think everybody would be 
very grateful to you if you would say more about that. 
It is obviously connected with the problems of the ra
tionalization of certain urtconsciuus desires, needs 
and urges, so here psychology has a lot to say. 

As to the second question which is very im
portant at this moment, I think that the first step 
would be very active engagement in critical analysis 
and reappraisal ofexisting ideologies and an effort to 
show that certain elements of existing hostile ideologies 
especially black and white dualistic thinl<ing, lead to 
.the laclc .of tolerance, to aggresssiveness and the impos
sibility of any communication. 

\ 
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The second step is already the discussion and 
competition among existing ideologies. Thi3 is no longeP 
the ideological war, but a natural consequence of the 
existence of social groups which have clashing interests, 
Ideologies are the expression of such interests and 
consequently an inevitable part of this world. The pro. 
blem therefore, is not the elimination of ideologies 
but the rational analysis and criticism of all elements 
of existing ideologies which really cannot be justified 
by existing facts. 

Another very important element is whether 
people who live in the West and in the East can find a 
common language when speaking about ideologies in such 
a rather late stage of development. Now it is very 
interesting that in this paper "2000 year project, was 
distributed here today, there is this passage at the 
end: "Peace is not the only value in this world; there 
are other values such as equality, justice, abolition 
of exploitation, abolition of alienation, development, 
freedom l'rom fear, freedom from want, freedom of action 
and so on." You see a very rational discussion is pos
sible here on such issues as: whether we accept those 
values, what we mean by them, whether we · an make the se 
concepts more operational, what they mean in terms of 
hu;nan behaviour and whether they correspond to certain 
tendencies in the development of human society. In this 
case, there is the possibility of rational discussion 
like any other theoretical discussion in science and 
philosophy and this is essential for what I meant by 
ideology ia the first sense. There must be different 
orientations, different goals of different communities, 
and the problem is whether they are compatible with the 
facts, with the genuine needs of people, and with the 
existing trends of social development or not. 

AMALDI I think that today we have worked almost eight 
hours, and therefore it is time to close our session. 

I thank Prof. Marl<ovic again and all those who 
took part in the discussion. 

.,, 
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BEHTOTTI; I would like to know J 0ur opinion -'l.bout 
the following problem. Do JOU 'think tho.t this very·va_l 
uab1e experience of the United Nations peacekeeping 
forces will be useful when one comes to the problem of· 
providing gua.rantecs for a certain power which has the 
possibility to acquire nuclear weapomJ. 

EPSTEIN: There are two answcors to that. O:n the 
one hand, many of the non-alignRd countries sa,)! they 
don't like the idea of big power gua:cantees, because 
big pov10r guarantees can compromise either their non-
alignmcmt or even interfere in their j_nternal affai.rEJ. 
They say that the United Nations peac8keeping abilities 
should be st::engthened. Others say that they might be 
threatened or ,;ub~ectsd to a nuclear or even a conven-· 
tional weapon gttack by the time the United Nations 
peacekeeping operation got going and hence a UN securi 
ty guarantee would be a "post rnortem guara:1tee ". Those 
are the t·ao aspects of the question. But unless you 
can give a country some credible assurance regarding 
its security,it is going to be very difficult for a 
country threatened by a hostile neighbor to agree to 
give u-p what it correctly or incorrectly regards as 
something which could strengil:J.en its security, at least 
in the sense of providing it with what it regards as 
a deterrent against attac:k. Just as some of the great 
P•)Wers have argued that they must have nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against attack, even 'chough they !mow that 
by developing nuclear woapons and by the continuation 
of the nuclear arms race they create conditions of in
security in the long run, so some n'JD···nuclear :powers 
may t.hink that in the short run nuclear weapons might 
ensure their survival. The problem of security guaran
tees is a very difficult one. 

rilARKOVIC: Gran:ted that the United Nations ha.ve been 
successful in peacekeeping, I would like to have a little 
discussion abvut some fundamental problems of peacecreating 
which are also relevant to all discus-ions vve had on inter 
national law. 

You said you do not know a...'ly sound basis to estal:ilish 
what is and what is not justice. This really is a problem 
beoause as a matter of fact there are extremely great dif 
ferences in the concepts of justice on both sides and .in 
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general among various .social groups and individuals.Ho~ 
ever, the alterna~ive is: either we give Fp hope ofestab 
lishing at least some internationally accepted elements 
of the ideas of justice and morality (and in that case 
I think we may safely say that nothing can be reached 
in international law, not to speak of world government) 
or there must be some ways to establish certain common 
denominators and to reduce these very great d.ifferences. 
Don't you think perhaps, that a more rationa:, scienti
fic approach to such a problem could give at least some 
small results at the beginninJ. 

vlould you say that a certain progress can be 
made by the study of the great humanist tradition(which 
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is in the basis of all present day culture and civiliz~ 
tion) by a scientific study of public C'pinion, etc. It 
seems to me that non-aligned countries would be able to 
contribute considerablY to the rational solution of this 
problem. It mighc be interesting to consider the idea 
of establishing an international research center which 
would d"=al with such problems and which would try to 
replace the present day ideological thinking (in the 
bad sense of the word ) by a new rational and scientific 
approach. There was a lot of discu:osion here about this 
necessity to approach all such problems in a new ')f?o.y 

with an academic spirit. 

EPSTEIN . The difficulty here is, and it is a very 
difficult problem, that there is not one abstract jus
tice, not one obj.ective justice. The United Nations have 
117 '"justices" In practice, it seems that every country 
thinks it has the best and the most just approach,and 
in practically every dispute and case I have heard, it 
has never been a simple Problem of c:r.oosing between 
r1gnt aLa wrong, it nas been a problem of choos111g 
between two rights, and every speaker thinks he has 
the most just approach. The non--aligned countries think 
they have the most just approach. On the other hand,the 
countries involved in the dispute or situation say that 
the very fact that they are comrnitted.qi.ves them a lot 
of responsibilicy in a situation and in the outcome,and 
therefore it is better for them to make some sort of an 
assessment of what is or is not justice and to negotiate 
on that basis. Sometimes this is very far removed from 
what everybody else outside of the countries involved 
regard as justj.ce, and from what many scholars and polj
tically neutral people regard as justice. The whole con
cept of justice, even in national law,domestic law is 
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a very difficult thing to define or agree on. Very often 
people coma·to court crying that they want justice but 
what they get when they go to court is no'· neccessarily 
justice, but the application of the law. I do not know 
how anybody is able to determine what is objective or 
absolute justice. There are degrees of justice and de-
grees of rights, and laws are made to j_mplement right 
and justice or to safeguard ";hem. But there is no sure 
way of ¥.:nowing what is true justi.ce in either national. 
or international affairs. I certainly favor the idea of 
having internation~.~esearch institutes work on this · 
problem. I also am in favor of the idea of trying to 
find out what is international public opiniipn, meaning 
that of individuals as well as of governments, regarding 

.any given situation. But when it comes finally to de
claring or deciding wt.at is justice in any given inter
national situs.tion the only way t know of establishing 
a workable stanciard of justice is. th:rough the votes of'1 
governments in the United Nations. 'l'his at least deter
mines what the United Natit.ms regards as justice. Th6Ele 
nations which are in the minority may denou.'l.ce the deci
sion as unJust or illegal, that is similar to the views 
of a mam who loses a case nacourt of justice. 

Now you propose findj_ng some scientific approach. 
Maybe, there is such but it seems to me that for two 
thousand years experts have heen arguing about this con
aept, whether it is philosophic or a legal one, of what 
is justice. The Uni t.'o:-1 Nations wants peaceful justice, 
but the oniy standard,·the only measure I know of is in 
th8 result of voting in the United Nations. One of the 
tests you may use then is the vote. Ti1is is to a large 
extent determined by the non-aligned and the other small 
powers, who have the majority of votes. Thus, they are. 
the ones who ca..'l say whB.t, in their 7iew, is justice. 
While it is not ea[;y for them to take position against 
any or all of the g.ceat powers, they have done tl:at on 
more t:1ar1 one occasion. 

MARKOVIC: A scientist who is not a mere expert qut 
a genuine intellectual is not only a man who belongs to a 
certain country, to a certain nation, religion or creed 
or any other particular, closed community: 'lw io above 
a1l a hmnan being who tries· to ·understand the needs of 
mankind as a whole. Science is a universal, human product,. 
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so there J.s an analogy between truth and justice . With 
respect to what you said about justice or.e finds a com~ 

parable si tustion concerning truth: one might claim tnat 
there are thousands of truths, because everybody holds 
that what he believes i.n, is true. But scientists de
velop objective standards of t1·uth, so when one cri
tically analyses a stateme11t or a theory one can esta£ 
lish whether it is true or not. There is no doubt, jus
tice is a much more difficult problem because emotions 
and interests are involved, and besides, very few efforts 
have so far been made (in comparison with the problem 
of truth) to establish any objective criteria. And still 
if something will not be done in this field, we will get 
no where in all problems of international law. For ex:" 
ample, you say when there is a dispute, people do not. 
abk what is just, but what is law, a11d theJ go to th~ 
court to have the law interpreted and applied to th~ir 
case. Uowever, there is not one law but various laws 
which are based on certain concs1Jhons of justice. There 
are countries with different ideologies anci different 
interests which theJ express. How cari we hope that th'ly 
will create and accept certain norms of interr.ational 
law if there is nothing common in their conceptbns 
of justice and morality? Certain steps toward interna
tional have been taken several decades ago .. Now coun
tries, where social order and political regimes have 
been cba.n_ged an•:l '1.l.so new born nations arP. incl.inscl to 
caKe the attitude that the whole existing conception 
of international law does no longer correspond'to the 
change of the world. Shall we endeavor to find out 
what is an adequate international law which correspon:E 
to the present day historical situation assuming a 
critical position with respect to all those countries 
which oppose to the very idea of establishing an inter 
national law and international jurisdiction? Or shall 
we take a sceptical attitude that mankind is so dividn 
and disintegrated that no agreement in these matters 
can ever be reached.After all or;e should at least be 
consistent and take either one attitude or the other. 
It seems very illogical to advocate the creation of 

r:.. supernational communities, international law and even 
world government and at the same time, to deny res o
lutely that there are any elements of the idea of 
justice which are acceptable to all. Without a minimun 
of common values no community is possible. 
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EPSTEIN First a mo:n'J. "bour Prof'. Ma.:rkovic's statement 
that there should be sonie scientific approach for discar 
ering what is justice. It is not only that there are 1~ 
"justices", but the justice which any cne of these coun 
tries believes in, varies from time to time not :'just 
from genera~ion to generation, but from year tc year 
because there are so many changing factors to be taken 
into account. I£ you have to start to define in scien
tific terms what is justice, you have to establish cri 
teria and instead 6£ helping to agree on what is jus
tice you may merely multiply the disagreements because 
there may be disagreement about every one of the crit_§ 
ria. You know that for hundreds of years people talked 
about a just war and what is a just war. In the LeagUe 
o£ Nations they implied although I don't think that 
they used the expression in the Covenant, that you cOU]d 
have just, wars. But the nations agreed to ban that con
cept 2n the UN Charter at S~n Francisco, because there 
was no way of defining it. Something which' you would 
think might be simple to define, as in the concept of 
aggression, which is a much simpler concept to define 
than that of justice, the United Nations has spent 
years and filled up thousands and thousands of pages 
in trying to define aggression, _but without success. 
These concepts are not abstract, but are related to P£ 
litical considerations and the positions of states any 
given moment, and so long as states will operate as s~ 
reign entities, so long as they are going to ~perate on 
a political basis, so long as the United Nations func
tion is to harmonize the different political views of 
the different countries, so long will it be necessary 
to operate on a pragmatic basis of what is justice.This 
is not pure justice, but it is the only way'I-know of 
approximating it in a practical way. Ierhaps it is not 
"justice" in the abstract sense, but it is United Nations 
Law. 

If yo~ can elaborate as to how you go about 
scientifically defining or discovering justice, I think 
you will have m~de a contribution to humanity which wlll 
be a real milestone in human thinking. 



6 

MARKOVIC Certain qualifications are cbvioil.slv needed 
in our discrc1ssi6n. ·~ · 

First, thc:re is no such a thing as absolute 
justice. I was speaking only about a minimum of common 
elements of the idea of justice which are generally 
(although not uni'versally) accepted in a definite his
torical situation. 

Second, one should distinguish between intu
itive b.eli.~£.2. and ~:teft.!liti:?_ns of concepts such as 
"just war" , "aggression" e·tc. T:1e difficulties wi '"h 
definitions are the result of an unrealistic desire tq 
have here clear-cut concepts a.nd cov·er all cases by 
them: one always finds certain exceptions. But if we 
disregard exceptions and construe these concepts in a 
st21tistical wa.y, then, obviously, ther..§_j._2. a core of 
meaning of these terms which is being intE:rnationally 
accepted. Inspi.te of possible resistance or indifferen;e 
of certain individual.", there is generi\1 agreement t':lat 
attack." of Nazi Germany were cases of .§:!ll!ressi'!e :!@E. 
and that it was jus!. to oppose them by force. Another 
example: I have no doubts as to what would be the re
sult of an international public opinion examination on 
the problem: whether j t is just to take millions of 
people 2.s hostages for the policies uf their govern
ments, etc. The sarnp criteria e>f evaluation could be 
extended to other similar ca.ses , otherwise I see no 
basis fo.c international law ard no hope for even most 
elementc.ry forms of world organi~.ations. 

Any organisation presupposes a minimum harmony 
of mutually clashing interests and a minimum of common 
values which constitute s ... andards fo~ settling issues. 
I an aware of immense difficulties in stating explicitly 
those values which are implicit in our j_ntuitive beliefs 
and prcctical attitudes, but it is high time to start 
doing something in this direction. Sceptical Ex;1gger-. 
ation of difficulties and f:;_ouitless lamentations over 
human irratic:-1ality a.Dd d.i.fferences of interest\would 
lead us nowhe:r'e. 

I spoke of "scientific" approach. because, in 
difference of professional politicians, who are immedi
ately 'preoccupied with the interest of particular na-
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tions, scholars, according to the very nature of their 
ca.lling, are expected to think in a more objective and 
national wa.y. Of course, they a.re also onl:' men and ·•-}ey 
can never absolutely eliminate emotions, but they can 
control them and overcome them bythe use of scientific 
method. The fundamental idea which was expressed in the 
first Pugwash statement bu Russell and Einstein was that 
scient:Lsts must approach the problems of war, peace and 
disarma.ment not p:rima.rily as individuals who belong to 
a given nation creed or race, but as human beinc;s--mem
bers of the species Man. 

' 
1h thout such an approach the whole Pugwash 

Hovement and all conferences like fuis one would be 
devoid of aYcy real meaning. 

EPS'rEIN I find it difficult to go all the way with 
the speaker. Psychologists are also scientistis, and 
they are saying more and more, that p8ople' s decisions 
and attitudes «.re dependent not only on their education 
or intellect but also on their emotions. People decide 
many things because of what they feel i:.n the.:.r beLlies 
and not just of what is in their brains. This also must 
be takEr: into account in determining how each i:1dividual 
as well as how every group, how eve:::y state regards 
justice in any situation~ It seems to me that this is 
really an area of philosophical discussion. Abstract 
or absolute justice is very good to have as a goal but 
how you achjeve it in pretctice is beyond my comprehen
SlCYl& 

ARANGIO--RUIZ I want to make a few remarks on Mr .Harkovic' 
idea of a ".~S:.:Lt;.!:!_!if};c"appl"oach to international justice 
and on Hr. Epstein's reply to Mr. Markovic. 

To Mr. Markovic I would reply that I do not 
believe scientists to be, by definition, more likely to 
be just. So, I would not trust them with the gover!llllent 
of mankind simply by reason of their profession. I do 
not believe either that justice is a ;11atter that could 
e~.sily be deaJ.t with by a scientific institute as if it 
were a technical problem, such as a question of arith
metic, of chemistry, or even of economics or positiV':O 
law. 'fhe idea of justice is the very idea of "right". 
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As such, it is .a very rel.ative concept. Before deciding 
what is just or less unjust, one would have to decide 
from which point of view the choice.should be made. And 
the choice\ of the point of view could hardly be made on 
a ''scientific'' basis. It would be a matter of political 
choice. 

To Mr. Markovic• idea of setting up a kind of 
in tern a tional "justice research ins t::. tu te", I would o_p
pose that the problem is not so much to chooss "scien
tifically" what is just or less unjust, The problem is 
to devise and put into effect the more just or less un
just proceJure, to make that choice,J:)amely to decide 
effectiVely what i~ just or not just. ----- -

And here I have the impression that the stu
dent of international society can only araw from the 
experience of nationul societies. I do not mean, of 
course,that national socie~ies have solved the problem 
of justice once and for all and in an ideal way. Some
tting, however, has bee•1 achieved. And it is some thin(! 
far more advanced than any comparable achievement in 
the international society. 

'lne problem, in other words, is to try to 
adopt, in the universal society, procedures and machi
neries more apt to give adequate expression to the con 
flicting ideas of justice and to allow the only possi
ble ultimate judges -human beings - to make their 
choices effectively. Which is, after all, just an ele
ment:try idc;a of justice~ 'il'11at I mean is that one should 
find ways and rr.eans of rr.aking the machlne1·ies of inter
national society at least less strikingly rudimental as 
compared to the parallel machinerles enjoyed by free 
national societies. ;\nd here I am perr.aps more exigent 
than Mr- Epstein when he says that the only measure or 
standard of justice he ~<nows of is the result of voting 
in the U:1i ted Nations. 

In national societies - and I refer to demo-{ 
cratic societies in my sense - the "p:r•oblem of justice" 
is vil'tually solved by the adoption of the representa
tive form of government, In such societies the basic 
rule is the government by the people, I mean by repre
sentatives of the people, namely of the human beings 
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who are the members of the community. National parlia
ments and nation~l executives are, in ire~ societies, 
the more or less "perfect" representatives of all the 
members of the community participating in the elec
tions on an equal, or relatively equal, footing. Natio 
nal parliaments are not just the representati·ves of 
cities, countries, provinces, departments or (in a fe
deration) member states as separate political bodies 
and regardless of thei;r regime and populatiC"n. The 
members of the .electorate are all integrated in the 
national community and they owe their supreme allegiance 
to the w~ole ~ommunity. Tne representative bodies thus 
draw their power from the people as. a ·whole, regardless 
of subdivisions. It is precisely "in th.e bodies so con
stituted that the fundamental legislative and political 
choices as to what is just or unjust are made on behalf 
of the whole people or nation. Similar considerations, 
must be made - mutatis mutandis - for the executive 
organs of the government. One can say, in trief, that 
ch~re is. in force, in_ democratic (Eational) societies, 
a basic ruJ.e of justice as a rule of method, or proce
dure. This is the rule by which the essential choices 
as to "justice" are made, directly or indirectly, by. 
the people, by the human beings cons ti tcl ting the me m-- · 
bership of the society. ' 

Reverting to the contemporary international 
society, the situation is .E_adically_di~fer'!_nt. The 
United ]l;ations organization -- the less imperfect of 
the .rud".mental_ forms of "government" attained so far 
by the in ternatio"lal commun~. ty - does not consist of 
the representatives of mankind in any sense comparable 
to the sense in which national democratic governments · 
represent their' respective peoples. The General AssEmbly 
of the United Nations is not the parliament of the world; 
elected by men and women throughout the world on an 
equal, or relatively equal, footing. It is a body of 
delegates of governments as sovereign entities, each 
government being a m~er regardless- of ft~-p;:Litical 
regime or internal repres;n-tative character and enjoy 
ing one vote regardless of population. One : governme'll ts, 
not peoples are there; two the government is not neces
sarily a democratic or representative one, tyrannies and 
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democracies having art equai right to participation 
three, each crovernment has one vote, wheth2r it rules 
(;m-a few h~ndred thousand, a few millions, or hundr~ds 
of millions of human beings. Last bu~ uot least, each one 
of the participating governments -- even the most demo
cratic governments ( a minority) -- is naturally led to 
be concerned not so much with the general exigencies 
of ma.::1kind or ~,,~~t:~~r~??~:_j_ustice. It is concerned mainly, 
if not exc1u_,;ively, w:Ltll the interest,3 and c.:i.gconcies 
of th•a r;t,&'.L:i,.9JL.L.!"22L'2l''.np i_ t:L it controls. ~>o, the majority 
in the United Nations General Assembly - and i.t matters 
little wh;,ch m:·tjority it n;ZJ.y b.-o at my gj_ven time or on 
any give"f1 iss-lA.:::=: - :i.;:; a majcri·:::._;;:· of .sovereign entities, 
the main preoc•.:upation of \vhich is n~_!_lJ._ral~z to pursue 
it2...__?.~!.~ interests as a political body, namely: first, 
to pn:'serve its sovereignty and freedorr of action as 
much dS possible a.nd at all costs; a.r.cd .second, to prcmote 
the interests of the political comm-;:;nityit--Tfreely or 
despotically) is in charge of. 

Now, I do not deny in tl1e least the faults 
of n<ttional dectocratic regimes. It would be easy to 
list all the aspects under which these systems are de
fective as machineries of justic~_ for .?11_ the members 
of the national community. But however sensitive 0ne 
may be to such defects, one is still appalled by the 
realization of the abysn:.ally deep me.:·"t..tre of ir~perfecti.on 
of the parallel i~_!:ern.?~t-h_ona:J,_ macl·1ineJ"'.es. I find it 
ve:r:z_h?-r£ to accept Mr. Epstein statement as satisfactory. 
The majority in the United Nations General Assembly may 
well be th2 ~'ElY...<:::.Kficii!cl standard or test of j~~:;~)c:_~ 
in int ernaticnal s::>ciety at present available. I wonder, 
though, if we can -~.CC-~!. it as such as long as represe_::. 
tation in the United Nations is what lt is. Any enlight 
ened public opinion, in my view, would provide a far 
better standard of justice than a majority of national 
governments endowed with so little representative capa
city. 

For the United N2:.tion.s majo1•jty to become the 
standc~rd £LJE.:?.!=.~S'-~ somc:thiug shoulc1. be done about the 
representative character of the General Assembly. The 
one vote per government rule - whatever the population 
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and the degree of truly representative (democratic) 
capacity of the government is absurd. i know, on the 
other hand, that the problem is a very difficult one. 

lsome governments are studying the matter.But 
I'm afraid that the difficulties on the way to an im
provement are much too fundament9-l for us to be very 
hopeful in an early solution. In the meantime, one can 
only try to use the existing machinery to the best of 
one's ability, trusting perhaps in the positive effects 
that may derive (Eor the representative character of 
the United Nations) from the improvement of the educa
tion and form of government in the various countries. 
But is such an improvement under way? One wonders, at 
times, whether dictatorship of one kind or another is 
not the prevailing form of government in our time. 
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Bjornerstedt - Friis Il!p'ller - Stonier 

Fridat 17/6 16:00 

CAI,OGERO I have one question which could be answered 
either by thi? Panel Members or from the floor, and the 
question is : What is the situation in the Soviet Union 
especially with respect to civil defence? I know that 
it is not as easy as it is for the United States to 
know what is going on, especially with respect to ABM 
and also, to a certain extent, to civil defence but 
perhaps our friends who live closer to the Soviet Uhion 
may lrnow more than we know and may perhaps tell us what 
is going on there, especially with respect to civil 
defence 0 This question is especially import ant because 
one of the arguments used in the United State in support 
of a civil defence program is that, in the Soviet Union 
there is a very large and extensive civil defence program 
going ono And I would like to knovv whether this is at 
all trueo 

LAPTER I really C8nnot tell you how it is in the So-
viet Union, but I can tell you something about my own 
countryo It seems to me that there were some plans for 
civil defence just after the War and especially at the 
height of the Cold ~~ar in the '40s o The danger at the 
time was represented mainly as a non--nuclear danger, and 
the defence was conceived as a defence for the bigger 
cities in the power and the problem of building up the 
Metro as a shelter systemo 

After the arrival of the H-bomb, it was clear 
to everybody that building shelters was a question of 
throwing away money, which we 1 a eked anyway 0 

May I use this occasion to put some quest:iorn 
to the PaneL First of all, I would like to know if 
everyone of small non--allied co().ntries could do just 
as wel.l as Sweden had done? Or, p8rhaps besides smallnEEs 
a.11.d non-alignment, the money is necessary as welL Then, 
there is the pro·!·lem of the uses of the underground tests, 



Couldn't they be used to test nuclear charges for high 
altitude ABM' s and I think that it is quite possible 
to have quite a roomy cave, to do such testing. These 
are my first questions. 

The next one is on the difficulties that could 
arise when there is some sort of nuclear coownership. 
There is a complication in connection with the use of 
say the IRBM•s and ICBM's. But is struck me just when 
listening that the coownership of nuclear sharing for 
the defence could easily be turned into nuclear sharing 
for an attack. So I would like to have some light thrown 
on the problem, if nuclear sharing complicates or 
does it make easier starting an attackor preparing a 
defence? 

BJORNERSTEDT : vfuen you consider the role or the possibi 
lity of other small countries doing the same thing as 
you said Sweden has done, I just wanted to put · · into 
perspective the relative magnitudes of the expenses 
involved. We have an annual military budget which runs 
to about one billion dollars, and the civil defence 
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budget - if you include the shelter system ~ is $ 25,000,000 
to $ 30,000,000 

FRIIS MjO'LLER If I understood your question correctly 
you asked whether the possibility of sharing control 
would be easier or more difficult if we had ABM defences. 
As i see it, the question for the European Nato-members 
after a deployment in the United States of ABM's, will 
be: should Europe have ABMS or not? 

The second question will be: if we are going to have 
theE'se weapons, how? And here we could have two possibi
lities: the European countries could make them themselves~ 
I think this is excluded for political and economic reasons 
and also because rocket technology is not as advanced as 
in the Urjted States or in the Soviet Union. The only other 
possibility is that the United States provide the AB!1' s. 
In any case two snags exist which will have to be taken 
into account: a conversion problem and a problem cf command 
and control. The first problem arise~; from the fact that 
defensive missiles at the present state o.P the art can 
be converted into offensive ones. The secor~d from 



3 

the extremely short warning periods which the distance 
from the Soviet Union to the western Europc:m coUl".tries 
allows. I can thi.nk at the present time of no joint <\llied 
command system operating with a sreed which would per
mit an allied integrated AB!Vi-Sys tern to perform useful 
role. 

STONIER Can I just make one :foint which was raised by 
Calogero. A thing that would generate almost insurmount 
able political pressure on the part of American public 
opinion is if there were, in fact, the widespread public 
view that the Russians were engaged heavily in civil 
defence and anti-missile programs. I think this would 
automatically mean that the United States would enter the 
race. Part of this difficulty already exists: Our military 
and our economists point to the thick doors in the Moscow 
subways as proof that this is obviously a civil defence 
system etc., it is the worst possible psychological thing 
that the Soviet Union could do - I hope that the message 
gets back to them! 

FRIIS M,0LLER : I think that the main point is that it is 
very difficult to persuade public opinion to see that a 
purely defensive weapons-system is of any danger to any
body. 

STONIER This is your point then: "An ABM is of value to 
an aggressor because it is most effective following a 
first strike, when you can expect the second strike coming 
back at you to be disorganized". 

BOSKl\TA * A few years ago I was with a group of American 
physicians who did some research on what would happen in 
the Boston area if there was a nuclear explosion. 

They discussed the results and arrived at the 
conclusion that the after-effects, especially tne ef
fects of epidemics, the psychological problems and maybe 
psychiatric problems would be huge, and they couldn't do 
anything about that. 

Would you like to comment on that? 
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My second question is: Are there any investi 
gations to show in what way public opinion is changing 
on war and peace; on attack and so on, when you have a 
civil defence system or when you do not have one? 

STONIER Yes. Let me take the second question first, , 
because the data there happens to be rather thin. There 
h::~ve been some surveys on American attitudes and, if I 
recall, they were rather contradictory: Civil defence 
in some cases would tend to favor a feeling that you 
have solved the problem and that you accept the func
tion of war. But there was also evidence that there had 
been generated an increasing amount of concern, viz., 
that the very people who had been building elters 
often turned out to be very pro-United Nations. 

Does that answer the second question? Now 
the first question, on the studies of the Boston Group
the physicians for Socia.l Responsibility·.' -

Do you want me to comment on the study in g~ 
neral or on some of their conclusions? 

BOSKMA * In what way could you save them if they hav
en't any system of civil defence? Maybe the nfter ef
fects might. be so vast that civil defence would't 
have any value? 

STONIER Technically, civil defence does not take into 
account just how feasible it is to get people into a 
shelter in time, and then the full consequences of hav
ing them there. Incidentally, there have been a number . 
of psychological studies on the various aspects of kee:e_ 
ing people in shelters, and it is interesting to see the 
kind of problems that turn up for instance, one of the 
biggest problems turns out to be the fact that the 
young people -· teenagers and young adults -· were much 
less inhibited than their elders, and would neck and 
pet in the shelter even though they knew they were ob
served; and this led to a great deal of social stress 
and trouble. Another problem was gambling. Nobody had 
anticipated that if yov collect 50 people, you are ' 
bound to have at li.Pa£t one compulsive gambler who in
sists that you play with him; and everything would work 
eut for the three daYs, when be played with people who 
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like to ga-:~ble. But after that, he played with people 
who didn't gamble! These are the kind of problems 
that hadn't .. been thought of before, and came out duril!llg 
the survey. 

About the after effects, you are completely 
right. The studies were sometimes contradictory in the 
:ense that if one protected people too well, there 
existed such a disparity between the economic resources 
and the number of people surviving, that this would lead 
tc ·disastrous consequences~ Then there is the problem 
of epidemics following a nuclear war. In the United Sta
tes, for instance, Bubonic plague is endemic from 
Kansas to the Pacific; and there are many other latent 
diseases that would flare up such as typhoid fever, 
dysentery, venereal diseases, tuberculosis, and so forth; 

BJORNERSTEDT The argument has been put forward several 
times that civil defence will giYe people a false sense 
of security. This to me has always seemed to be a 
curious sort of argument, not per se, but in the situ~ 
tion that we do have now, when mosL1of the expenditure 
goes into trying to buy security through having military 
strength. 

If you. advance the argument against civil d~ 
fence that it lulls people into a false sense of security 
you could use the same argument twenty times over as an 
argument against military defence and the military means 
of trying to give security. 

The difference between the military defence 
and the civil defence is that military defence is dire£ 
ted towards increasing the cost for the aggressor as 
much as possible and, in this wav to trv to det.er him 
from the aggression. Civil defence gives up on that 
score,,and it should- if it is a real and honest civil 
defence- and should tell the population that: "We shall 
never be able to protect you if the aggressor actually 
looks at you as his primary target." 

What is possible, and what might be aone 
with a civil defence system is to tell to the people:If 
a crisis does occur, if nuclear weapons are being used, 
not against the population as a primary target, but 
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against military targets, then we might save you from 
some of these effects". And if this is tel:ing them to 
be secure, then I think it is a public relations affair 
which is badly managed; because that is not the main 
objective. 
The objective, should rather re to provide a kind of 
life insurance which is not generally valid as a protec 
tion : it is valid only in some circumstances. -

o_o_o_o_o~o 

~-
Editors Note : 

The intervention was not corrected : hy the author. 
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BOSKMA I ~hould like to ask a few qtlestibl'ls •. What are in your 
opinion the fundamental reasons for the reurtification of Western 
and Eastern Cerinany? Are they emotional? Are they economical? 
Or are there other reasons? The state . of Germany didn' exist as 
it. is now a century ago, so why start milking a strcng Germany again 
in Europe? There are many plans for a denuclearization of Centr[l.l 
Europe; Will they ha\Te. any chance of realizing? According to some 
people a denuclearization of Europe will introduce ati instability 
in the military balancei Could this instability be partially reduced 
by having a rather large conventional force, so that. in a sitUation 
of conflict of kny sort, you can try to reduce the chances of 
escalation? 

LAPTER If i may state how I see it from the outside; J;ny opinion 
is that the question 6f reurtification ih West Germany. was utilized 
mostly for tWo reasdns. One, to make use bf the hatibhal feelings 
against the social unrest that existed in Germany after the fall of 
Hitler. Second, to get some support from the West in re-arming 
Germany. In order to have any kind of policy, home or foreign, one 
has to have the means of its enforcement, the police and the armed 
forces. They - the forces - form the major part of the national 
power : if you don't have them, you don't count, if you want to count, 
you have to have them. 

By stating that the main problem for Western Germany 
was to reunify, in a specific way, so to say, to devour the Eastern 
part of Germany, was more than acceptable to the Western allies, 
For that meant that the GFR could not reach ·an agreement with the 
USSR, a nightmare for many politicians west of the Rhein, Moreover, 
under some circumstances the GFR might be used as a spear head 
against the Eastern bloc that was formed at the end of the Forties. 
That was a commonly acceptable policy both for western Germany 
and her Allies, at least as long as the GFR went up the first steps 
on her ladder of success. 

It is clear that after the unification of Germany in the 
'7o's the appeal to the national unity would be a strong one,especially 
in a defeated nation. And by putting !lernelf in a position where the 
GFR could influence future development in whole Europe by gaining 
power (economic and military ) , she could win back that 



gaining power (economic and military), she could win back tha1 
freedom of movement that will allow her to change her policy ut 
accordance with the changing circumstances and aims. 

I was asked what are the problems of reunificatioQ 
seen from the view of the German people. I shall try to explain 
it. In Germany , we have different groups, but most of the people 
are not interested in political problems. They read their 
"BILD-Zeitung" a newspaper of very low level and watch televj_ 
sion and hear that the Government wishes the reunification; but 
these are only words which, however, secure many votes fo:
the Cristian Democratic Party of Germany. However, there are 
smaller groups thinking seriously about these problems, ·But 
let us look first at the official attitude which was explained by 
Prof. Lapter: For the German government the German demo
cratic Republic, does not exist and therefore reunificatior> . is 
only possible by the "Anschluss" or annexation of the Eastern 
part of our country. 

I think that most of the people who see this as the 
only possible way don't believe in its realisation. Also reunif!
catior. would make necessary that many financialsupportsrri:J:J& 
be given to the Eastern part of the country and· this would n::teaJ 

. that they had to pay .more taxes and therefore I think that :many 
people haven't-must interest in reunification. 

'!'here is a>J.other part of our people who wish re
unification, :but they know that reunification will only bep::ssible 
if a discussion between East and West between the government 
of the German Federal Republic and the German Democratic
Republic-takes place, Some weeks ago, we had a film on televi 
sion called "The German Federation". '!'his was a science fiction 
film which looked back from 1976 to 1966 and showed the de 
velopment of a possible reunification during these , ten years_ 
The film showed that this was achieved only by an ag:l"eement 
between both parts of our country. 

On the whole I think that many people hav0 not much 
interest in reunification though they talk much about it. A smalle. 
part is interested but feels that only an agreement between both 
parts of our country •::ould lead to reunification. 

2 
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AMALDI I agree with what has been said, i.e., on the danger of 
the reunification of Germany. But considering the situation that we 
had in Italy befm·e 1840 when the country was divided in many little 
states, or the situation that we would have to-day in Italy if, at the 
end of the last war, it had been divided in two countries along the 
Ghotic Line, I understand the aspirations of the majority of Germans 
to unify their own country. This is certainly a diffj_cult problem but 
I believe that it can find its solution in some form of federation 
or confederation of the European states. 

SCHULZE I have omitted to mention two points; the use of mili
tary power and the waiting for a useful moment. I was asked if 
Germany would try to unify by military power. I don't think that 
this would be possible, but I think that there are people who are 
waiting for a usehl or right moment - internal difficulties in the 
Eastern part - an example being the uprising in 1953, on June 17th. 
But the development has gone in another direction, and I don't 
think this is a real point to discuss. 

LAPTER May I make one short comment, The problem as it is 
usually seen is muddled by putting behind the word "unification" 
different meanings, In Western Germany when they miy "reunification" 
they :mean mostly the absorption of ii.•.e GDR and perhaps some parts 
of Poland, the USSR and Czechoslovakia. I:l Eastern Germany, when 
they say rennification they mean that it is a process, which could 
start only by accepting the noh on that it was to be voluntary, slow 
and that both partners are to be treated as equals all along. 

Nobody argues about the right of Germans to reunify in 
one state if they wish it, The problem is solvable if you recognize 
just from the beginning that there are two German states at present 
and that they are to be treated as equals, Bt:t the reunifi.cation of 
Germany is not only a German problem, Beside Germany, other 
naUons are interested boih in the method and the result of the 
proce8Bes of unification. Matters of highest importance for Germany's 
neighboro and for the security of Europe, are involved, and therefor~. 
we cannot look upon the prcblem of unification as a purely domestic 
matter of both German States. We, I mean the people of Europe, will 
need some real, not paper guarantees, that the united Germany will 
not endanger the rights, freedom weell-being and peace of any European 
Nations" 

It is rather difficult to compare, though there is some 

similarity between some states growing together into an international 
or supernational integrated unit and two Germar1 states which are 
parts of one nation and whose main difference is socio-political 
rather than national, Their tendency to reunHy in understandable, 



AMALDI I would like to clarify that when I speak of the unific~ 
tion of Europe I take into consideration also the structures in v.hich,, 
for example, Western European countries, Yugoslavia and Fbland 
are combined together, 

LAPTER There are some things that are self-explanatory. For 
instance, I don't like to be kicked. It is not necessary to explain 
why. Take for instance my country. For over 100 years Poland 
was partitioned with no self- government, forming parts of three 
foreign empires. Poles revolted, organized uprisings to be free 
and unified, It is self explanatory that, with all the differences,t!E 
Germans have the right to demand reunification. The real problGm 
s t.artlonly when they try to subordinate more impcrtant protlans 
like that of European security to their instinctive longing for uni
ficatio11. If they would understand the necessity of embordin 8. t ing 
their demands to the necessities of European security they will 
certainly find out that the processes of unification could be fairly 
speedy, 

Let us turn then, to the plans for denuclearization in 
Europe. This process practically started with the peace treaties 
that were signed with the former German allies in Paris in Febru 
ary 1£47;these states, five ot them were forbidden,among other 

tLings,. to develop nuclear weapons, and other means of mass 
destruction. In 1959, Antarctide was declared denuclearized and 
demilital'ized zone, And then there was a lot of talk, though little 
real action on l.~eeping this or other parts of our world nuclear froo 
or denuclearized, 

How is the problem of atomic disarmament connected 
with the conventional we2.p0:1s? As far as Central Europe is con -
cerned, in all plans and all stages of the development of the 
Rapacki Plan, there was a built-in connection between the two in 
kinds of hardware, because it was agreed upon generally that the 
problem of nuclear weapons was overwhelmingly more important 
as they could bring much more dz.mage to Europe than the conven 

tional weapons, Both kinds of armament are smneh::nl interconnected 
and this was agreed on a large scale in the American and Soviet 
Plans for general and complete disarmament and so is the case with 
the Rapacki Plan although the stress is on denuclearization. 

4 



The Rapacki Plan is eve~ calied officially "the plan for denuclea 
rlzation and the iessening of tension . in C:entral Europe" which
means that other means, as for instance, the conventional arms 
reguction are forseen as well: the Rapacki Plan proposes to cut 
armed forces to some ll.ccept'ab!Ei level, so that they could be 
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used for internal purposes,' only, i. e., <'<>r keeping law and order. 
But the incorporation of the steps leading to general arms reduction 
doesn't mean that conventional and nuclear arms could be treated 
on the same level, because the level of possible damage, done 
by two kinds of eaponry is quantitatively different. 
Therefore, the so-called Gromulka Plan concentrates, on a con
trolled freeze in nuclear armaments in C:entral Europe, and· a 
preliminary to g_eneral arms reduction in this area. 

·All Polish plans propose to start from the doctor's 
regulation "primum non nocere" or as· the Italians say "non nuo
cere", which means not to do something harmful, not to make a 
bad situation turn into a -r.-cl'Ze one. The proposals made by Pdand 
were put before European opinion. We proposed pending more 
general solutions in the force of a non-proliferation treaty to 
freeze nuclear arms_. in the mcst dangerous, are of confrontation 
of two war machines. We proposed to have this freeze by national 
units, which means, that no new nation in the given m-ea,in C;:~;'J·al 
Europe should come into possession of nuclear weapons; that the 
conventional weapons level should not increase, and should by 
common agreement be reduced to the lowest level. I think the point 
of real importance, is to stop the direction in which things are 
going, at present, because it seems to be very difficult, if at all 
possible, to reverse the trend. Before we could reverse it, it 
is necessary to stop it. And to stop it, means to freeze it compl)ing 
witlln the main principle of the Zorin-Mc Cloy agreement I men-

tioned already on another occasion in one my lectu1•es because 
freezing doesn't change the existing power, relationship. The 
wish, of not allowing things to get worse or of stopping and then 
reversing the tendency for arms race, is the most important idea 
that was put forward by the Polish and other governments in their 
search for a more secure Europe. 

RsD"acki and other plans, to get rid of obstacles on the 
road to security, are moves to do something by way of bilateral 
or multilateralagreements. We are having plenty of them. I think 
there is no country-except Western Germany-which does not have 
normal relations with our country even with GFR. Though we have 
no diplomatic relations, the GFR government refuses to recognise 
our frontiers; we still have a nu:::nber of trade agreements, 



I don't think there is even one European country to which we are 
not bound by a wide range of official bilateralagreements on 
(trade, culture) exchange, and so on, It seems that this tearim g 
down of the obstacles that arose in the Cold War, forms another 
line for the building~up of the feeling of security among the Eu
ropean nations. 

Accepting that there exists such trend (although ~' th 
strong counter currents, let us accept that the picture of Europe 

,' . . 
in, say, ten or fifteen years from now, will be a picture of a 
more unified Europe rather than the disunited Europe. Europe in 
the forseeable future could be unified into one of the super 
powers. Such a possibility is not to be excluded. Europe could 
be a major power if you put together all our resources, perhaps 
the strongest world power. But that would be the most dangerous 
trend, and that would only speed up the "final solution" for the 
whole world. 

If we choose to go the way of a European super power, we 
are bound to have militarized Europe, and an anti-democratic one. 
Because then the major country insicl3Europe will have JiliYajor 
influence on the policy of the unified continent, and that will er.able 

. it to "take over" Europe by peaceful means. It seems; therefore 
that what we need in the near future is another picture of Europe 
unified not "against", but unified ''for" which means unified to 
such an extent that it is necessary for the welfare and security of 
European nations. This could be done by accepting some arrange
ment that will tear down artificial barriers in the free exchange of 
goods and.men while increasing the feeling of security and indepe!l_:

dence, .and by building some kind of European security system. 
This oould be presented as some sort of a federation of a confeder 
ation, as for. instance, some call the United Nations a "confedera _-

tion" •. · That could be a problem of linguistics but when you say 
"federation" or "confederation", it seems that there should be 
some superior body with an overall authority over all nations of 
Eurcpe; It seems to me that in the next 15 or even more years 
European unity could be archieved only by treating all European 
countries as independent units, preserving this independence as 
long as 'they wish. Some sort of a solution is offered, by the .· 
Chapter VIII of the Charter of the United Nations, that speaks on 
the regional agreements that are closely connected with the whole 
framework of the United Nations. European security will then 

6 



arise as a nil.tural part of wol:-ld security, and will not be directed 
·. . : ·' ·.. .. . I 

against any other region < r against any superpower. Such an ar -
rangertiefit under the Charter cbuld bring more security to the 
Europe'an nations Jn,the form that wouid really be acceptable to 
all Eu~opean nations, 

:jertairuy it is not very clear how such regional security 
arrangemeht could work. It needs e lot of clarification, because 
the three articles in the Charter are forming only a general 
outline of a system. We could, therefore, discuss what is neces_ 
sary to do to help such an arrangement to become workable in 
the existing circumstances. 

We have to move and we are moving anyway in the stream 
of time • ': .. otc look at economic and social processes that are 
going on in all countries: no country is the same now as it was 20 
years ago. The dynamic processes are at work whether you like 
it or not. We could, however, influence> the direction and perhaps 
the spec·'. of the danges, but only if we act conscientionsly and 
in common. Otherwise we are bound to drift to: unknown and 
perhaps dangerous places. And what we do know, is the truth , 
that the German problem is closely connected with the European 
secJ.!..ritv ;prQblem, and that th.,:r:.<'> .. i•s nothing gre<\ter for the 
European nations, includi•lg ur.ti;! ~>"ermanies than this se•,;v:-;ty ; 
one could state without an exageration that without sec~:r!t_y in 
Europe there will be no reunification and perhaps no Germany at 
an. 

KORSGAARD PEDERSE~ I find that the picture which you have 
just described of Europe, in say, 20 years, is very interesting 
and fruitful. But you are talking about a system of the kind which • 
is foreseen in the U. N •. Sharter if I understood you correctly. I 
would be afraid that a system of the kind that you envisage would 
be too loose, and there will always be differences of interest. 
between the European powers themf!elves. If you do not create 
a rather strong system which implies balances between the 
individual. European countries, then I do not think that is very 
worth while or worth very much. 

LAPTER It is feasibl- in the next few years, 

I-:-CR3GAAR0 PEDERSE~That is the big difficulty. I agree 
with you but it is necessary. 

.. 



LAPTER If we talk of confederation, we can look, for an 
example, to the Swiss Confederation. The Swiss Confederation 
actually has constitutional rules according to which they have 
armaments, they have a military organization, but they decided 
never to use their arms but in defence from,an agression coming 
from the outside. 

CALOGERC There :w:w E. few points that I would like to raise. 
The fi.rst concerns the question of Public opinion in the Federal 
Republic; I am a little more optimistic following some news 
which I have seen in the news papers recently, and I would like 
to ask you if my optimism is wen: fbumded, namely, if there is 
some dissatisfaction among the younger generation with the more 
or less frozen position of the Bonn Government, and there is some 
pressure for change. Specifically I have seen reports that during 
the very day cf June 17 - the national holiday dedicated to the 
German unification there were demonstrations from young people,· 
not nationalistic demonstration as one might expect on that day, 
but rather demonstrations asking for a new foreign policy including 
explicit recognition of Eastern Germany and a new approach to the 
problem. 

My impression-c and maybe I am wrong - is that this 
is not just a small bunch of . .:Young people but it is a voice which 
carries some political weight, and I think that this is true, because 
the three ma;or German parties are beginning of course slowly 
and cautiously, to change their position. One way they are doing 
this in through the public discussions to be held by the social 
Democrats and the East 'Jermans,mor.eover there has been the ne-Ns 
of 1\lrr. Barzel making this rather revolutionary r;peech with respect 
to the policy of the Cristian Democratic Government, envisaging a 
future unified Germany with the Russians troops on its soil. 

SCHULZE I think that there are some possibilities in the 
direction that you have shown, Since the film on German TV that 
I mentioned previously, there have been some developments in 
this direction. I think that the film was very useful for such a 
discussion of the reunification of the parts of the German country. 

Among the younger people, it is right there are many 
who are working in this direction. Not as much, however as it 
seems, In the German technical High Schools there is not much 
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political interest to be found, In the Universities you have more 
students working for new ways in politics. I think, If we had 
more students working in this direction in German:>; we would 
have progress, and I hope that this progress will increase. 

LAPTER I think that you put your case very well. A statement 
had been made by President Kennedy, during one of llis press 
conferences. A Polish journalist asked him if it was necessary 
to defend ·:}ermany by nuclear weapons stationed in 'Jermany ? 
Kennedy's answer was emphatically NC! 

If it would be necessary to defend Germany we could 
do it and perhaps better outside Germany. Under the present 
circumstances, with the I :::BM' s and Polarises, the questione of 
placing the sites for the delivery of nuclear charges is not as 
important as it was before the arrival of the transcontinental 
delivery vehicles. The question could be put thus: Is it necessary 
from the European point of view to have nuclear weapons on 
German territory with Germans dividing their use and controlling 
these weapons? The Western German government would like to 
have nuclear armament in Western Germany, and the right to 
take part in deciding when and how to use it. I think that this 

·problem deserves to be seen not only from the German point of 
view but also from the European point of view, Italy is .iust as 
much interested in using or not using nuclear weapons in Europe 
as the GFR is. So why does one have to agree to this special role 
for Federal Germany, who made a lot of trouble before the war 
and who is now the only European country which demands the 
coownership in nuclear arms and the revision of the European 
frontiers. 

FRIIS M'/J LLER I think we should go further into the discussion 
on the problem of control of nuclear weapons. We have abundant 
indications I think that the problem 0f nuclear sharing is viewed 
in the west as one which has several possible although imperfect 
solutions ranging from joint ownership to interallied censultations. 
Cne has the feeling'~ the West that what is in the picture at the 
actual moment is some sort of planning mechanism, a sharing 
between allies and of strategic thinking. This is essentially a 
process of talking to each other and looking into, each others papers 
and this no treaty can forbid. This might already take place, and 
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could have taken place for ten years without any one of us !mowing 
anything about it. So, I don't really see why if such a solution was 
preferred withb the NATO Alliance the :INarsawpac.t· .. countries 
should view it as a. stumbling block because there is really nothing they 
can <L about it. 



LAPTER Western Germany placed herself during these years of 
her partnerr:;hip in NATO in such a position that allowed her to p.ay 
a bigger and bigger role in this organization. That's strategically 
a very good position, for at preser:.t NATC depenus more and mcx·e 
on the GFit~ \iho wants to utilize this position as far as possible. 
They are already treaten:ing unofficially that they , the G. F. R. , 
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. have after all an alternative, If they will not get what they want 
from the West, they could try to play with the East, That was 
implied in Ad•'=ll<>.uer' s fa1·ewell speech ·wlJen he un.expectedly .ilt>lted · 
that - after all - Russia is, and 'therefore cculd be, ti·eated aa a 
peaceful nation; wi.th which Federal Gerrrmy conld make aJl sorts 
of agreements parallel to or instead of those wi.th the United 
States; for just Rl.lasia is a country which could ::;olve the German 
problern in the easiest way and by peaceful n•.eans. Certainly, you 
could call this blackmail, but this does not make even a slight 
difference, for blackmail (or thethr.:;ct to do so.raething unpleasant 
·to other countries) it is a stapla food in inten,ational power 
games. But this potential. threct GFR is i:ryir:g to eet n.eaz<:rto the 
control and ownership of the nuclear arms. They try to do it 
inside NATC in a "legal" way. The me"U::w~ they use is to ask for 
modest, very small changes, that will slowly build up into a 
qualitative chang"';such ~;,_nge in r>edear status cf the GFR could 
be treated as a ::-eal danger for the security of the East and could 
provide a strong reaction, thus endangering.European.peace .• " For 
the american point of view is quite possible that they will give up 
their opposition to nuclear sharing wi.th the GFR because otherwise 
Germany cculd leave NATO. But the European interest demands 
not to give· up but to. <:C'i:r.ta·act.A'ta- ::ll .i.'.mericans might live even 
without Europe, but we, Europeans, we just cannot, We need 
therefore to make moves that \vill bring us toward a more unified 

physically and .spiritually than it is at present. We have 
theoretically three kinds of possible security arrangements in 
Europe: one is under the United Nations and covers whole world; 
two othezSare Security Arr angementsfor Eastern a.11d Western 
Europe, under NATO and Warsaw treaty, The first one is too 
general, the other two, too specific, for' . they are ··nlft only 
complementary, but in many instances even contradictory, and 
therefore potentially dangerous. Therefore we need an all Euro 
pean security arrangement inside which all questions, the German 
including, will find satisfactory solution. 



AMALDI I shcml.d say that I agree with moat of the things that 
have been said by Prof. Lapter: I also agree with '1i.s generalli.ne 
of thought oJthr-,,:;.gJ:l I am not re:c,.dy to agree with ::13.!. the pa<·t:1.culaf.· 
points, He has ;;,:ressed very clear.ly tl,oe opinion prevailing in 
Eastern Europea.."1 cout1tries at-out the grovvi.ng mili·lary power of 
Western Germo.n.y. I would now l.ilm to mention some wo;:ories of 
many people in Western countrieso To this aim I wHl use some 
examplcllf.aken from my professional life. There is, for example 
a beautiful book on electrodynamics, written by two very 
distinguished Russian scientis·!s which you can read from the 
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first to the penultimate page without finding the slightest indic:.Jtion 
that it incorporates some specific political orientation, It could 
have been writt<?n by scientists from the USA. Eurqpe, Russia or 
China. The reader would simply conclude that this is a very good 
book. Then suddenly, on the last page, the authors declare Uw.t 
they were able to write this book because they were inspired by 
Marxism. What do you EJuppose is the reaction of the western 
reader? First the reader starts to laugh but after this silly b1;t, 

natural reaction , he thinks what are the reaeort8 
for such a statement and arlG<:id '. ;he conclusion that tliey are 
practically in some way forced to do thato Cne is brought to think 
of Galileo's difficnhies and of how ·;)s.::. was the society that forced 
him to place_ on top of his scientific views declaratimns of faith that 
had nothing to do with his scientific thinking. 

The book on electrodynamics that I mai.tioned above is 
not the only one. There is a very good book on gravitation and 
relativity written by a famous Russian scientist which contains 
in its preface a similar declaration. 

These two examples and many others may serve to 
clarify some of the worries that we have in western countries 
about the type of society existing .in the eastern cmmtries. 

BCSKMA Well, I think that Western history has some more 
examples. You can find scieri:ists like Newton and Kepler in the 
XVII ::::entury for whom there are good relations between their 
motivation of doing science and E'cience itself. Kepler very 
often demonstrated that it is ::::hris~_i:tn behavior to look into 
things and try to discover the thoughts that have been put into 
this world. In my opinion one should not object that the motivations 
of scientists are put into their books on science, though the scien
tific re&1ilts are invariant to it. 



LAPTER I wish that we could arrive at the situation when" we 
in the East would not be worried about t he development in the 
west and vice versa • Let's have common joys and common worries. 

AMALDI But there are apprehensions on both sides and if a 
group like this meets together it is just to offer the possibility 
to people of all countries to discuss together, clarify their posi
tion and try to contribute to find solutions of the problems which, 
if not solved, may lead· to major disasters. 

· CALCGERC The question of European Federation has been 
mentioned by several people in the Panel, and I understo9d that 
Prof. Lapter is not too much in favor of it, Rather, he thinks in 
terms of bilateral agreements between states but he doesn't seem 

. to have any sympathy for the institution of 11 supernational" 
institutions. I would like to argue a moment againat this view. 
We see in Western Europe that certain very . initial steps have 
been made in the direction of "su;>ernational" institutions. We 
also see t.l:!at the torch against this development is held by De 
Gaulle the same De Caulle has refused to sign the test ban treaty. 
Both action have their origin in a rather a archak brand of natio
nalism. 

L :2uropean Federation would mean the possibility 
of establishing all f'Orts of tief:i economic, cultural and diplomatic 

with the Eastern Countries. I think it would be a sound policy, on 
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the part of those people everywhere who are in f2vor of detente and 
Pf!"inst the spirit of nationalism ff there was a more sympathetic 
attitude towards the European Federation. 

LAPTER I was not Btressing the bilateral means of bettering 
the international situation in Europe, I tried to stress rather the 
necessity for. both the bilateral and multilateral means to 
achieve their goal. Still I feel some apprehension when we talk "-'" 
about a European Federation, First rear;on is a practical one; when 
you . talk about the distant future you push asi.de somehow t'be 
things that could be done immediately. 

The second reason is that I am afraid of some movement 
that could be described as some sort of European Federation could 
at present inc:ite a reaction against the closer cooperation among 
Europeans nations because of the fear that in this way the sovereignty 
and independence of a given country is _either beingsurrendered or 
at least put in danger, 

' 
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AMALDI I appreciate the points made by Prof. Lapter, namely 
the idea of having a number of bilateral or multilateral agree -
ments on matters that may appear of secondary importance, such 
as cultural matters, commercial matters, industrial problems, 
etc. They certainly can contribute a lot to create a situation in 
which at a certain moment the formation of a·federation or a 
confederation of nations can become a natural step • 

But I would like to go back for a moment to the type of 
worries that we have in Western Europe about the society 
existing in Eastern Europe and that I have already mentioned. If 
a Western scientist would say at the end, or at the beginning, of 
a Physics book that he has been im;pired by the Holy Ghost or 
anything else, my reaction would be the same. I am strongly 
against the introduction in a scientific book of elements which are 
not directly connected with the scientific subject. treated in the 
book. 

Scientifi.c matters or at least matters · 
sciences are such that everybody ohould agree irrespective of 
personal religious or political creedo, Therefore the introduction 
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of elements not directly bound to the subject is always very dangerous 
and· should be avoided; it ::.ppears as a method that will bring 
pretty soon to strnng disagreements even in scientific matters. 
What one should try to do is the opposite : one should try to intro 
duce a scientific attitude in other fields and not try to introduce 
non scientific elements in science. 

Editors Note : 

x The intervention 'l'as not corrected by the participant, 

\ 
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Friday June 24 1966 - 16:00 

AMALDI We thank Calogero for his final report and I 
now open tne discussion. 

We would like to have the comments on the con
tent of the School and we would appreciate very much your 
criticism while we don't care for praises since this 
Scl'ool has been conceived as an experiment. Therefore, as 
in the case of all experiments, you can always imagine 
another one which is much better. Incidentally, during 
these days we have used the word "truth" on various occa 
sions. I should say that as a natural scientist, I know 
only one satisfactory definition of truth, that is, the 
results of an experiment that is much better than the 
experiment you are doing at the moment - that is the only 
definition I know. 

I will start by opening the discussion on the 
content and format of the School. We would like very much 
to have some comments from you, since these will help us 
in the future. 

NIEZING First of all, I should like to express a feelmg 
of happiness. I was very happy to be here, and I was verY 
impressed by the very good organization of this school 
in many ways, not only for the accomodations and so on
although that is alsc a very important thing and I know. 
it requires much time to organize such a thing - but in 
the first place and I th:cnk I speak not only for myself, 
but for all participants - I was very impressed by the 
excellent climate we discussed and debated in. 

I would like, since you have asked for critic~ 
remarks, to provide some, and I do hope that you will un 
derstand that I do this only in the interest of the School 
itself. I would like to make some small remarks and two 
slightly more important ones. 

First, I would suggest that a more equal distri 
bution of the time alotted for making remarks would be 
better. That is a good habit, I think. It sounds not very 
scientifically, but in fact, it is a very good habit, if 

.-"! ........ 
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you give everybody who wants to say something about five 
minutes for making his remarks. In some cases there was 
not enough time for everybody to make his remarks and to 
ask questions .. I also had the impression that the begin
ning of the School had somewhat the nature of improviza
tion; perhaps that is unavoidable but it is necessary 
that at least the coordination of lectures to be pres-

·ented during the school should be done before the begin 
ning of the course. This would be better for the whole
level of lecturing and discussions. 

Now, I come to a more important point. As.it 
was announced, the school was intended for people who 
have some interest in disarmament matters and wish to 
do more in this field, and for people already working· 
in this field who want to specialize more in certain 
specific topics . I think it would have been better if 
the participants had been furnished with some basic ma
terial in advance, or at least during the first days of 
the school. Then the lectures could start frGm a somEWh\t 
higher l·evel. It might also be useful if some lectures 
in a specific field take place, to furnish people with 
some basic concepts and basic conclusions of a special 
discipline concerning these matters. So, you mentioned 
something as a cleavage between peoPle who have done 
nothing and people who have done eromething in this field. 
I don't know if this rests a so important one if you 
take these two measures, first, to furnish everybody 
with some basic material about what about disarmament 
problems in general and in the second place to furnish 
them with the basic matters of special fields in this 
disarmament matter. Then it would have been, for instance, 
more possible £or some of us to follow usefully the very 
good lectures, in my opinion, of the two Italian profes
sors; and also the very good lecture, in my opinion, by 
Ambassador Cavalletti. 

And now I come to my last point, and I hope 
that you will not think that I am a victim of a profes
sional ideology, when I say that sociological and psy
chological aspects of disarmament problemsare really 
important. Therefore,if you announce at su.ch a School 
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that problems will be mentioned and discussions will 
take place on such problems, you have to furnish and 
to cuver these issues with at least one professional 
man in this field, I think. As you may know; there is 
an organization named I.I.R.A.; social scientists are 
rather active in the field of peace and also; the In
ternational Sociological Association has a special · 
section of professors and c·ther scientists who work 
in this section which is called "Military Sociology',' 
that is, the sociology of war and disarmament. In this 
Section a lot of very good scientists are working and 

\doircr .<;omethi:hg i and we have a special meeting of the 
Section at Erian in France in September, and many pa
pers will be delivered. So perhaps something is needed 
in this field and, if you.- announce that this School 
will deal with special fields, you have to cover such 
an issue, I think. This is not only my probl,em, but I 
say it now ofcourse because it is the problem of all 
participants .. These are fairly critical remarks, but 
I have to say them, I believe in the interests of the 
School as I am very convinced of the usefulness of 
this school. 

AMALDI I thank you very much for what you have said. 
You pointed out essentially four points and I will say 
a few words about the first three and then maybe Schaerf 
will add something about the fourth. 

The first point was to limit interventions 
from the floor to a rather short· time, so that there is 
a possibility for everybody to participate in the 
discussions. I think you are perfectly right; I am aware 
of that. unfortunately, we.did not say it before we 
started and once you start in a certain way, it is 
difficult to say, at a certain moment, From this moment 
on, we leave only five minutes for interventions. The 
second point you made is about coordination of lectures. 
What one could do perhaps next time if a similar school 
is organized is to ask the various lecturers to send 
their written lectures in advance so that they could be 
typed and distributed. With such an organization we 
could perhaps concentrate on more advanced and detailed 
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discussions because everybody would arrive at the school 
with certain basic information. I agree completely with 
this point. 

The third point is to provide the participants 
of the school certain b~sic material about the matters 
that are going to be discussed in the School; and also 
with this I agree completely. 

Finally I would like to make two general re
marks. There is a certain improvization we agree, that 
was however due to the fact that this was the first 
time we were doing it. Secondly you should consider that 
this School has been started by the Italian Fugwash 
Group which consists essentially of physicists and of 
some biologists and only a few persons who do not belong 
to these natural sciences. So, I should Sil.Y that, when 
discussed.with Schaerf, Calogero,Bertotti and others, 
the organization of 1this school, we really didn't know 
what would happen. We were really very much afraid; we 
didn't know if we would get only ,very few people 
applying to the school: we did not know. It could have 
been that we sent around announcements and then only 
very few people would attend while we bad invited ten 
or twelve people to lecture some of whom like Epstein 
were coming for ten days from the United States. We were 
afraid of that! This, together with the fact that we 
were mainly physicists and biologists may explain why 
preparing this type of school, we certainly were not 
good enough to take care of the other aspects which 
are, we agree, of extreme importance for those having 
to do with sociology and other sciences of this type. 
So, I agree and accept completely your remark. I think 
however that Schaerf could say a few words more about 
the problem of the participation by experts in sociology. 

SCHAERF I will make just a few remarks. The first, on 
what Calogero calls the big absentees at the School.With 
regard to China, we made only some efforts in that dire£ 
tion. We just sent a few posters to the Academica Sinica, 
but we never learned whether they actually arrived. 

On the other hand, regarding Russia, we made 
great efforts: we wrote letters and went to their offices 
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bringing our material. Everybody was very nice, but un
fortunately, they couldn't give any definite answer be
cause they were previously committed. They cooperated 
as best they could under the circumstances but th~ir 
attendance at the School wasn't possible. 

What happened to France? I contacted many 
persons there and I must say that the first encourage
ment to the School came frorr, Pere Dubarle in France ;but 
then we were in the wrong period because June is exam
ination time there. Everyone connected to a nniversity 
was tied down due to these exams. We invited Rosensthiel 
who is a Sous Directeur du Groupe des Hautes Etudes 
Mathematiques, and he thought it over for a few months, 
but then turned it down. We also invited general 
Beaufre and this was a little complicated because some
times he wasn't sure he could make it for more that a 
few days and finally declined a month before the School 
started because he was going to be in the United States 
at the same time. 

In trying to cover the sociological problems, 
we wrote to Mr. Galtung, and he suggested that we ask 
his wife; but it didn't work out in her case either 
since she had.a ti9ht schedule and the School just 
didn't fit in. So this point in a certain sense, was 
uncovered by accident rather than by decision. I must 
admit that we were in difficul.ty in finding people in 
this field because we didn't know too many when it 
wasn't possible for one of these few to attend, we found 
ourselves with no list of reserves. 

To give you some idea of our many problems;I 
would like to give you a little background information 
on the organization of the School. We knew we had the 
money to finance this School only in February. Conseque~ 
ly, it was only late in February that we ~ould make the 
final decision to start this School. Before that time, 
we had only a few good friends who agreed to come here 
without any commitments on their part or on our part. I 
would like to mention with regard to this, Prof. Tom 
Stonier, Mr. William Epstein and TTof. Bernard Feld .. 
we went on a long time using these three names and try-



6 

ing to get more friends. When we finally had the money, 
the time was running short. Prof. Karl Lapter, for 
example, was ~ontacted by telephone and it was very nice 
of him to come at such a short notice. 

AMALDI May I add another point. For instance, the 
problem that has been touched on by Schaerf of the 
fight for the money was not an easy one. We have written 
an incredible number of lett:ers everywhere; and it is 
not easy to find somebody at a certain moment who says; 
We will give you the money to do that. Secondly, the 
reason why this period, which was not such a good one, 
was chosen and you probably noticed that even I had 
to slip away several times because of other commitments 

was because Villa Falconieri was available only during 
this period. 

In any case, we appreciate very much your 
comments if we answer it is not because we wish to dimin 
ish the importance of your rema.rks; but we feel that 
they are very useful and we will bear them in mind. 

Are there any other remarks of a general char 
act er? 

FRIIS MpLLER I wish to associate myself with the re
marks made by Mr. Niezing. I find it has been a very 
fine and fruitful experience to be here. I want to 
thank all of you who have spent a lot of time preparing 
this arrangement. 

Last year + ~ttended the Salzburg Seminar in 
American Studies, and the arrangements there were very 
similar to these: you live in the same house and you 
attend regular lectures followed by discussions, but 
there is one difference, and I think perhaps to the 
advantage of the Salzburg Seminar, because as always 
in such groups and discussions you get into subjects 
which are really so vast that you can go on forever; 
likewise you could discuss most of the subjects here for 
days and even for years : I think there is a need for 
some kind of specialization, with certain participants 
concentrat~ng in one field and getting an opportunity to 
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analyse aspects of each specific question. At Salzburg 
they have lectures in the morning and in the afternoons, 
they have seminars: very small groups of four, six or 
eight people discussing one special aspect of theproblem 
where you can go very much further in the analysis .This 
is just for your consideration, in ca,.se you plan to ar
range another similar school. 

AMALDI We accept completely this remark and we under
stand its point. This is the first time the school was 
tried and we thought it· ·:muld be wise to cover a wide 
ground; it is quite obvious that if you cover a wide 
ground, then you lack in a certain sense, depth. In fact, 
in the future, it might be better to have an internatio_nal· 

· summe:c· school on mor.-: specific subjects. 

BOSKHA" I also enjoyed having the privilege to attend 
the school and I am grateful to have been here. When 
you are analyzing the problem of peace, you notice two 
kinds of approaches; the first focusses on the actual 
situation and what is going on and what are the facts we 
should know and what can we do about them and so on.There 
I think that quite alot of thinking and suggestions have 
beendmeinthese iwoweek;s. But, you ciln also imagine long 
term peace research which to a certain extent, might be 
even· more important; that ofC.'O<Dtr~€ would be more of a 
sociological sort of' thing as Niezing was discussing 

or actually it is a problem of groups which have 
conflict. How can you describe them? Is it possible t•o 
invent mathematical models? How can you analyze them ? 
Can you try to set up simple mathematical models which 
could be fed into computers to see what will happen? I 
especially think of simulation games and things of this 
kind. Maybe both kinds of peace research are sufficient 
for a whole course. 

AM.41DI Are there any other remarks? 

CICANOVIC I would like first of all to thank all the 
kind people who have organized this school and,made it 
possible, since I find it has been very useful. 

As far as practical suggestions are q:mcerned: 
there is also of <rnurse, on my part the feeling that the 
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scope of subjects was rather large; and that caused 
probably many things to be left unsaid simply because 
of the lack of time but probably for the first time 
this was unavoidable; Probably for future schools.~hich 
I hope will continue to be organized,not only on the part 
of the Italian Pugwash Movement, but in other countries 
as well, a narrower field as, my friend Friis M~ller 
said should probably be chosen, which would give much 
more opportunity not only for a detailed study because 
there is no time for serious study at any course whatever 
even if it may last a month, but to get an insight as 
far as participants are concerned into the most crucial 
points of the problem. We have touched here quite a lot 
of problems, and I feel that we have touched upon the 
most important matters as far as these subjects are 
concerned; so it is my desire to thank you all once qf<Un 
on my own behalf for your kindness and for the organiza 
tion of ,this very useful experiment. -

RUZKOVA * I only want to thank you very much for your 
hospitality that we have been enjoying these days. As 
for the school, I think it was a very happy an'd succes3i_ 
ful experirr,ent. It should happen so many times again, 
and if you want to have experts for peace and for these 
questions that you are all interested in, we should be 
trained and we should have a good training. I suppose 
you will consider that in the future you will arrange 
such courses as were suggeste<i or in some other practical 
way but I think it would be very good if you kept in 
mind this same program. 

JORGENSEN As one of the participants who has not been 
too actively engaged in this meeting, I feel obliged to 
say a few words. 

First of all, I wish to express my gratitude, 
as the other speakers have done up to no\\', for the 
organization and also for the very brilliant fectures 
we have heard here. I think most lectu!ers have by this 
time, left the meeting but even so, I want to do that. 

I would like to say that moreover I have had 
many usefulprivate talks with other participam:s here, 
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and I think that for me it has been one of the best 
things here. As for the criticisms: I might be able to 
repeat many of the other things that have already been 
said, but I will skip this. I will try to express some 
sort of criticism in a slightly different way, even i£ 
I aim at the same thing as have the others. I think 
that the lectures on a subject might have been divided 
more or less explicitly into two categories: 

1)- One category trying to state the problem, its 
origin, its nature, its development in the past, 
and what has been done to solve the problem -
politically and scientifically. 

2) -One category outlining the visions for the future, 
what can be done to solve the problem, who can do 
it, and which solutions will we prefer. I think 
one might try to make some concrete progress in 
these subjects. 

The first category of lectures would be of 
a more precise and concrete sort, whereas the second 
category would call upon imagination and discussion. 

This is ratherbadlyandabstractlyexpressed, 
but I can give a few examples. In our treatment of 
European Security problems I think we made a rather 
bad mixing of the categories mentioned above, namely 
on one hand what is our present situation in this 
problem and what is the history of the problem, and 
on the other hand which are our goals, and whcrch spe_ 
cific things should you do to improve the situation, 
which measures could lead to the desired results? 

The second example is peace research. I 
think that here we have put forward mostly the visions 
we have what kind of peace we want, positive peace 
and so on; but not very much Ol" what is being done and 
what could be done. 

STONIER I think that if one bears in mind that this 
is an experiment, obviously you did a phenomenal job. 
You had to coordinate four parameters, each of which 
gave you difficulty: the lecturers, the students,-a 
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place, and money and to get those four together and 
to achieve a critical mass is no small task. You had 
no way of knowing how critical the mass would get and . 
what would come out of it! We did not get an explosion; 
we did get peaceful coexistence!· Even if no single lec
ture had been delivered, or had they all been bad, it 
still would have been worthwhile because of the private 
conversations. For me, if nothing else, the ability to 
talk at lunch time with a number of our Eastern European 
colleagues was extremely valuable, and I think that this 
was true for all of us we gained a lot of insight 
The main function of these gatherings is afterall,comm~ 
nication. 

In general, I am in agreem,nt with most of the 
criticisms that were made, except one, and that is : 
My feeling is not that we should specialize, in fact,I 
think we were not broad enough. Niezing was right,we 
should have sociologists next time and I think th~re 
definitely should be a hext time. In fact, not only 
sociologists, but also phych0logists, and for that mat
ter, also theologians. There are moral dimensions,there 
are psychological dimensions, there are legal ones; 
disarmament is a multidimensional problem. Even if this 
first meeting was somewhat superficial, the synthesis 
of the subjects and participants here did create a 
climate of insight. I have a feeling that all of us are 
a little more sophisticated. And I think some uf us have 
learned a great deal. I think we have laid the foundation 
for something in the future. 

In any case, the three of you and the others 
associated with you, have done a very valuable job. I 
am most grateful! 

AMALDI I would like to ask again for criticism, not 
for appraisal, but thank you so much, it is very nice of 
you. The purpose of the discussions is not just to say 
that we were clever that we know. 

I would like to make a short remark in reply 
to some of your remarks of a general type. I agree com
pletely that the school has been organized in a somewhat 
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amateurish way and this I think, is not a very good 
feature of the School. However, if I may express my 
personal feelinrrs, I like somethings that are not 
too well organ:i :'.(':Cl; when things are too well orga;rize9. 
I feel a bit e:;:;o::::c'rassed, like a coin put in a slot 
machine ever•il~ing is too definite. Maybe this is 
just an able w;::y of excusing ourselves for our incapas:_ 
ity to organize, but I thinlc that, in a certain sense, 
if there is a C0Ttain lack of organization, we seem a 
little more hum2.n than when we are too well-organized. 

No7 I would like to know if there are any 
more criticisms or comments. If not, I thank you all 
because you have already expressed a view. About the 
conveni~nce of repeating such a school, taking account 
of most of the remarks that you have made. 

At this point I'd like to mention that besides 
Schaerf, Calogero and myself, there are various other 
people that have worked hard to organize the school.In 
particular, I should mention De Gasperi who has done a 
remarkable amount of work and has spent an enormous 
amount of time preparing letters and doing all sorts 
of secretarial work. It has been a great sacrifice for 
him to do this instead of doing his research work. 

I would like to go back to the problem of 
when and where a summer school on disarmament should 
be organized again, First, I would like to note that 
it is not necessary that it will take place again in 
Italy. We are quite willing to repeat it in Italy, but 
it could be organized by some other group in some other 
country. Second; If we have to repeat, we think that 
before we malce a decision, we would like to see our 
Iroceedings published; we are not yet sure that we will 
succeed, but we will try to do out best for arriving to 
the publication. When the Proceedings do come out, 
looking back over a distance of time, we will clearly 
see if what is written there is worthwhile to be read 
not only by us, but by the other people and see if the 
school has accomplished something .. 

Therefore I think that a decision cannot be 
taken before one year from now and, if we have to 
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organize another school before that time, we would be 
quite happy and willing to help in the organization if 
desired. 

(Following thi".' c;' ·,cussion are the closing remarks by 
Prof. Amaldi). 

*--
":E:a'itbrs Note : 

These interventions have not been corrected by· the 
participants 

- Cicanovic, Jorgensen, and Ruzkova. 

l 
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LAPTEI<: I would like to question whether in reality 
the Vietnamese war had started just because Vietnam is 
an underdeveloped country. This seems to be a much more 
complicated problem and the question ofsouth Vietnam,being 
an underdeveloped country plays under circumstances of a 
rather secondary role. Therefore, I would rather support 
the staterrient that was made in Adis Abeda by the 
committee of the Pugwash Movement. Either way you look 
upon the problem of the development of the economically 
underdeveloped countries,you have to recognize that only 
their own efforts could build the base for their develop_ 
ment, although at the same time the problem of an outside 
help, although secondary is of an enor;neous importance. 

On another occasion we ·fo·und that the U. S .A 
could free about 10 billions dollars per year without di
sturbing their economy. If that sum could be given to the 
undeveloped countries and if they could get another 10 
billions per year from another sources that would be a 
real help, only if they themselve~ would be able to get 
from their own sources, by their own effort sources many 
fold bigger than outside help. Vietnam is an example as 
to how the aid should not be given, the help in Vietnam 
is given either to a small corrupted group which uses it 
for a private interests or in the form of arms and men 
that destroy the country and endanger the lives and peace 
not only in South East Asia, 

Few words on the discipline of international re
lations, I agree that, certainly, they have not reached 
the level of natural science, but, on the other hand, it 
has to·be stressed that this discipline is a very young 
one. Some progress was made only in the last fifty or 
perhaps twenty years. It is generally accepted among the 
sd,entists of international relations however, that they 
deal generally speaking with three most important factors 
i.e. objective factors and they deal with two problems: 
the objective factors: one representing the activities 
of the given state or group of states and their impact 
on the rest of the world and another one is the impact 
of the outside world on the given state or group of states. 
This interplay of the two objective forces the inside and 
the outside ones forms the changing world reality. But how to 
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find out in what direction to move, how use the possibili 
ties that advise to the benefis of the given country if 
you are one of the decision mak8rs. They have to count 
with the outside and the domestic situation, as they see 
i': and they see it in a distorted mirror of the present 
and future interests. They have to decide though they : 
know that neither the data they possess nor their picture 
of the future are not and would not be exact. They are, 
therefore, more of fen than not, and not only in such 
problems as what is or what is not in the ~ational inter~ 
but even they do not know if tne step they are making will 
serve theL' o•.Jn interests. Therefore they usually decide 
in a manner that represents more the re:oult of various 
pressures than of an intelligent and calculated design. 

MARKOVIC Well,, we agree on the second problem but we 
can•·,ot agree on the first. The problem is this: wheth2r 
we should wait for· the relaxation of international tc/l:Jion 
in order t0 increacc:e the existing very meager assista:1ce 
to developing countries or much more must be done already 
now in order to achieve this increase. Any view which leadsto 
the practical conclu:::J.on that this problem of develoFi ng 
countries should be p:cstponed for some better ti.me and that 
for the, time being these countries must rely on their own 
efforts, any such v:cC'•vs, is, it seems to me, rathPr unrea1:_ 
istic and perhaps to some extent even irrational. 

What is the opinion of experts on this issue§' 
I would like to mention perhaps w,:,ods, the president of 
the International Bank for Develope:.,:ent, according to whom, 
with the present trer:rj of economic gTowth one cannot even 
expect that u:1til the end o£ this century there wil.l be 
any increase in the living standi~rds of about half the 
world's population., So it seems t}:?ct the present economic 
social. and political situation many developing countries 
simply cannot solve the problem. On theother h<md, there is 
relatively fast growth of population; on the other hand, 
a much slower gl"Owth of pro ducti vi ty is evident. These 
countries do 1'-Gt have capital enough to invest into techno 
logical indt· strial development. ~~e.occnwi1ile the growth of 
po:oulation is so great because in many cases the ldnd of 
the products of modern.civilization which relatively easi 
ly penetrate into developing countries are products in the 
field of medicine .. They are much cheaper than any mea.ns 
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for technological and. economic development and there is 
an air of humanity in sending them to th<)Se miserable 
Asians and Africar:s who still die like flies from dis
eases long forgotten in the West0 As a consequence there 
is a demorraphical explosion just in those countries 

·where, because of the lack of capital, the investment 
and production g'ri<§wth rate i<; lagging behind the world 
average rate. For example, there is this interesting 
fact that wide spread spraying of Ceylon with DDT re& 
sulted in the decrease of mortality by 35% in one year 
alone. While the world population growth increased 
( accordir!g to Harrison Brown 1 s !.:: Woz.!.L'ii~.!:tJ..s:mt:_ W§t_£), 
from less than 1% to 1.6% now, you have the rate of 
growth of population in Costa Rica of 3.7% per year,in 
Mexico 2.9%, Ceylon, '2.8%, Puerto Ricn..'2 .. 8%, and so on. 
Such discrepenci es between demographical and economic 
trends create problems which many countries are unable 
to solve. 

You mentioned Russia in the twenties in corrlf8!' 
ison with China today. The problem of primitive accumu
lation in these countries had to be solved in a rather 
cruel way. Shall we say : let every country pass though 
such a period? Such an approach would remind of a rather 
cynical attitude of some older revolutionaries v.ho some
times used to thir,k : "The worse the situation is - the 
better prosp~cts for the cause. " However, in the present 
international political and military situation this at
ti~ude, even if we disregard all humanist considerations, 
might have very grave consequences for the world as a 
whole. The United States being as they are, react to any 
change in the world 1 s ~!iJ.-t:.2!.s __ SY.Q as a kind of immediate 
danger, as the aggression of communism on the free world, 
etc. But the Soviet Union and China on the other hand, 
cannot remain passive when facing such a violent American 
military intervention. There are certain demands of 
international socialist solidarity which they cannot di.§_ 
regard. All this leads the world to the brink of war. 

So , it is quite clear that we are confronted 
with the following di 1 emma: either we want a series of 
such situations and it is very probable that one of them 
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would lead to a further escalation and l,Jorld War III, or, 
material and social progress in developing countries 
must be secured in some alternative way which would not 
lead to utterly dangerous international crises.According 
to the Marx~.st theory a revolution (in the setr~e of so-

' cial transformation by force) is necessary way of solving 
problems only when there is n:>· other way. There is nothirg 
in the Marxist theory to say that it would not be pref
erable solution if those social problems could ~e solved 
in a peaceful and a more humane way. For example, Marx 
said that in England, at least, s·o~ch a peaceful trans
f~rmation of society was possible. 

So here is, I think the common interest of the 
world as a whole and especially the great powers, to 
enable developing countries (at least those who wish to 
receive assistance) to accumulate enough capital,without 
using any brutal forms, to make necessary investments 
and to reach a rate of productivity growth which would 
be greater than the rate of population growth. 

AMI\LDI I agree completely with Markovic. and Lapter on 
the urgent necessity of organizing in the most efficient 
way and as fa.st as possible a widescale sy~3tem of econoc:l 
ic and technic0.l help to developing countries. This idea 
is certainly s:~.ared by many people in mcmy countries of 
the world. Ther·e is however, a point that always worries 
me c.s soon as one starts to think in te~~r,!s of a po~;:o.illle 

pra:tical appl:i.co.tion of these gener<1l ideas. In e2.ch 
physical phenomenEJn there are "intrinsic times"involved, 
which are typical of the considered phenomenon, and 
usually cannot be changed by the experimenter. I am not 
ar economist nor a socialist, but I am inclined to be
lieve that also .social phenomena invoive intrinsic times 
on which we can do very little. 

The existence of such times always much too 
long with respect to our expectation and desire, provide 
in a certain sense a justification of the revolutionary 
approach that, from time to time, is adopted in order to 
change rapidly a situation which otherwise would change 
much too slowly. But then there is always a number of 
direct and indirect negative consequences of the revolu
tion and the recovery from these involves again "intrinsic 
times" that we cannot reduce as we would like. I suspect 
that a .similar argument holds for the economic help 
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to developing countries. I am afraid that, even if all big 
and small powers of the world arrive to a satisfactory agree 
ment and succeed in organizing a system of economic help to 
developing countries, the beneficial consequences of such an 
action will take a rather long interval of time to become 
clearly apparent, while the people belonging to the develop 
in g countries feel very strongly that this way of living should 
be changed rapidly. 

Only a sufficiently deep investigation made by econo 
mists and sociologists could clarify which is the best pro_ 
cedure that should be adopted in order to reduce as much as 
possible t:he "times involved" in a specific social and eoono 
mic changecof the situation in a given country or group of 
countries. 

It is clear to me that one should start as soon as 
possible to set up a system of economic and socia.l help to 
the developing countries without waiting that the problem 
that I have mentioned has been clarified; but I believe that 
in parallel with the pratical and direct approach to the prQ 
blem one should make a big effort for fiudj.ng out tLe most 
rapid wuy to obtain the desired result as fast as possible. 

MARKOVIC: The nuclear scientists give a good lesson. What 
they do in relation to their governments is this: We should 
try to solve problems, for example, technical problems in 
connection with arms control and disa:mament. We give you the 
most rational solution and urge you to use them, if you want 
to behave in a rational way. Of course there is hardly any 
thing more that we can do than to make efforts to convince 
responsible politicians and to create a public opinion which 
would exert pressure on politicians. In some cases there 
might be a common interest, a very important common interest 
on both sides. In such cases there is a good chance that if 
the solutions of problems are presented, they might be accept 
c:d. at least partly. 

CALOGE~O: Going back to the envolvement of scientists in 
public affairs, I would like to stress that one of the main 
tasl<S of scientists should be to inform public opinion and the 
political leaders about facts. In particular, concerning the 
nature of nuclear war, there is a special need of information 
in those countries which up to now have not been confronted 
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with real operative decisions in this field. In fact in 
such countries - fo:r instance, in Italy - there is almost 
complete ignorance - not only in public opinibn at large 
but also in the elite opinion and the political circles 
-, a.bout the nature of nuclec:.:r W<lr. There is ig.norance 
about the effects, the physical effects of a. nuc1e<l:r w:~:r, 

and rm1r:h mo:ce iFiportant, there is no unde~':.otanding of 
the strategic framework .. The political leaders in most 
countries,other than the nuclear power, are com}'letely 
unaware of the real terms of discussion in this field; 
this is of course very bad, b:?cause it implies that 
even if the~· w::sh to exert positive influence, they in 
fact cannot, because they are always •7Utside the re-,.1 
terms of the discussions. As far as the unc.warenees of 
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the politi.cal leaders is concerned, I thjnk a good example 
is the problem which confronted Truman when the decision 
whether to drop nu-::lear weapons in Jap;cm had to be taken. 

A second point concerns the a.id to developing 
countries. It seems to me tha.t often the fi.rst economic 
result of aid is negative, and this is due to humanitarian 
reasons. In .fact the immediate results of aid is to curb 
infant mortality, which results in population increase ; 
and this makes it impossible for the count~y to start 
economic development. This is a somewhat simplified picture· 
but it is essentially correct. I think that it is a 
responsibility for a country that gives aid to try and 
maintain the balance between birth and death rates.Scientists 
should try to explain that the two things must go together. 
Thus essentially the choice between birth control or 
infant mortality. This awarenessmj_ght he.Lp toput the so 
called "mural" objections to birth contx·ol into theproper 
perspective. 

Jv!ARKOVIC I 2cgree with you and I would like to a.dd a 
few more deta:ils about the very interesting story of the 
decision to drop these two bombs on Hiroshima and Naga
saki. We must be really grateful 'to this man, American 
Secretary of War in 1945, Stevenson, who told the whole 
story. What is very interesting, beside what I have already 
said is this: First, Truman did not k:>'1ow anything about· 
the development of the-Manhattan Project until Roosevelt, 
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who was in the course of all things, died. So he obviously 
had not had time tc learn enough about the <:onsequences of 
using these bombs. Second, he only £.EE.!:OY_~§- a memorandum 
which was prepared by Stevenson. The men,orandum _91r2!s'!Y 
~~_ressed th§_dec;ision and Stevenson said this memorandum 
was met with approval. This i.s how the decision was taken. 
In the period between July 2nd and August 6th Truman was 
not able to change anything in the matter. It is interest 
ing when you study this memorandum that two things were 
not mentioned at all. One is the expected participation 
of the Red Army in the invasion of Japan, which obviously 
had to be one of the essential elements in the estimate 
of how long the war would last. So, only without this 
element one might be able to unde:r'stand why in the memo
randum the estimate was made that without throwing the 
bomb the war would last until the second part of 1946 and 
it would have so many fatalities. Another thing which was 
missing in the memorandum was that even the very term 
"atomic bomb" was not used at all. A symbol S2 was mentioE; 
ed instead. Stevenson explains that for reaso:'ls of secrecy 
they never used the term "atom bomb". However, psycholosri
cally, it is quite clear that it was easier for Truman to 
approve a decision expressed in a memorandum where you 
don't mention nu cl ear weapons and don't speak about all the 
consequences of its use. 

It does not follow from what I have said that 
perhaps the final decision would have been different but 
this mechanism of decision making is very interesting and 
it helps us to understand how other similar decisions can 
be taken. 

LAPTER I would like only to clear some misunderstandings, 
as I think I was misunderstood by Prof. Harkovic. I already 
stated that I am for help for the developing co11ntri es. 
It is both the duty n.nG. erilightcned self inte>rest thJ.t should 
dictate the developed countries to give as much and even 
more than they could afford. What I wanted to st::-ess is 
that aid even under the best of conditions could form 
an importdnt factor but not the most important one. It 
would form perhaps 10 per cent. of the necessary capital. 
And then I do not see a direct connection between the amount 
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of help give!'. and the rate of economic and social progress 
in that country you can give quite a lot of help with no 
visible economic result or social progress. There are laws 
governing the internal situation and the problem of etid 
and the amow.>t of aid influences them but not in a deci;:;ive 
w.ay. And l'et me state iP pas:;ing that I am for social 
progress by p:ec:c::e'f1H mc::ans as far as the circumsta;1ces 
permit the use of such_means . 

M:·.P.KOVIC I never doubted that you we~ee fol" socia.l p.rouress 
·::.:hi.J:a~·-;" I would e~;T;eci;:;..Jly 

" " 
l:L}:_.~~: :·_:o m_;_::k~-= i '~ cJ ~~a.r t·h.~::_t I r:.lsc; ·t:~1:i.:•1k th;_1t th0'3t~: (l.:::~velopi:ng 

c:~n~_,_l·t·.:.t'ie.s, .\lC:.ltiori:.:; of t>Ir-.. ~~e CtY~nlt .. ~·:i:e>~~, mu:::;t m::.d:.e \·r(~--~:::•y great 
ef'~~.\:.:-r··;-: s tllems el v~:.::.s i YlS t ead ot j·n:.>L vv:J.J.tir.:.g f~>r sor:t·~~ 

assistanc2G The or:.ly pl.ac-€1 wher2 \Ve di5t.1.S':.."'ee, is when yqu ,. 
said vou supported the stc.ternent in wl1ich it was e.x:plicitly 
said that the increase of assistance depends on the relaxa
tion oi international tension while I think it is in fact 
one of the major conditions for relaxation. Otherwise I 
think that we agree in everything else. 

STONIER I wish to make two short points. One dRals with 
the relationship of scientists to their political leaders 
as exemplified by the bombing of Hiroshima; The memorandum 
of the scientists to President Truman asking him not to 
drop the bcmb on a city, 1v:ver got to TrunEi.n 
fu~~-·j_-he:t., t::';_:::n-1 c:.l:;:~.};.::::r.:'C•J_ Lt?_-::,..1_:.!_ c: R" C::t·C·"~''('::::;' ~.tt!.lO •;,..-;-:ls :i_n c:l::::.:.r.·-ge 
o:C the 1'-I<:.t"!J __ i:;_a_t::L.sln P:.cDjc::r __ :-::. One mt:tst l'_2cr::o~·!-li:·~c: tLcsr:: u:."g:J.niza 
tiona.l complications too. 

The second point is in respect to population 
problems leading to instability: If the population had 
grown since the time of the birth of Christ up to today, 
at the same rate at which it is growing today, we would. 
have had of the order of several people per square foot 
of all the earth. But the problem is not that there has 
been a significarr:: change in the birth rate but as Calo
gero pointed cut, the difference is chiefly, caused by the 
shift in the dcec:.th rate, particularly infant mortality. In 
Egypt fc,y' exar::plr;, since the beginning of the buildi.ng of 
the As·w::tn D; ... m, the additiornl amount of l<o.nd that will be 
cultivated will not be sufficient to sup]_)ort the increa:.;e 
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in populati'Jn beyond 1972. Thus we are creating a long~ 

term instability which is bound to lead to war. One of 
the things we can do as scientists is to present these 
data to the public and hope that the negative attitudes 
on populatinn control which are currently held by some 
religious and other groups, are brought sufficiently up 
to date to permit a constructive attack on this very 
ba si.c problem. 


