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CONFIDENTIAL a5, 1

Mr., Allen W, Dulles,
Central Intelligence Agency
Washington, D.C.

Dear Allen:

IQ enclose herewith the minutes of the June meeting
of the Panel of Consultents on Disarmement. As you will
see, they are somewhat cryptic in form; it seemed important
to us to protect the anonymity of our witnesses., I think
perhaps you already know who most of them were, but when
we next meet, I shall be heppy to give you the information
personally. I should add, I think, that the minutes may
perhaps give a somewhat more definite picture of our dis-
cussions than is in fact accurate, I have found, in writing
them up, that somewhat more clarity emerges if I try to de-
fine positions sherply; but I should warn you that the
actual state of our deliberations is far from clear, and
I think it plain that the August meetings will, in essence,
start from scratch,

These August meetings will probably be those at which
the bulk of our work is done, and of course, we all hope
very much indeed that you may be able to come for at least
some of the sessions, Yet we all understand that your
reletionship to the Peanel must necessarily be limited by
your very heavy Qggigations to your present agency, and
we are prepared to beteager to make matters as easy as
possible for you., In particular, I myself hope that you
will feel free to call me down to hear your views on any
pert of this matter any time that suits you. I shall be
in Washington during the first days of next week (in
Washington and not in Chicago!), and I shall call you then
to see if we could get together briefly.

I hope that the gout is behaving better; I also hope
that you will forgive me for sending you so much paper,

Yours,

State Dept. review completed

e,

McGeorge Bundy, Executive Secretary

McGB:gw
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Panol of Congultants on Dissrpzment

AR~ A

Minutes of Mesting of
June 19 = 2L, 1952
ab
Canbridge, Masosachusstts

Mgmbsrs Pregent

Dr. Oppenholmer, Me. J@hﬁ@éﬁa and tho Bxoeudive Sseretary were prosent
throughout; Mr. Dicloy wes prosoné on June 19 end 20. HMp, Dulles and
Dr. Buch wsro unabdle to be present. .

Ths Character of tho leoting

Thepe mectingn vere hold meinly for the purpose of discussing general
aspects of the problem of disarremont with a numbsye of visiting ox-
peris. The Panel made no efforé to reach any conclusions, and ths
following account of discuscions iu presonted purely for the use of
Panel members. The subjoets of dlscuscion are presented in the order
4n which they wore considorsd during the comnitdee't meetings, with a
minimun of intsrroletion and orgznization.

Attitudesof ths CGovernmend of ths USSR

. . Oy
Tho first scozion of tho meetings was devoted to a dlscussion of Q\}@
Soviet attitudes with a cotudent of Sovict prodblems. This student J
gtrongly advised the Panol %o approach its problem without inmediate
roference to Sovist atéitudcs toward disarmomont or to Soviet willing-
nege to acespt any given disarmemont plan. Eo felts strongly that the
conmittce should consider disarmamont from %z coldly technical point
of view"; it ghould try 6o forrulate a disarmement plan vhich would
work without considering vhether or not euch a plan could be put into
innediate effect. Any other courss, in the view of this guest, would
lead t6 a morass; efforts %o satisfy precent Soviat attitudes could
only produce an ondless series of destructive concassions,

¥While the panel should work from a technical dbase, it should neverthe-
lees try %o reduce the requirements of its plan to the minirum necossary
for long-term effectiveness. This minimum might turn out to be waell
below the point of %total security. In resronse to questions, the
guest expert acknowledgzed that the techniecal ninimmn eould bardly be
designad withou% sorms referencs to both the exzpansionist anbitions and
the defensive feare of the Soviot Union, tut he maintained his basic
position that the central considerations in present disarnament plan-
ning were technical in character. He believad that it would be a
great contribution to national poliey-naking 4f the Pansl ghould be
able to provide a basic plan which could offer not total socurity but
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a measure of safety whieh would pérmit a rcal relazetion in the arms
rece, Hs further pointed out thet this Adnimun level of safety
rerained a very substantial goal, in viow of the faet that it would

be necossary %0 include in eny such minirum plan sono mothod for practi=
eal and self-gustaining enforcement of eny agreements which night bs
reached. In response %o this conrent, a Fanel mender noted that this
problem of self-sustaining enforcement was one of the continuing
difficulties in all dicarmenont efforts; i% was no sismle matter to
design a plan vhich would be inmine o both irrational fear and eon-
placent neglees. :

If &% should prove possidle %o outline a reasonable and accaptable
basic plan for disarmancnt, the next problem would be that of finding
a way %o produce agroeront to such a plan on the part of the Soviet
Unfon. On this point, the Pensl's gusst took the basie position that
“gwvents are morc important than proposals." Hoz believed that statements
of policy, in and of themsolves, could never persuads the Soviet Union
of the good intentions of the United States or the desirability of -
disarmanent. Soviet lsaders would be preparsd %o bargain seriously
about the control of armaments only if thoy bocams persuaded that such
control was nocessary in tho interost of the USSR itself. Ths two
sels of facts which might conceivably perguade them %o such a conclu-
sion were first, "slituations of strength” on the part of the Vost,

and sscond, the facts of nodern physics. He thought it likely that

in the years irmmediately after the ending of the Second lorld Var,

the Soviet Union had seriously undersestiratcd both the strength of

the VWest and the power of atonle weaponz. In particular, there have
besn reporis that high Sovict authoritiss seriscusly regarded the atonic
bomb as merely & weapon for terrorizing civilians - a weapon not

" having first-rate significanco in {the conduet of war. If it was a
major objective of Western diplomacy %o bring the Soviet Union to a
willingness to consider in serious torms the prodlenm of disarmament,
then this diplomacy should be cnergetically devoted to sharpening
Soviet awarencss of Western strength and of the strength of the aton.

Judging from present appoarzness, a major effort of diplomacy tould
be necessary both to bring the Soviet Union to an awareness of the
need for disarmanment and to work out am agreed plen for disarmamsnt
on the basis of such a willingness. In this doudble taslk, the l'anel's
guest recomnended that the Vostern powers should resort to a kind of
"delogated diplomacy”; they should entrust their side of the naegotia-
tions %o a single individual. I% seesned quits possible, for exarple,
that some constructive result might come from conversations between
Anbagsador Kennan and Generalissimo Stalin; but no one ecould feel
hopeful about conversations between a group of lVestern dignitaries,
however capable, and any Russian authority, however exalted. Given
the very great power of the United States and its pre-cminent posi-
tion in the production of weapons of nass destruction, it seemed
obvious that the chosen instrument of negotiation rust be an American;

' C~Oml ol ]wDeBalicTw I And
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this requiremont posed a problem for Americen diplomats in dealing with
other great western powers.

In summary, the provogals of the Pansl's guest expert on the Soviet
Union were three: first, preparc disarmament proposale $echnically
adequate %o give a basie level of international safety; second, bring
to the attention of ths rulers of the Soviet Union facts sufficient to
porsuads them that the accoptance of a disarmement plan is in thelr
intorest; third, regotiate an agresment on dicarmament through a single
diplomatic agent, an American aeting for all the najor Western powers.

When quostioned about the denger of an international explosion in the
period before any international agreemsnt on disarmament iz reached,
the Pansl's Soviet expert stated that ia his cpinion the gravest dan-
gers would cone from points of friction like Berlir and Korsa; he was
not unduly alarmed by the possibility that developments in the fileld
of weapons night so terrify the Soviet Unicn that 1% would start a
tpreventive war® of its own. Ho folt that war was alvays a very heavy
risk %o the Soviet Regine, because of the soecisl %ensiong of the police
gtate. Soviet rulers were well eswars of the danger of war, in hise
opinion, and he thought on the whole that “they will not ecommit suicide
for foar of death®. Hs could see no reason for postponing or delaying
ths American developmont of new and oven larger weapons of mass destruce
tion; he did not belisve that thesoe developments would drive the Soviet
leaders to desperate measurss, and he thought 1t clear that the Soviet
Union would itself procoed toward such weapons in any case.®

In regponse to another guestion, the Panel's guest agreed that it would
be necessary for any disarmament egreenent $0 be accorpanied by a cer-
tain political stabilization. He thought that with the exeception of
Berlin, the basic outlines of a stable sitvation were developing in
Vegtern Europe, but he was ruch less certain abouvt $he character of
the situation in 4sia. Clearly, any agreement to linit the production
and use of weapons would involve an understanding that the inevitable
hostility betwesn the USSR and the ¥est should be transferred to other
flelds of contest, and it would be of great importance to have a clear
understanding of both the limits of the new arsa and ths rules of the
new contest.

U.S. Attitudes

L’

The. second witnese to appear befors the Panel turned out to be con- “&c& //¢

cerned primarily with the American resrongs to the developing situa-
tion in weapons. He thought 1t of particular importance to f£ind some
way of bringing homs %o the American people the faet that the United
States is nost unusuvally vulnerable to atomic weapons. leaving aside

*Fbr a different view, ses part VII delow.
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the possibility of a thermo-nuclear weapon, he remarksd that developments
in the field of fission weapons had so multiplied the power of the
atonic bomb since 1945 as to maks a single bomb capable of the total
destruction of all but a very few of the largest American cities. In
considering these weapons, the ordinary American seemed to belisve that
the major point was the capacity of Americams to deliver such a blow
on others, while the more significant fact was that nov end in the
future such blows could be delivered by others on the United States.
The Panel's guest folt that an adequate American awareness of this
second point was a neceossary condition for the kind of development in
poliey which might make it possible for the United States to partici-
pate effectively im disarmenment planning and in dizarmament itself.
Once the dangsr of atomic weapons was sufficicnily widely recognized,
it might become possidle to get a further development of American
strength in conventional weoapons, and if this strength should become
sufficient to balance tho Soviet strength in the same kind of weapons,
1t would become possible for the United States to dispense with its
present reliance on atomic bombs. Under questioning from members of
tho Panel, the Panel's guest agrecd tha$ 1t might no longer be possible
to make a sharp distinction between conventional and atomic weapons.

He neverthecless believed that an avarencegs of the character of atonmic
weapons and the threat to the United States which they represented was
a necessary first step toward effective thinking about the problem of
control of armaments. Hs bhoped that the Panel would be able to give
some attention to the question of public education which was posed by
this problem.

Almost more important than the problem of public attitudes, however,
wag that of the attitude of the leaders of the American military
establishment. It was unfortunats, in his view, that sarlier proposals
had been made without full eoordination betwesn civil and military
authorities. It would be very difficult for the United Statse to give
energetic and genuine support to proposals for disarmament in the field
of atonic weapons as long as the chiefs of the American military
establishment relied almost exclusively upon the atonmic weapon as thelr
principal means of retaliztion against major aggression amnd as their
principal hope of victory im the svent of all-cut war. And if American
nilitary leaders were ¢o be induced to look toward a time when they
might give up this Sunday punch, they rmst be persuaded that atomic
weapons in the long rum are on balance a danger to the United States.
The Panel's guest therefore hoped that it might be willing to lend

its support to a proposal for the establishment of a high-level conm-
mittee, with competent military representation, which might have the
duty of maintaining a continuous and effective sstimate cf the over-
all weapons position. Such a committee, he hoped, night b2 useful in )
developing an awareness, throughout the defense astablishment, of the CAQ"?I g
devsdoping character of the race in weapons of mass destruction. It
might also be desirable to make certain that the military leadera of
the nation felt equally responeidle for both overseas attacke and the
domestic defense of the United States; at the present, it seemed as if
many of those having high authority were more concerned about what they

L
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could do %o.the othor. folloy then they were ebout what the othep
follov could do %o us.

The Panel's guest was cortain that there ghould beo an inecrozse in
American avarenoos of the charscter of the atonie arms race, end its
meaning for the United States. Whom 1t cane %o nore speeific reeommene
dations and suggestions, he was more reticeont and more tondative. He
suggested the possibility that 1% night Yo desirable %0 obdain PrEss
cooperation in ecommenting uvpon progpective atomlie deovelopmentes., Ha
also thought that it might be a good sign if the United States could
reach a stage in i%s military position in which 1% would bocone possible
for us %o announce offieclally that wo would not be the first to use
atonic weapons in eny now war. Yol he reeognized that cuch o state~
ment, in and of itcelf, might woll be wawiso. ¥hat he wighed %o indi-
cateo was his bellef that 1% might otill be possible to ssparate atonmie
weapons from ®dayoneis®.,

V. -Deterrents

During the Panel's digeusslon with the third end fourth guest during
this eeries of mostings, two problens wore of contral irportance, and
it seems best to troat cach one fully in one place, ineorporating in
the discussion eomnents mede during the guesiioning of both guests,
The first problem is that of "Deterrents”, and the cecond iz that of
"Control",

The Panel's discussion of “Daterrenta® prodvecd two mejor lines of
argument. On the one hand it was elaimod that the prospective develop-
ment of largs atonmic atockplles in bdoth the Sovliet Union and the
United States made agreement on the control of atomic wesapons impera-
tive, in order ¢o avoid the destruction of civilization itself. On

the other hand, it was argucd that perhaps 1% is the very existence

of these atomic stoeckpiles which stays the band of statesnsn who

night otherwies resort to major wap.

Those who argued the nceoesity for controlling atomic weapons were of
the opinion that largs stockpiles of atomic bombs would elmost inevit~
ably create a state of nervousnsss in the world sueh that soomer or
later gome ruling group would f£ind 1% intolerable to continue inactive
in seeh a state of tension and would unleash atonic war, hoping againgt
hope that to strike first might be o insurs the survival of its own
soclety. Even though perhaps rational men might not be entitiod. 04/
reach any such optinistie econclusion, 1%t sesmed too rmeh to hops that
in a world of stockpiled devilment, those in eontrol of the weapons
would always bs rational as they faced those options. It was important
to observe that in the ease of large stockpiles, it was necesgary for
statesmen to reach the pacific conclusion not once, nor twice, dbut
every tine they considered the rroblem. VWhatever might be the bshavior
of. two scorpions in a can, it seemed $o0 some members of the Panel and

5
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¢o gone of itg guesto that tho picturc of $we groat grouvps of Fowers
facing cach other twanguilly, with such weepszs a% hand, was fanelfal.
It might be Sruo that in the present oituailor 3he existeoneo of ajomie
weapong gomcwhal inhibited the willinsness of tho malow powers Ho
contest by force relatively amall problems, althevsh the caso of Korea
rendered thio judgnont cemesist doubtful. But any possiblo minor
gtabllity in a world full of abomic weoapons scemed of small importance
compared o 1ts very high dangers, especlally as time passcd.

To onse membor of tho Pancl, howcver, those arguments wore 20% wholly
porguagive. UWithout commifting hinsels as to hic firzl wicw of the
problen, he suggested that it would be wice %o zonsider whather it
night not prove true that atomle woapons were the only sufficiont
deterront o war in present eirecumstances. ifighat 4% no% bs true,
this momber asked, that the atonlc weapon in 1%self was a damper wpon
agegressive action? Might 4¢ not bo true, further, that the real in-
centive %o war lay In largo suppliés of conveniional weapons, end

might i1t not be wige, then, %o Yegin in digarmanent with theso con-
ventional weapons? Those hypothescs secmed o him werth oxanining

for, afier all, the majcr problen was fto prevent war, and not speecific-
ally to prevent atomiec war. Atomic stockpiles misght be destroyed, bub
there wag no way o destroy the knowloedge in human minds thad atonice
bombs could Lo constructed. Therefors in the event of major war,
should 4% last long cnough, atonic bombs would certainly be mads and
used. So all largo 'wars would be atomic wers and the problem was %o
avoid var itself. If atomic weapons thomselves constituted a2 detsrrent
against war, they might be more usoful in existenec than in long-range
potential only. ‘

A somewhat different but welated line of argument im defenss of atomic
weapons was put forward in tentative fachiom by another member of the
Panel, who asked whether the atonic woaponm waa not an essential slement
in the willingness of the United States to act responsibly amnd pogi-
tively in international affairs boyond the bowndaries of the American
continent. Would we, for oxample, have intervenod in Korea i€ wo had
not had the atomic bomb? JMnd if we acecepted coma control of atomic
weapons today, might we not £ind ourselves driven back on the deofonsgive
in the international contest, short of wawr, whieh is cortalin to con-
tinue betwson vs and the Soviet Union? Vas there no% a sense, in
short, in which the atomic weapon was the mosé natural one %o American
roliey?

The suggestion that it night be wnwise %o accopt or seek atonmic: con-
trole brought forth a critical response from others im the discussion.
Such deterrent offoct as atomic bombs might in fact bave, it was argued,
would be maintained evsn if they should be brovght under control and
existing gtockpiles destroyed. All partios would know tha$ any major
war, if long continued, would becomc atomic in character, and a roten-
tial Soviet aggressor, in particular, would know that in a start from
scratch the United States would almost certainly have a major advantage.

6
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To the Soviet mind, it was suggested, the principal detorront strongth
of the United States has not besn stomic bombe, even in recent yoars;
4% has boon, rather, tho enormous industrial eapacity of the United
Statos, which guarantces its ability ¢o resist and retaliate in any
major war. This deterrent capacity would be maintalined, and indsed
groatly incroased, in a situvation in which atomic stockpiles no longer
oxisted, for in such a situation there would bo no possibility that a
deternined blov struck wlith surprise by the Soviet Union mighs destroy
Amerlcan produetivse capacity. Vhile no elaim was made that She Soviet
Unlon has at present this overvhelming capablility, 3% soemed clear,
8imply a8 a matter of avithwetic and simo, thal% in a world withoud
limitation on weapons of mass destruction the day would come when it
would boe wholly poosible for a Soviet ruler to suppose that he had it
in his powor ¢o strilee such a decisive Diov at tho Americen eeonomy,

In responso to the.ouggestion that ths atomic domb might bo a
negecessary underpinning for present American policy, 1% wes remarksed
that while i¢ night bo true that the bomd had pleyed an essential part
in permitting dmerican activity in recent years, 1t could hardly con-
tinuc to play the same role in the approaching period of high Sovies
atonic capability. Here perhaps the arguments made by obthers about
American vulneradbilisy are pertinent.

The exchange of views on the subject of doterrents did not
result in any final agreemont on the major propositions involved,
but certain lesser points were in fact set¢tled. It was agreed, for
exarple, that any intornational agreement on the liritation of weapcne
would presuppose come limited internaticnal politiecal understanding.
It was also agrecd that a number of wars which can teo fought in the
atonlc era is finite; this conclusion has considerable irplications
which were not fully explored by the Panel in these meetings. Finally,
it was agreed that the character of an effective deterrent changes as
one rnoves from MHoscow %o Western Furops tc the United States. The
significance of this change was, again, not fully explored .

The Problen of Congrol Ql$>£»

With only brief discusgion and with no apparent disagreenent,
the Panel concentrated its attention, in 80 far as it considered con-
trole in any digarmament scheme, upon the problem of controlling both
atonic and conventional weapons. It geemed plain that no stable
balance of power could readily he obbained if only a%omic weapons were
controlled or limited, and at the same tine, it was belioved that it
would be more readily possible o operate a system of minirunm eontrols
over conventional than over atomic weapons. large quantities of con-
ventional armaments are highly visible.

It was also agresd that it was not the function of the ranel
%o try %o devise e water-tight scheme of total control. Vhat was
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needed was rather a plan under which it would be impossible for any
one nation or group of nations ¢ achieve in seeret a lovel of arma-
nent, atoniec or conventlional, sufficient to pormit o cuscossful sur-
prise assaulé upon other major powera. Bven if a higher degroe of
completeness in control were desirable, 1t rmot now be recogniszed %o

be impogsibloe. It will not be possible for any systom of inspection
after the event ¢o doternine with complete accuracy the emact number
of Soviet atomic bombs. BEven if post-facto inspection chould be accur-
ate within perhaps 10% - and this iz not impossible - some fissionableo
material could be conecaled.

Five years ago the prospoet of four or five op porhape even a dozon
undetected atomic bombs would have made men believe that no effective
scheme of digarmament was possible. In that perfed 1% was customary
to think of the atomle homb as an ®absolute weapon®, such that two or
threoe bombs mighi deteraine a war betweon major powers. In 1952, no
responsible Americen miliitery lesdecr takes this position. So long as
atomic weapons can bo pumborcd in units -~ and perheps even as long ag
they can be numbored in two figures - they Fall in the category of
enormouely destruetive irritants, but not in that of "sbeoolute weapons!.
And in these cirecumstances, tho motive for cheating a systom of in-
spection and condrol 4 drastically reduced. The congeguonces of such
choating, in terms of international retaliation and general world
opinion, might well be uo great as to discourage even the rost eynieal
fron attempting a course which by itself would not be decisive in any
case.

Given the problem of coperating a scheme desisned to vrevent the secret
achievenment of a eapacity ¢o destroy a hostile gociety, the Panel gave
sone attention to the basic requirements for such a system. It seemed
%o be the goneral view that such a systom should have at loast the
following elements: diseclogure, verifieation, and agreed limits of
armament in various catogories. There algo scemsd %o be agreenent that
the objective in cach corpoment of thils sysctem should be mot $o0 obtain
a rigorous accuracy, but rather to maks certain that nothing of de-
cisive significance was being overlooked. This difference of attitude
‘pernits a congiderably less rigid schome of diselosvre and control

than that which is contemplated in the current United Nations Atonmic
Energy Plan. This lack of rigor might vernit a eystom of inspection
which wvould be less galling to the rulers of the Soviet Union than the
systems which have been suggested in connection with other disarmament
proposals. The two expert guests whonm the Panel consulted were im _
agreenent that a few hundred qualified observers could guite casily in-
sure that no major clandestine armament effort was vndertaken in the
Soviet Union if they had the following rights: (1) To go anyvhere
they chose upon a show of causs, (2) To inspect all acknowledsed
armaments establishments at any time, and (3) To require answers to
their questions from authorized supervisory personnel. The significant
point about these thros conditions is that none of them requires that
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¢he inspoetors be permitted %o econduct comvercations with the ordinary
Soviet cibiscn; nor dces eny one of them roquire that he be permittad
%o procsed without the ugual MVD csecort. These consideraticns are
important in view of the testimony givon %o tho Panel by its Sovied
gpocialist o the offect that the principal Sovied fear of inspsctlion
arose from the fcoling that the inspector night contaminatc or infech
Soviet eitizons with Ghe ideas of tho non-Soviet world. It thould
porhaps be noted, howover, thad this estimate of a for hundred ingpse-
%ors is predicated on Swo agsumptions; Lirst +had 4% is only a majow
effort which nocds o bo dotected, and socond, that in its initiald
ostablichnent, the disarmanent oysten would be founded upon a rueh
pore cxbensive and rigorous oxeminatlion of tho industry of the Soviet
Union. But noithor this more oxboacive infslal inspection nor tho
ingpeetion problem ag a whole, was impregsive %o the cormittee's Hwo
tochnical guests; both of them wers of tho opinion that iF any systen
of control of arms should bocome possitlse, the motter of ingpection
would become irivial, sincs they belicved that the Sovies Union would
be far rmore insistent on a dotailed and exSonsive system of digclosure
and verification than tho United States. “he Russians, in thelr
opinion, would be much more fearful than the Angricans of ontering
any systen not iron-clad in 1ts protections.

After thie discugsion of contvols, one momber of the Panel asked,

g a controlled world reall® To ¢this a2 guesb export romarkod that

4% was not umreal, that in essence what wes proposed was an extonslon
of the $raditional gystom of milltary attachds; it might be better,
indoed, to consider the system of inspection as ono of facillitated
intolligenco, and not as & fully developed inapoctoraie. it vas not
unroasonabla o suprosc that a syston of Zacilitated intelligence
could be developod, or that men of ability end energy could be found
to staff such a systom both in terms of allegiance %o their individual
nations and in terms of loyalty to the United Nations as o whole.
Moroover, given the fragnentary and ineomplete character of the systen
of inspection here set forth, it sesmed 1likely that 1% might prove
flexible, and cortainly flexibility in any such systen would be &
first requirement, if indeed it were to be real,

Morality

One last set of considerations was posed under the geneval heading of
the word ®morality®. Here the Panel requested information as to the
feolings of ite two selentific guests on the problem of the irpact of
borb developmen’ upon the conscience of mankind. Both of these
guests took the view that ¢his was not a meaningless conaideration,
that the character of atomic war vas indeed different in sonec sig-
nificant cense from that of wer conducted by conventional woapons,
even though conventional weapons, oo, could be used in fire raids.
One of the guest consultants strorgly rosisted the notion that there
could be any groat g2in in devsloping the concept of the different
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kinds of use %o which atomic boobs might be pus; Csoparabilisy of vces
seoms meaningless %o me®, he sald. Ouse membor of the Panoel, on ko
other hand, ¢ook the viev that there was e real dAlffcrence vwotweon tha
kind of plen im whieh you undortalo to vse theo atomic beod to dofend an -
arca, oF a glven sot of positiong, and the kind of plan which you
Gevolop in ovrder $0 achlove come soet of gtratogic decigion. Neot only
the plan, but 1i%s effects would bo demonctrably and rocognisadly dif-
ferant in the cyes of ouvr own poople and of nenkind.

In this samo comneetion, ore momber of tho group of guests poimbed

out Ghat the dovelopment of noy and Jarger atomle weapons cerricd with
it a cortein stigma in torms of moraliity. To Ghose botweon the United
Stabes and tho USSR 1t must oeem that tho Anoricans wore delibezaiely
sakking ¢he lead In this kird of warfavre, and they would not be pap-
guzded by the argunen edvanesl by the Panel's Soviet expert, %o the
effoct that 4f wo dednot do it firot, the othor man would. The
gelentific export exprensed his owm foolling that this argument vaas,

in any ease, not valid; hs ¢ook the visw that the scueccesves the United
States might aghlove in dovoloping thormo-nvelesr weapons could nos
but be a great stirmlus %o Soviet deovelopment im the seme field. Neor
did hs belisve that the Sovict Union would necessarily bhave procceded
on its own without such a stimulvs. Por what wae not Swus of atomie
veapons might poosibly be true of tho thermo-nuclser weapon, namely,
that 1% was not primarily & woapon sultable for docloien in war, bus

rathor a veapom of horror.

Plang for later Mestinge

It wvas agrecd that the Pancl would ¢ry %o spond Ghe four weeoks bstween

¢ Muguoct 11 and September 5 in compeny ¢ogoether. IDuring this period, 1%

would attempt o formulato itc thovghis and ¢ determine in what form
they chould be finally crganized and presentod. It was tentatively
agrecd that tho meotings of the £irst voek would be held at Princeton,
those of the second week in Famover, New Fampohire, and those of the
third week in Cambridgs, lessachusetds.

Respectfully submitted

;%‘f%ﬁf& _ OSMnuﬁg
MeGeorge Bundy
Executive Secretary
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