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The Honorable William ¥ . Knowlaad,”
United States Scnata
Washington 25, D

Dear Bill:

Following your suggestion at luncheon the
other day, I have reviewed the article by Ferreus,
originally printed in the Gcetober 1954 issue of
the REVIEW OF POLITICS under the heading
“Courage or Perdition? -- The 14 Fundamental
Facts of the Nuclear Age. ' I find it very inter- -
esting and thought provoking and am passing it
on to others here in the shop.

Sincerely yours,

Allen W, Dulles
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

WASHINGTON, D. C.

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

9 March 1955

The Honorable William F. Knowland
United States Senate
Washington‘_ZS, D, C.
Bp -
Dear Senaser.taewland:

Following your suggestion at luncheon the
other day, I have reviewed the article by Ferreus,
originally printed in the October 1954 issue of the
REVIEW OF POLITICS under the heading "Courage
or Perdition? -- The 14 Fundamental Facts of the
Nuclear Age,' 2% I find it very interesting and
thought provoking.

c%rely ours,
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MEMORANDUM FOR: MR JULLES

STAT You asked that prepare a study
' of Sen. Knowland's "extended remarks" in

Congressional Record. The Record is also
attached.
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THE 14 FUNDAMENTAL FACTS OF THE NUCLEAR AGE
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The inevitability of the nucleonic age and the emergency of nuclear
industrial potentials is the first fundamental fact which we must graep
firmly.

International control would be possible only as a sham and, if adopted,
would constitute an extreme and unacceptable security hazard.

Soviet talk about control is designed to disarm the United States and
enhance the nuclear posture of world communism.

While the historical Alexanders, Napoleons, and Hitlers were pitiable
illusionists, the atomically armed fubure aggressor may be the greatest
military realist of all times, and hence end up as the first true world
conqueror in history.

Nuclear weapons are the key of modern military power, and hence the
irreplaceable key to American security.

The nuclear problem is not susceptible to solutions by legal agreement,
nor by any other trick alming at the evanescence of nuclear wespons.

Insufficient forces in being and inadequate quantities of modern weapons,
as well as poor commend, alliance and declsion-meking structures which
are not responsive to the requirements of rapid modern war, constitute
an invitation to nuclear death, especially so since in a modern war the
first battle may decide the outcome of the entire conflict.

Future wars hardly will be fought with weapons ordered and produced
after the start of hostilities.

Phony security is the excessive hazard in the present phese of the
nuclear age.

Industrial application of nuclear energy offers an excellent chance for
the social strengthening of the free world.

To satisfy this need, undoubtedly, additional research funds may be
required but more important still would be the streamlining of overly
long and constructed bureaucratic chamnels. American technological
and industrial time lags are too long.

Shall we consider the need to weaken, modify, or replace the Soviet
Government to be the 12th basic fact of the nuclear age?

Only one thing is worse than nuclear war: Defeat in such a war.

In any event, in proclaiming good intentlions of peacefulness with respect
to future wars we are forced to look hard at the 1l4th fact of the atomic

age which, perhaps, is the most ominous of all: '.l‘ha.'b in an atomic conflict
the tri ond gition to
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True, the mere existence of nuclear indus-

tries or even of atomic weapons does not by

M

itself pose & securl & is threa
@rises only when S\Epﬁémgﬁ@ﬁ:ﬁele
“hands of the politically immoral and unin-
snibited, and more particularly, in the hands
bf,,g'pvernments or political (and criminal)
groyps willing to employ such weapons for
the blackmail or destruction of their oppo-
nents. It may be argued that, given govern-
mental encouragement to the present tend-
ency of society to decentralize, and given
some efforts to reduce the vulnerability of
factortes and cities, the relative effectiveness
of muclear weapons could be reduced. It
algo may be argued that the employment of
nuclear weapons could reduce war to a sin-
gle battle of a few days’ duration and that,
while casualties in this battle would be very:
heavy, total casualties would be smaller than
those resulting from a hypothetical pro-
tracted war fought without nuclear weap-
ons. In comparison with wars of previous
cehturies, a niuclear war indeed need not be
more destructive of human lives than, let
us say, the Thirty Years’ War (which, admit-
tedly, would be scant solace). However,
these arguments may be countered with
equally, and perhaps more, cogent objec-
tions. In the end, the disputants should
agree easily that wars in general, and nu-
clear wars in particular, are most unpleas-
ant occurrences which all of us must make
strong efforts to avold. Hence the questlon
arises: granting the inevitable existence of’
niuclear capabilities are there feasible meth-
ods for avoiding a nuclear holocaust?

. A nuclear monopoly in the hands of an
afpressive dictator certainly would have
spelled doom for much of mankind, If, by
the end of the Second World War, Stalin had
possessed such s monopoly in the form of a
significant weapons stockpile, he would have
been able to establish a Soviet world domin=-
ion; in sall likelihcod, he would have.pro-
ceeded to do so. Or we may ask ourselves
what might have happened if the Nazis had
come into possession of an operational stock-
pile. of atomic. weapons prior to the Nor-
mandy invasion? Had not the United States
achieved the first atomic stockpile in history,
human society ‘would have suffered the worst
catastrophe in its history. Let us be grate-
ful that this disaster was spared us.

If an aggressor were to use nuclear weap=
ons in the future, he would do so In the
expectancy of retaliation in kind. We prob-
ably are entitled to make some rationalistic
assumption with respect to human nature,
incliding the psychology of aggressors. If
we assume then, that aggressors aim at the
fruits of war but dare shoulder only the
minimum of sacrifice, we should expect that
in the face of a deadly retaliatory threat,
aggressors might abstain frow the employ-
ment of nuclear weapons. Yet this expecta~-
tion cannot be firm because the aggressor
may be able to neutralize, by military or
political medns, the capability or willingness
of his opponents t0 retaliate; and secondly,
because he may be & madman (in the clini-
cal sense), and hence not be rationally
mindful of the consequences of his acts—In
fact, depopulation and the creation of ruin
and chaos may be his primary objectives.
Hence the concept that atomic attack is pre-
ventable through the threat of retaliation,
while probably valid In general, cannot be
relied upon in all and any circumstances.

There is a school of thought which denies
that security against atomic destruction can
be obtained at all through retaliatory threat.
The fear is that retaliation would compound
the evil, In different variants and mixtures,
it 15 proposed that the supervised destruc-
tipn of existing stockpiles and the establish-
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production of nuclear weapons. Perpetual
international control is the heart of this
concept; its purpose is to make nuclear war

impossible through nuclear disarmament.
There have been numerous schemes setting

“—

nels, underground installations, and even in
innocent-looking clty houses.  Needless to

i fTegti - such a global air patrol would deprive
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ally ingenious ideas have been proposed: to
provide for the closing of the loopholes
which, invariably, appeared after a perticu-
lar scheme had been analyzed closely.

The drawing of utopias has been the fgg
vorite pastime of our muclear Morus, Catn-
penellas, and Bellamies, It is amazing that
such cerebrations have arrested the,atten-
tion of political scientists and even of prac-
ticing statesmen (if we assume their atten-
tion was genuine). No less startling 1s the
fact that discussions about such schemes
usually ignore the practical difficulties
which would arise even in the unlikely event
of an international agreement undertaken
in truly good faith.

Let us look at three of these practical dif-
ficulties, .

1. Effective atomic control probably would
entail the direct watching of no less than
100,000 industrial firms and factories the
world over; hence at least 300,000 technically
qualified Inspectors would have to be as-
signed to the control of existing facilitles.
In reality, this world-wide requirement would
be considerably larger and In addition to
supervising industrial enterprises it would be
necessary to control many other economic
activities, such as mining, trading, laboratory
research, etc. I doubt that there are in the
world enough technically—and lngulstical-
ly—qualified persons to undertake such a
task. (In the United States only 7,400 per-
sons received master of arts and doctor of

“philosophy degrees in engineering and
physical sciences during 1952.)

No eclaborate statistics are necessary to
show that commitment of such a corps of
inspectors would swallow g large percentage
of the world’s scientists and techniclans.
While on control assignments, these men
would be taken away from their primary
professions. One can but picture the effect
on future scientific progress. Yet if volun-
teers were mnot forthcoming in adequate
numbers, personnel would have to be drafted.
and this not Just for a short emergency.
The loyalty and the reliabllity of drafted
inspectors probably would not rate very
high. Since, actually, the world’s entire
technical economy must be supervised, Ht-
erally every qualified cltizen would have to
become a part-time policeman. Even In this
improbable case a modern state would possess
enough resources and wits to outwit the
honest Inspectors, bribe the dishonest ones,
biind the attention of the disaffected, and
enlist the willing or forced cooperation of
the ideologists and political careerists.

2. To avoid secret preparations in out-
of-the-way places and uninhabited areas,
approximately 30 million square miles would
have to be supervised, with at least half of
this area requiring frequent and close looks,
This type of massive supervision can be done
only through aerial reconnalissance, Assum-
ing a range of aircraft of 1,000 miles and a
photographilc coverage per sortie of a 2-mile
strip, 15,000 aircraft sorties would be neces-
sary for a single supervision or if a weekly
check is desired, as it must, about 780,000
sorties per year. This estimate neglects ad-
ditional sorties necessitated by bad weather
end the need to survey sea areas, and it does
not take into account the responsibility of
following up suspected violations with de-
talled checks and precision photography ob-
tainable only through large numbers of low=-
level flights (and conceivably through air-
borne landings). With malntenance, repair,
and loss, approximately 8,450 aircraft and
about 2 million men as well as very substan-

vestment and fiying, it still would be pos-
sible-—easily possible—to fool the air patrol:
many infractions would be feasible in tun-

nuclear weapons, Hence the patrol can be
instituted only after states no longer are
required to have military and industrial
secrets. If so, would the air patrol not be
superfluous? )

Future technology, however, may modify
the above requirements for control flights.
With better aircraft, enlarged airbase sys-
tems, and broader photographic coverage, the
job may be done with fewer sortles. Sub-
stantial increases in commerclial flying grad-
uelly may restrict the area which needs to
be controlled. Still, the cost of the inspec-
tors corps and the air patrol may be esti-
mated at approximately $18 to $20 billion
yearly as compared to the current hudget of
the United Nations of less than $5¢ million,
Unguestionably, the United Stat¢s, would
have to pay the lion’s share of thig budget.
More significant perhaps, only the', United
States, the Soviet Union, and tle 'United
Kingdom would be able to make available
adequate alr facilities and personpel for the
purpose. The air patrol would be an almost
exclusive responsibility of the super powers.
Let us be content with the remark that such
8 state of affairs would present very preut
political hazards.

3. Nuclear weapons already are in exist-
ence. Before an agreément conceivably can
be negotiated, there will be large weapons
stockpiles in many countries. How on earth
can it be assured thal all these weapons
would be destroyed and the sizeable num-
bers of “insurance weapons” would not be
hidden? Yet If no rellable and  practical
method can be designed against this mortal
danger of conceéalment, then the time for
the establishment of dependable gontrols did
pass years ago. While 1t may be a useful
propaganda device to talk abeyt. control
schemes {(which I rather doubt since the
spreading of illuslons usually  backfires),
nuclear international control never again can
be & safe security measure. Interpational

control would he possible only ag6 gham and,
if adopted, would constitute an ex e and
ufiacceptable security hazard, s_the

d “tundemental dach _which. we must
g, A

For that matter, the point is entirtly aca-
demic. So long as the Soviet gevernment
retains its present structure and ‘political
intent, and wants to remain safely in power
as a dictatorship, it cannot, and will not,

- accept an international control .agreement.

This 1s so because it cannot allow thousands
of foreign inspectors to investiggte: Russian
industry and possibly ferret out iajor Soviet
secrets. International control, » moreover,
would mean the end of the iron 8urtain and
hence signify the end of this mogl essential
prop of Soviet politieal survival. ¥ -

Our concern must center on tnd threat of
an atomic war within the next tem'to twenty
years. It is unlikely (though, nafturally, not
impossible) that during this périod the
Soviet government will have changéd enough
to make it any more amenable .20 mutual
supervision. Hence even the best’conceived
control scheme will not help u$®with our
problem of avolding nuclear warfare in the
immediate future. It may be granted, how-
ever, that should the Soviet government
change substantlally within this crucial
period, a new look at the problem could be-
come useful. For the time being; discus-
sions of safe nuclear disarmament -gcltemes
are, at best, useless or nalve and, &t worst,
hypocritical or subversive. Sgvigt falkahoyt
esigned to disarm the Unlted

énhanéhq ‘,guﬁgﬁgv’”gsﬁe; of
HIGEED Dnis 1s t_gétju Faps
aleh we Keen In mind73 ¢

Tt also has been proposed to forega® if=
volved control schemes. Instead, a simple




intexgﬁégﬂf “hgreement should be con-
cluded; 137 eXufriple, in the form of a mutusl
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tion that it s, objectively, to the’ @8
terests of all to avold nuclear war. ¥Hence
such a promise—-it is alleged—would be un-
dertaken in good falth by all states, at the
risk of atomic perdition. To assume good
faith in vital security matters is in flagrant
contradiction to overwhelming historical evi«
dencé: as of the date of this writing, it cannot
be. ghown plausibly that the advent of the
new technology has invalidated the signifi-
cance ‘of historical precedent. To postulate
that 1t would be agalnst the interests of a
potential aggressor not to use nuclear weap-
ons, -especially if other nations would have
lved ufy to their word and would be unpre-
par#d :{ni‘ nuclear warfare, is hazardous to the
3 advocating political sulcide, The
oper nuclear capabilities in peaceful
yuld provide the aggressor with un-
pars;l;;éd opportunities for attack and with
an dstérically unprecedented chance of all-
incBaEfvé victory. The atomic bomb is an at-
tradiive’weapon for the bolshevik, It places
himizwithin arms’ length of fulfilling what
was:before an unattainable pipedream: The
desttuption of the United States and the ac-
complishment of world revolution, regardless
of Russia’s survival or demise. The nuclear
bomb inevitably will become the aggressor’s
weapon par exellence. While the historical
Alexanders, Napoleons, and Hitlers were
pitiable illusionists, the atomically armed
future agpressor may be the greatest military
realist of all times, and hence end up as the
first trge’ world conqueror in history. This
possibility is the fourth fact of the nuclear
era. 1 ;

Agreeinifpts of any kind, and surely those
dealing With key security matters, presuppose
mutaal tfi¥st. International agreements are,
or should™e, similar to those found in pri-
vate lifes=¥hey must not be entered into un-
less the¥ere based on 8 calculable minimum
of confidéhce. No sane businessman ever
deals with’a person whose credit rating is
bad anf %P has a record of defaulting on his
promissory international nuclear
agree %" were concluded in the present
situattoh” Tt would produce the strongest
sense &b insecurity and fear, For this rea-
son al@mbi it probably would become in-
operabi#Pd conceivably lead to war.

No ngkim in its right mind would risk its
securitytitough destroying its atomic stock-
pile irry@iance upon a mere diplomatic
apreemgpt,; With large nuclear industries in
existena@fguch a paper agreement could be
broken eﬂny and rapidly. ILet us not forget
that govifiments change and that few gov-
ernmentg-gonsider themselves bound by the
promisesigf their predecessors. To have any
security gf§ all therefore, nations would have
to retain Beadily usable nuclear weapons in
their ars¢@als. There is no other insurance
against Weach of promise. But, then, we
would be‘,ﬁack at the point where we started,
namely, 8k the existence of nuclear arma-
ments.  Ngturally, it would be possible to
conclude&reements limiting the number of
nuclear apons in the possession of each
nation. JMet such agreements cannot be en-
forced M such a manner that violations
would Yg made impossible; and presumably
it wouldl ‘prove difficult to include in such
agreements limitations on. the number of
Hlyp, nuclear weapons.
c{ﬁ:bt, governments could pledge them-

RO to use their nuclear weapons ag-~
:0r offensively, and yet reserve the
roduce and maintain such weapons.
ghceivable thet such an agreement
bhe kept. AIll that is necessary to

B sltuation in w ployment
gigar weapons would be equally harm-
oth sides, and in any event, extremely

the sgrecment Apprdvetbior Reledsa-2003408/0:#..

—

harmful to the first user. If there were such
& situation—which cannot be defined prop-

ment would be superfiluous: the belligerents
anyway would act according to their best
interests. By contrast, if there were a mili-
tary situation in which it would be advan=-
?geous for one belligerent to initiate the

tiiployment of nuclear weapons, even at the
price of retaliation, then in all likelihood
the agreement would be disregarded. 'The
chances are that, within the next 10 to 20
years, this latter rather than the former sit-
uation will prevail.

I will refrain from judging whether, at
present, it would be advantageous for the
United States to commit itself to the non-
use of nuclear weapons. The fact is that
the United States Government has not made
such. & commitment (as little as it ever com=
mitted itself to forego the use of toxic gases).
The effective abolition of nuclear weapons
undoubtedly would reduce the dangers of a
surprise attack against North America and
also protect American cities. But this ad-
vantage would have to be paid for dearly and
cannot be obtained without heavy risk.

The proscription of nuclear weapons would
be meaningful only if the Armed Forces in
their-entirety were reorganized to wage non-
nuclear war. In order to protect its security
in the absence of nuclear weapons, the
United States would have to acquire an en-
tirely different military establishment. Any
surface strategy replacing present air strat-
egy would suffer from fatal geographical
handicaps or, to phrase it differently, to com-
pensate for Russia's advantages in a surface
war, an extraordinary military effort of the
United States would be necessary. For ex-
ample, to balance Soviet ground strength,
in such a manner that further Russian ad-
vances in Eurasia would not be invited,
American land forces would have to be
tripled and supporting ailr and naval forces
be enlarged substantially; possibly the
Strategic Air Command (nonnuclear) also
would have to be doubled or tripled. The
adoption of a nonnuclear air strategy would
require even greater efforts. The mainte-
nance of so conslderably larger forces must
demand a military budget on the order of
$100 billion or more, and could not be done
without compulsory military service, per-
haps of 2 to 3 years’ duration. Despite such
an exertion, the security of key areas in
Europe and Asla could not be guaranteed.

I do not know whether the United States
can afford such a military outlay. 1 do
know that long-lasting -armaments of such
a size would transform American soclety,
and I doubt seriously that the United States
soon would be inclined to arm on a $100
billion scale during peacetime. If this doubt
were justified, then the abandonment of nu-
clear weapons ‘could spell only the defeat,
and ultimately the Communist domination,
of the United States. And yet, despite our
nuclear forbearance, we could not be sure
that the United States would be spared
atomic attacks. Certainly, in the closing
phases of war in which the U. 8. 8. R.
achieved air mastery, the Soviets would not
refrain from using atomic weapons against
American targets if the American Nation
otherwise would fail to surrender; or the
Soviets might use those bombs to further
their objective of liquidating hostile classes.
For that matter, a parallel argument can
be made for the Soviet nation: Without
nuclear weapons, the SBoviets never can hope
to defeat the United States. Hence, they
will accept proscribing atomic weapons only
after they have abandoned first their objec-
tive of world revolution.

militery power, and hence. the irreplaceable
key to American security. .This.is.the ffth
fundamental fact of the nuclear problem.

we are unable to chang

' " N
We are all free to deplore the giltﬁgtfc%; ut
CRELIR TR %{

Sy gt
rﬁ o the Comd
tHout resistarfi’
indeed, has been proposed. I
Such counsels of despair-—if made 1£%54
falth—result from an improper anald
the problem. Many of those who havel
participating in the nuclesr argument $&d™
it difficult to understand that, within*the~
present world situation, the avoidance iaf
nuclear catastrophe is a military and polit-
ical task. The nuclear problem Is not sgis-
ceptible to solutions by legal agreement, %

LQNC

by any other trick alming ai the evanesc L.
of nuclear weapons. This is the sixth B¢’
with which we must come to grips. It is tfa.~
there is no guaranty, even if suitable m¥¥§ .
tary and political techniques were used skfffa
fully, that there will be no nuclear devd$-
tation. Nor is there any guaranty that thase
techniques, in fact, will be used with ddk-
terity and imagination. Since, howeysy
there 1s no practical alternative solutlon,'g
must concentrate on the technigues whi
are available. If those who lose their tirfe
in chasing utopian butterflies could but df-
vote some of their brainpower to the robi
problems before us, we might make sogj :
progress after all, L
The military task, briefly, consists in mal‘§r

taining armaments in such quantities a.
of such quality that the opponent of t
United States will find it impossible to sol¥e
his military problem through the emplogh
ment of nuclear weapons. More particula
he must be prevented from knocking
the American retalintory forces through s
prise blows and delivering a substantial per=
tion of his atomic stockpile on American
targets. He also must be prevented from
posing, as he does now, a unilateral nuclear
threat to European and Asiatic countries,
Once the various free nations have acquired
quantities of nuclear explosives, the military
problem becomes essentlally a matter of de-
livery vehicles and defense systems, v of
overall technological superiority, as wefl’ as
of constant readiness and a gradual refuc-
tion of the vulnerability of cities and pefiple,
This military problem is of major dithen=
slons and it will continue to grow. I fHeed
add only that the American people and the
peoples of other free nations have not yet
understood fully the scope of their military
responsibilities. I do not believe that in
order to solve its military security problems,
the United States will have to be turned into
an “armed camp” (a cliché which
abuse to argue against proper prepared
but the United States no longer can
to have military budgets which fall far
of satistylng minimum requirements.
ent American and allled armaments and theh-
nological programs have many gaps wiijch
any military expert can identify without
flculty. Insufficient forces in being and:
adequate quantities of modern weapon {
well as poor command, alliance and decis
making structures which are not respo:
to the requirements of rapid modern r,
constitute an invitation to nuclear death, ts-
pecially 50 since in a modern war the first
battle may declde the outcome of the entire
conflict. This is the seventh fact which we
never should allow to be forgotten. e
And we may immediately add the
fact that future wars hardly will be 2
with weapons ordered and produced
the start of hostilities. Military and -
trial mobllization after D-day is s cg
which is not applicable to nuclear aif?3
Hence, war potentials have lost much o
significance, while forces in being and $Bis
ons stockplles have become of crucigf¥$wi:
portance. This means that one .of the s 48

BP8RA1 731G TSI dh RS, St 1, £l
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traditional significance, Luwrént American
military policies do not-yet respond to tirts
fundamental strategical change. :
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THE NUCLE However "distasteful 1t may; $& nuclear

Mr. President, In Weaporns,of the fission and fusion types have

Mr. KNO X ? of come to, gis
[ of the Review : e 1o gy, Henceforth, the

the._(?ctobeé'. (3.1535;?; ﬁi%?ishe d by the Uni= much a Bt of human existenceya:lr!zlm? (;rf;
D iios, whi diana, there SnOw, morality and crime, the telephone and
ity of Notre Dame, . the airplane 8 cs
oty 0 . e head. P , paciflsm and aggressiveness
was published an artlfc’l(i‘él;éion9 The 14 E’ e?dom and tyranny, stupidity and wisdom,
; r Pe y J & unlikely that thi i i y
was D rage o e y US new invention can
Fundamental Facts of the Nuclear Age, gf ;33;:;; ;:cft%tu?hr %ugh the destruction
nda al Faots . ¢ elf, n the contrar -
written by time to time ar- tleonics sooner op later will p!‘OVldS;’ ]glf‘lle
foundation or industrial Civilization all over

_ .My, President, from Time
s:tisle# which have great s1gmf.1canc§“aﬁrllg
%2gréat Interest appear 1rl; vag‘m;\;lsis ublt-
mations L owish fo 858 2 . bears that nuclear fuels, on a large scale, will

mineral fuels, the lack of a mine
1 N eral ener,
basis in many countries, the rapldly risigg

unanimous consent that the article to demand for industrial goods, and the unin-

which I have just alluded may be print- terrupted increase of population,
ed in the body of the Recorn. It deals On a less cosmic scale, the continued prog-
*with vital matters affecting the defense :;s};s Of.«,r;lany Individual industries is depend-
of our country. zau'ofl ofa;acxln:rtiz:uy% upon the early utili-
+J-would particularly call thesargicle to For example, the tatie Gucs 224 materials,
the attention of the chairm#n 6f the sibly air tr:,{nsportaﬁgﬁ Oofs‘f:f.aciiand PO~
Committee on Foreign Relations, the culture, and perhaps of the cf:m? nla.gri-
chairman of the Committee 8 Armed metallurgical industries, is mterrelatcez vﬁ’éﬂ
Services, the chairman of th&JBint Com- nuclear advances. Both energy needs and
mittee on Atomic Enefgy, and the technological changes malke it inevitable
ranking members of thése tiftee com- gﬁat \arge nuclear industries, including pro.”
mittees. I think they will find the arti- clos, Wil ‘apioe o terials end atomic parei-
cle challenging, and in due time and at countr % no oresently Industrialize

. i €s. It is no less inevitable that

an early date I believe they will want Industries will grow in u d hen
to explore some of the very basic ques-~ areas, because nuclear techncx;loegt-dc?f},elpped

tions raised, which vitally affect the unprecedented chance of cutting th: ;‘:
security of the country. reduirements for industrialization, Nicke:

Fundamentally, the article takes up grmcs hre fast becoming a global necessih
the possibilities of an effective system osgsuirally 110 & world where there are nufpes.

f 3 ;. 3 s nstallations usin

of inspection relative to atomic energy. and where there £ Suclear techniques,
= are also many basic nuclear

s of vital con- broducers, there must be available manifold

the fact that Sxfapliity_of the nucleonic age ang the

That question, of cour
cern to this Gover

the Soviet Union to #has rejected all emiergeNcy of nuclear Industrial pot
checking on Is the flrst Tuiidamental ta0k anlel e ey

atomic weapon development,. grasp fifmly.

There Rping no objection, the article
was orl to be printed in the REcorp,
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international agreement should be con-~
ciuded; for example, in the form of & mutual
promise pever to use - Pro=
.posals &f this type a
tion that it is, objectively, to the best in-
terests of all to avold nuclear war, Xence
such a promise—it is alleged—would be un-
dertaken in good falth by all states, at the
* risk of atomic perdition. To assume good
~fafth in vital security matters is in flagrant
.cothitradiction to overwhelming historical evi-

- ~danhce; as of the date of this writing, it cannot

o
/

» righg
g t,ja‘ onceivable that such an agreement

‘bet shown plausibly that the advent of the
néw technology has invalidated the signifi-
cahce of historical precedent. To postulate
that it would be against the interests of a
patential aggressor not to use nuclear weap-
wits, especially 1f other nations would have
lived up to their word and would be unpre-
hated for nuclear warfare, is hazardous to the
Doint of advocating political suicide. The
ik of proper nuclear capabilities in peaceful

ates would provide the aggressor with un-
Paralleled opportunities for attack and with
an historically unprecedented chance of all-
Inclusive victory. ‘The atomic bomb is an at-
tractive weapon for the bolshevik. It places
him within arms' length of fulfilling what
was before an unattainable pipedream: The
destruction of the United States and the ac-
compiishment of world revolution, regardless
of Russia’s survival or demise. The nuclear
bomb inevitably will become the aggressor’s
weapon par exellence. While the historical
Alexanders, .Napoleons, and Hitlers were
-pitiable illusionists, the mtomlcally armed
Tliture agETEssor may be the greatest military
realist of ail times, and heénce end up as the
first true world conqueror in history. = This’
possibility i§ the fourth fact of the nuclear
era.

Apreements of any kind, and surely those
dealing with key security matters, presuppose
mutual trust. International agreements are,
‘orsshould be, similar to those found in pri-
vate life—they must not be entered into un-
-1esé they are based on a calculable minimum
of confidence. No sane businessman ever
dedls with a person whose credit rating is
“Bad and who has a record of defaulting on his
«iébts. If a promissory international nuclear
hgreement were concluded in the present
situation, it would produce the strongest
sense of insecurity and fear. For this rea-
son alone, it probably - would become in-
operable and conceivably lead to war.

No nation in its right mind would risk its
security through destroying its atomic stock-
pile in reliance upon a mere diplomatic
agreement. With large nuclear industries in
existence, such a paper agreement could be
broken easily and rapidly. Let us not forget
that governments change and that few gov-
ernments consider themselves bound by the
promises of their predecessors. To have any
security at all therefore, nations would have

| to retain readily usable nuclear weapons in
their arsenals. There is no other insurance
apgainst breach of promise. But, then, we
would be back at the point where we started,
namely, at the existence of nuclear arma-
ments. Naturally, it would be possible to
conclude agreements limiting the number of
nuclear weapons In the possession of each
nation. Yet such agreements cannot be en-~
forced in such a manner that violations
would be made impossible; and-presumably
i would prove dificult to include in such
agreements limitations on the number of
defensive nuclear weapons. ’

No doubt, governments could pledge them-
selyes not to use their nuclear weapons ag-
gressively or offensively, and yet reserve the

t@‘ produce and maintain such weapons.

“Mould” be kept. All,that s n

rake the agreement QR %Vﬁ%i%mgél
military situation In which the employment
of nuclear weapons would be equally harm-

ful to both sides, and in any event, extremely

PREOEthY Dreleasedabab Al Ture

harmful to the first user. If there were such
8 situation-—which cannot be defined prop-
R G W0
S 0R
ment would be superfluoust ™ belligerents
anyway would act according to their best
interests. By contrast, if there were a mili-
tary situation in which it would be advan-
tageous for one belligerent to initiate the
enployment of nuclear weapons, even at the
price of retaliation, then in all likelihood
the agreement would be disregarded. The
chances are that, within the next 10 to 20
years, this latter rather than the former sit-
uation will prevail.

I will refrain from judging whether, at
present, it would be advantageous for the
United States to commit itself to the non-
use of nuclear weapons. The fact is that
the United States Government has not made
such a commitment (as little as it ever com-
mitted itself to forego the use of toxic gases).
The effective' abolition of nuclear weapons
undoubtedly would reduce the dangers of a
surprise attack against North America and
also protect American citles. But this ad-
vantage would have to be paid for dearly and
cannot be obtained without heavy risk,

The proscription of nuclear weapons would
be meaningful only if the Armed Forces in
their entirety were reorganized to wage non-
nuclear war. In order to protect its security
in the absence of nuclear weapons, the
United States would have to acquire ah en-
tirely different military establishment.  Any
surface strategy replacing present air strat-
egy would suffer from fatal geographical
handicaps or, to phrase it differently, to com-~
pensate for Russia’s advantages in a surface
war, an extraordinary milltary effort of the
United States would be necessary. For ex-
ample, to balance Soviet ground strength,
in such a manner that further Russian ad-
vances In Eurasia would not be invited,
American land forces would have to he
tripled and supporting air and naval forces
‘be enlarged substantially; possibly the
Strategic Air Command (nonnuclear) also
would have to be doubled or tripled. The
adoption of a nonnuclear air strategy would
require even greater efforts. 'The mainte-
nance of so considerably larger forces must
demand a military budget on the order of
$100 billion or more, and could not be done
without compulsory military service, per-
haps of 2 to 3 years’ duration. Despite such
an exertion, the security of key areas in
Europe and Asia could not be guaranteed.

" I do not know whether the United States
ican afford such a military outlay. I do
‘know that long-lasting armaments of such
a size would transform American society,
and I doubt seriously that the United States

isoon would be inclined to arm on a $100
% billion scale during peacetime. If this doubt
. were justified, then the abandonment of nu-

clear weapons could spell only the defeat,
and ultimately the Communist domination,
of the United States. And yet, desplite our
nuclear forbearance, we could not be sure
that the United States would be spared
atomlc attacks. Certainly, In the closing
phases of war in which the U. 8. 8. R.
achieved air mastery, the Soviets would not
refrain from using atomic weapons against
American targets if the American Nation
otherwise would fail to surrender; or the
Soviets might use those bombs to further
_their objective of liquidating hostile classes.
For that matter, a parallel argument can
be made for the Soviet nation: Without
nuclear weapons, the Soviets never can hope
to defeat the United States. Hence, they
will accept proseribing atomic weapons only
after they have abandoned first their objec-
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ilTfary power, and hence_ the irrgplaceable
American gecurity. This is the fifth
undamental fact of the nuclear problem,

A
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‘We are all free to deplore the situation but
we are unable to change it 1INSe?

indéed, has been prépdfed." °.~ -

Such counsels of désphir<tif made in good
faith—result from an impropér analysis of
the problem. Many of those who have beeu
participating in the nuclear argument find
1t difficult to understand that, within the
present world situation, the avoidahce of
nuclear catastrophe is a military ang’ polit-
lcal task. The nuclear problem is ij(l:'c,fswu&1
ceptible to SOIUTIGNS by legal agreemiHt rior
by ally othef Trick aimirng at the sva¥estence
6f_nuclear wéapons. "This 1§ the sTEtH Tfact
with WRICH We st come to grips. Ibid tru
there is no guaranty, even if suitabfe mili-
tary and political techniques were used skill-
fully, that there will be no nucleaf devas-
tation. Nor is there any guaranty that these
technlques, in fact, will be used witly dex-
terity and imagination. Since, Hbwever,
there is no practical alternative solution, we
must concenfrate on the techniques which
are available. If those who lose thefftime
in chasing utoplan butterflies couldfbut de-
vote some of their brainpower to fhd real
broblems before us, we might make some
progress after all. o

The military task, briefly, consists I main-
taining armaments in such quantities® and
of such quality that the opponent of the
United States will find it impossible ‘to Solve
his military problem through the- emfloy-
ment of nuclear weapons. More particularly,
he must be prevented from knocklng out
the American retallatory forces throuygh sur-
prise blows and delivering a substantial por-
tion of his atomic stockpile on American
targets. He also must be prevented from
posing, as he does now, a unilateral fuclear
threat to Buropean and Asiatic couhntries.
Once the varlous free nations have acquired
quantities of nuclear explosives, the military
problem becomes essentinlly a matte of de-
livery vehicles and defense systems,'viz.. of
overall technological superiority, as well as
of constant readiness and a gradual Feduc-
tion of the vulnerability of cities and people.

This military problem Is of major dimen-
slons and it will continue to grow. I need
add only that the American people and the
beoples of other free nations have not yet
understood fully the scope of their military
responsibilities. I do not belleve that in
order to solve its military security problems,
the United States will have to be turned into
an “armed camp” (a cliché which many
abuse to argue against proper preparedness),
but the United States no longer can ‘afford
to have military budgets which fall far shorg
of satisfylng minimum requirements. ' Pres-
ent American and allied armaments and tech -
nological programs have many gaps ¥iich
any military expert can identify wlthoil -
ficulty. Insufficient Yorces in heing ahd gg
adequate quantItle§ 6 modern weap: :
wéll as poor command, alliance and degisinin-
makMme siructures which are not res ]
o Fhe réquiremients of rapid nifodeﬁ
constitiite ail Thvitationto nuclear g
pecialli™s6 sTNge tn 8 modern war the.

battle Hay decids the outcorhe of thes
conflict. " ThIs™18 'tHé ‘se¥enth fact which we
never should allow to be forgotten, - the
And we may lmmediately add the eighth
fg%% that future wars hardly will be fo !
wi wedpons ‘o¥dersd and produced,
the ksfa;ﬁ'j)jmg‘sginm: '“‘Mﬁiigry and i
trial mobilizatioll alter D-day 1s a coribépe’
which is not applicable to nuclear ai# Wik,
Hence, war potentials have lost much ofthell
significance, while forces in being and Weaps
omst stockpiles have become of crucisl inie,
portance. This means that one of the matn?
1R00166064 00080:0:2a states, e, ing.
ustrial superiority, no longer possesses itg .
traditional significance. Current Am'ér‘icam;qj
millitary policies do hot yet respond to thitz
fundamental stratepical chance -0 ]
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mere existence of nuclear Indus-
of atomic weapons does not by

urity, threat. is. threat
e ARPTOVedF or el
tHié poliHitally immoral and uxin-
Hibited, and-ifore particularly, in the hands
3 rametts or political (and criminal)
willing to employ such weapons for

True, the

groups
the Blackmail or destruction of their oppo-
nents, : It may be argued that, given govern-
mental encouragement to the present tend-
ency: ¢f society to decentralize, and given
some. efforts to reduce the vulnerability of

factories and cities, the relative effectiveness
of nuckar weapons could be reduced. It
also maYy be argued that the employment of
nuclgar:weapons could reduce war to a sin~
gle hattle of a few days’ duration and that,
whilé:sbasualties in this battle would be very
heavy,; total casualties would be smaller than
thosd&. resulting from a hypothetical pro-
tractsd , war fought without nuclear weap-
ons. In comparison with wars of’ previous
centsiies, a nuclear war indeed need not be
morg-destructive of human lives than, let

 us s&Fthe Thirty Years’ War (which, admit-
tedlzwould be scant solace). However,
thes#* arguments may be countered with
equgﬂy!; and perhaps more, cogent objec-
tiong, §n the end, the disputants should
agree, gisily that wats in general, and nu-
cleawﬁg‘s in particular, are most unpleas-
ant gepurrences which all of us must make
str efforts to avoid. Hence the question
arisks: granting the inevitable existence of
nuciesr gapabilities are there feasible meth-
ods for;gvoiding a nuclear holocaust?

A nuglear monopoly in the hands of an
aggresgive dictator certainly would have
spelled, doom for much of mankind., If, by
the end of the Second World War, Stalin had
possegged such a monopoly in the form of a
significant weapons stockpile, he would have
been able to establish a Soviet world domin-
jon; in all likelihood, he would have pro-
ceeded to do s0. Or we may ask ourselves
what might have happened if the Nazis had
coms Into possession of an operational stock~
pile of atomic weapons prior to the Nor-
mandy invasion? Had not the United States
achieved the first atomic stockpile in history,
human soclety would have suffered the worst
catastrophe in its history. Let us be grate-
ful that this disaster was spared us.

If an aggressor were (o use nuclear weap-
ons in the future, he would do so in the
expectancy of retallation in kind. We prob-
ablffiare entitled to make some rationalistie
assumption with respect to human nature,
ingluding the psychology of aggressors. It
wa assume then, that aggressors aim at the
frults of war but dare shoulder. only the
mtv_nmum of sacrifice, we should expect that
in e face of a deadly retaliatory threat,
ATERAESOrs might abstain frow the employ-

£ of nuclear weapons. .Yet this expecta-

tifn cannot be firm because the aggressor
nfay be able to neutralize, by military or
paitical means, the capability or willingness
of ihig. opponents to retaliate; and secondly,
belgific he may be a madman (in the clini-
cofgénse), and hence not be rationally
m ul of the consequences of his acts—in
o€, -depopulation and the creation of ruin
afpt . chaos may be his primary objectives.
Hance the concept that atomie attack is pre-
.able through the threat of retaliation,
8 probably valid in general, cannot be
upon in all and any circumstances.’
re is a school of thought which denies
at'sccurity against atomic destruction can
 pbtained at all through retaliatory threat.
B Lear is that retaliation would compound
$heEril. In different variants and mixtures,
k.45 roposed that the supervised destruc~ .

lgken in order to prevent the future
6N of nuclear weaponhs. Perpetual
pternational conftrol is the heart of this

A b s FFe rrRTiAcn i Fa malta m1iclear wWwast

. existing stockpiles and the establish- abov illion, men as well as very substan-
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impossible through nuclear dlsarmament.
There have been nu

forth 1nfalliaiuis
m T &
plly ingenio® proposed to
provide for the closing of the loopholes
which, invariably, appeared after a particu-
lar scheme had been analyzed closely.
The drawing of utopias has been the fa-

feetiva Fonror arrany

' vorite pastime of our nuclear Morus, Cam-

penellas, and Bellamies. It is amazing that
such cerebrations have arrested the atten-
tion of political scientists and even of prac-
ticing statesmen (if we assume their atten-
tion was genuine). No less startling is the
fact that discusslons about such schemes
usually ignore the practical difficulties
which would arise even in the unlikely event
of an international agreement undertaken
in truly good faith,

Let us look at three of these practical dif-
ficulties.

1. Effective atomic control probably would
entail the direct watching of no less than
100,000 industrial firms and factories the
world over; hence at least 300,000 technically
qualified inspectors would have to be as-
signed to the control of existing facllities,
In reality, this world-wide requirement would
be conslderably larger and in addition to
supervising industrial enterprises it would be
necessary to control many other economic
activities, such as mining, trading, laboratory
research, ete. I doubt that there are in the
world encugh technically—and linguistical-
ly—qualified persons to undertake such a
task. (In the United States only 7,400 per-
sons received master of arts and doctor of
philosophy degrees in engineering and
physical sciences during 1952.)

No elaborate statistics are necessary to
ghow that commitment of such a corps of
inspectors would swallow a large percentage
of the world's scientists and technicians.
‘While on control assignments, these men
would be taken away from their primary
professions. One can but plcture the effect
on future scientific progress. Yet if volun-
teers were not forthcoming in adeguate
numbers, personnel would have to be drafted.
and thils not just for a short emergency.
The loyalty and the reliability of drafted
inspectors probably would not rate very
high, Since, actually, the world’s entire
technical economy must be supervised, lit-
erally every qualifled citizen would have to
become o part-time policeman. Even 1n this
improbable case a modern state would possess
enough resources and wits to outwit the
honest inspectors, bribe the dishonest ones,
blind the attention of the disaffected, and
enlist the willing or forced cooperation of
the ideologists and political careerists.

2. To avoid secret preparations in out-
of-the-way places and uninhabited areas,
approximately 30 million square miles would
have to be supervised, with at least half of
this ares requiring frequent and close 100Kks.
This type of massive supervision can be done
only through aerial reconnaissance. Assum-
ing a range of aircraft of 1,000 miles and a
photographic coverage per sortie of a 2-mile
strip, 15,000 aireraft sorties would be neces-
sary for a single supervision or if a weekly
check 1s desired, as it must, about 780,000
gorties per year. This estimate neglects ad-
ditional sorties necessitated by bad weather
and the need to survey sea aress, and it does
not take into account the responsibility of
following up suspected violations with de-
tailed checks and precision photography ob-
tainable only through large numbers of low-
level flights (and conceivably through air-
borne landings). With malntenance, repair,
and loss, approximately 8,450 aircraft and

to do just the basic Job. With all that in-
vestment and flying, it still would bhe pos-
sible—eastly possible-—to fool the air patrol:
manv infractions would be feasible in tun-

merous gchgmes setting
5 - "
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* period, a new look at the problem couldibe

nels,

underground Installationg.m )
nocent-looking city hthdes. Wi ;
ERicH a ¢TobaY alr patrel wWould dejiive
afy securlty an"Kn-
RGP0,

nuclear e the patrol can be

required to have military and indus
secrets. If so, would the air patrol no
superfluous?

Future technology, however, may m
the above requirements for control flig
With better saircraft, enlnrged airbase 4§
tems, and broader photographic coverage, §
job may be done with fewer sorties. 9
stantial increases In commercial flying gry
uslly may restrict the area which needg
be controlied. Still, the cost of the insy
tors corps and the air patrol may be e
mated at approximately $18 to $20 billyg
yearly as compared to the current budge g
the United Nations of less than $50 milligd.
Dnguestionably, the United States wdky
have to pay the lion’s shure of this budjs
More significant perhaps. only the Unf{iss
States, the Soviet Union, and the Unfis
Kingdom would be able to make availdD]
adequate air facilities ahd personnel for &8
purpose. Theé alr patrol would be an alm
exclusive responsibility of the super poweas.
Let us be content with the remark that sug@
a state of affairs would present very gr
political hazards. [

3. Nuclear weapons already are in exlﬁ-
ence. Besfore an agreement conceivably o
be negotiated, there will be large weapagh
stockpiles in many countries. How on earth
can it be assured that all these weapdus
would be destroyed and the sizeable nulfx
bers of “insurance weapons” would not*he
hidden? Yet if no reliable and practigal
method can be designed against this moftal
danger of concealment, then the time :for
the establishment of dependable controlsftid
pass years ago. While it may be a usgs
propaganda device to talk about co
schemes (which T rather doubt since
gpreading of illusions usually back GIEKF,
nuclear international control never again taxn
be a safe security measure. Internatighal, -
control would be possible only as & sham SWJ
it adépted, Would cgpatitute an extreroe jm:é :
unaéceptable security hazard. This is {paee
second fundamental fact which we niush
understand. LR )

For that matter, the point is entirely act=%
dernle. 8o long ms the Soviet governmeft:
retains its present structure and politRall

‘Intent, and wants to remain safely in powers

as a dictatorship, 1t cannot, and will notS
eccept an international control agreemepte
This is so because it cannot allow thousa é
of foreign inspectors to investigate Russiing
industry and possibly feriet out major Soviel™
secrets. International control, moreovar;
would mean the end of the iron curtain af& "
hence signify the end of this most esten
prop of Soviet pollitical survival. T
Our concern must center on theé threa ‘Bg;
an atomic war within the next ten to tweity
years. It is unlikely (though, naturally, po$
impossible) that during this period ]
Boviet government will have changed endfigh
to make it any more amenable to nv 1
supervision. Hence even: the best conc {'g
control scheme will not help us with ol
problem of avoiding nuclear warfare in"the
immediate future. It may be granted, Bow»
ever, that should the Soyiet governigen
change substantially within this crgg

come useful., For the time being, 4
sions of safe nuclear disarmament 8
are, at best, useless or naive and, af
hypocritical or subversive. Soviet ta}
control is deslgned to disarm the vy
P BANTANBON. "2 o
B His is the  thiy

whidh we miist always keep B mind.

It also has been proposed to forego In=
volved control scheines. Instead, a simple



{ $hll have to make & stand

#inoke this Sthnd,
e and the greater the chance of
fiy atomic warfare.

orld is full of unprecedented dan-
e may argue about the means by

whicE®he dangers could be overcome, if such
meangiyere utilized. But we should realize
that, tn all probability, the dangers will per-
sist. easy to predict the doom of our

clviliz and quite unrewarding to pro=
pose ¢ +e——and costly and unpopular—
military political measures aiming to in-
sure the shrvival of that civilization, I can-

not help feelihg, however, that this cliviliza-
tion 1s a spiritual force and, therefore, not
susceptible to physical destruction. In any
event #if: cannot survive if the people who
live findér its blessings display a deplorable
of conviction and lack the ethos
e, Nor can this civilization survive
ntellectual elites, fearful of risk, ef=
d self-assertion, advise collective po-
liticat*sulcide, This 1s a statement which
can Bg.gupported with historical evidence

and ¢h I intend to be an objective prop-
ositiony - X realize that the advocacy of sul=

cide Byimot always intentional and that
praiseffrthy desires often are the midwives
of de: $Hroposals. :
Iw {ike to add, and say it clearly, that
I havésg®ning bub contempt for those who
are to surrender to communism in
order ¥#8'avold nuclear war and thus to as-
sure £5# physical survival and the enslaVe=-
ment ¥ the maximum number, If such a
splri'é‘ e typicsﬁ of the free soclety, our
civil n would be dead now. I do not:

has ¢ But I am worried that the vocles
of coWardice are heard far more often than
the voltes of determination. I, too, want my
famiMepnd my friends to survive and I do;
want, 4 live to the end of my natural days.:
Everyone has the instinctive animal fear of
deathi=But it hardly pays to survive for the
blessttpgs of a slave existence and it will be
jntolersble to purchase survival through the
betrayal of value and consclence. Policies
cannot.be based just on the instinct of self~
preservation. Do intellectuals and politi-
cians have a lesser moral obligation than the
gimple priwate of whom they expect that he
sacrifice himself when ordered Into battle?
Our entirefociety has been pushed into mor-
tal conflict In some way, most of us are
now manning a battle station. Must we not
be true to our duties?

The issue of the present world conflict is
whether communism will be victorious or be
destroyed. . The hydrogen bomb has not
changed this issue, not by one fota. If the
desire for fregtom were a variable dependent
on the expecbgd rate of casualties, we should
not even;,t@pt to fight. If, however, na-
tional and imdividual freedom is our highest
political yalue, then we should do our best
to keep gAmualities to a minimum—even In
the coun'@;ﬁ! of our opponent—but we should
not be deterred by the cost of the coniflict;
the cos} &t defeat and of loss of principle
would be*SHill higher.

We axe_lving today twice as long as the

Mms who conquered freedom for us
ed the foundations of good gov-
Dur task is to preserve and lm-

prove ##8m for ourselves and for our de=
scend vk gnd to bring freedom to those who
still npiiRtaved. The way to solve a serious
probief WHgt to distort or ignore it, but to

#'%o take all precautions which
pruddieghposes, to accept the irreducible
risks, V90 m the required responsibilities
EMow the ctates of 'S CoR=

ot inge b%ﬂ)ﬁamaﬁﬁes ﬁel

before 1t is known, to become

Yy fear and pessimism, and.to
self $5 the vislonif ot Bpocarybtic

at doom is near, let alone that 1t !

- ke -prosEMEing R petition e

= ~~—

horror is desplcable,
struction to i AT
g ?’1:
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THIRTY-SEVENTH ANNIVERSARY
OF ESTONIAN INDEPENDENCE

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, yvesterday,
February 24, marked the 37th anniver-
sary of Estonian Independence Day. In
joining my fellow Americans of Estonian
descent in commemoration of this note-
worthy event, I fervently hope that the
reestablishment of a free Estonia is near.
The forcible annexation of Estonia and
her Baltic neighbors is a tragic reminder
of the totalitarian imperialism of the
Soviets. Although freedom in Estonia
has fallen victim to the treacherous Com-
munist tyranny, the gallant Estonian
people remain firm in'resisting their op-
pressors. Let us, on this anniversary,
reafirm our determination never to
recoghize the Soviet annexation of the
Baltic nations, and express our fervent
hope and prayer for their speedy libera-
tion.

IMPORT DUTIES ON JAPAN ESE
CRABMEAT

Mr., BUTLER. Mr. President, at the
present time in Geneva, Switzerland, the
United States is taking part in tariff con-
cession negotiations with the Japanese.

Among the items subject to tariff con-
cessions in favor of the Japanese is crab-
meat. The announcement last fall that
our country would consider tariff reduc-
tions on imported Japanese crabmeat
was met with grave concern by members
of this young American industry. The
crabmeat industry finds even present im-
port duties on Japanese crabmeat in-
adequate to assure fair competition with
the crabmeat industry of Japan on the
American market.

The Chesapeake Bay and its tribu-
taries as bounded by my State of Mary-
land and the Commonwealth of Virginia
to the south, constitutes the largest crab-
meat producing area in our Nation, al-
though substantial segments of this in-
dustry are also found along the Atlantic
and Pacific coasts and the Gulf of Mexi-
co. If provided with reasonable protec-
tion from unfair competition of foreign
nations where, as an example, workmen
receive but a fraction of what they are
paid in America, this young American in-
dustry will grow and continue to furnish
employment opportunities for thousands
of our countrymen and make it possible
for all Americans to enjoy this fine sea~-
food at fair and reasonable prices.

There are many factors which ably
demonstrate why tariff concessions on
Japanese crabmeat should not be made.
The President, under existing statutes,
has the final discretion in determining
whether such concessions shall be
granted.

In order that these factors may be
appropriately illuminated, I have bheen
joined by a number of my colleagues in

cHEs IO RATECR,

Eisenhower, setting forth the basic rea-

Presidont “thetDwedtan.
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 present import duties.on Jap-
should not ke reduccd
: path 'th‘?s ‘Boal,

v U N
tion, together with the -
Members of the Senate and the Me
of the House of Representatives: 3
joined me in signing the petitig.-:ﬁe
printed in the body of the RECORD. 1

There being no objection, the pett
together with the list of signers’ig
*.

a8,
ordered to be printed in the RECORE, &5
follows: :

UNITED STATES SENATE, B
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, —:%. .
Fevruary 9, 15?!

The PRESIDENT,
The White House, -
Washington, D. C. :
Drear Mr. PRESIDENT: We, the undersigned
Members of Congress, acting on infor: ton’
we have recelved from the America - Craly
Packers Assoclation which was presen d i
detall at hearings of the United States’ arif¥
Commission and the Committee for JRbcls
procity Information last December
without being influenced by our views
tariff policy of the administration
forth in H, R. 1, do hereby petition
jnstruct the proper authorities not to ri
the present tariffs on imported cral)
from Japan or other countries at the
coming conference of the General Agr
on Tariffs and Trade to be held at
Switzerland. Our reasons in making ¥
quest are as follows: -
1. The present tariffs of 15 per
valorem on fresh and frozen crabm
2214 percent ad valorem on canned
meat, have apparently not obstructed
stricted the importations of such suppa
as Japan, the principal producer, has )
available for export to this country, si¥
imports of crabmeat from Japan have
creased from 480,000 pounds in 1048 to 3,80
000 pounds in 1953, a gain of 700 perc%

Tn 1953 we imported D5 percent of the cr
meat that Japan exported.

2. Japanese crabmeat is now undersell
the domestic in the United States mar
The prices of the imported item are in ke
ing with the prices of other ltems of its ¢l
such as lobster and shrimp. §

3. No sales effort or advertising is belfl§
used to promote the sales of imported cralie
meat. If this were done it Is quite evidemk
that the market would absorb & much largg®
volume at present price levels. But big sugs
plies suddenly dumped into the markdt
would sell only at sacrifice prices. &

4. Tt has been pointed out that, by the
Potsdam Treaty, Russia took over 80 percenit
of Japan's crabbing grounds at the end ot
the last war. Our Government excludged
Russian crab imports in 1951 because it Was
produced by slave labor. But Russia }as
tried repeatedly to enter the United Stabes
market with crabmeat via England and other
free countries. £

5. Japan, to increase her crab production
to an extent that would materlally help ger
economically, must secure the supply ¥he
lost to Russia. Fishing concessions to Ju] R,
involving a return of these crabbing grou%s,
is the ace which Russia holds in the tride
negotiations that are now being propged
between these two countries, For sich
agreements reached, Japan will likely pay
heavily and Russia will benefit.

6. It was reported in a reliable Londgn
publication early last December and not con-
tradicted since by the British Government,
that five crab and salmon fleets supplied by
the PBritish Government, fiying the British
tion vf their Navy
« workers will fish
3 Apagers_in 1058 % Those
reports as well a8 thm



be performed.
make all free
da.ngers of a,f,o
by paper promises, but only by painful se-
curity actions, There is further the task of
inducing the free natlons, including the
United States, to acquire the ready military
strengths they need. Third, there is the
problem Of convincing our allies and our-
selves that we must sacrifice for our secu-
rity and possibly accept economic hardship,
in order to procure those weapon systems
which are needed in a modern war rather;
than those which were needed half a gen~/¢
eration ago. Phony security Is the excessive
h&zard in the presént phase of the nuclear
age. 'This ninth Tact of the period oiten Hag”
'lés en willfully and perilously overlooked.
Such persuasions probably will not be
feasible if they be done by words and dollars
glone. Much more Is needed. Let us men-
tion the need, in many European countries,
for a new concept of economy to bring about
the transformation of old societies from
paralytie structures, or at best slowly going
concerns, into fast growing, open societies,
in .which discouragement and disaffection
will., glve way to positive attitudes. It is
at.,tl-ds point that nuclear technology, in its
industrial applications, should be able to do
wanders, not only because it will provide
enérgy to areas where there are at present
inadequate resources, but also because the
establishment of new major industries must
prcwluce an economic upswing. The buildup
- 4he nuclear and electrical industries
it bring about a sociceconomic mutation
would result in a vast. Improvement
"v}ng standards and an easing, relatively
gaking, of the armaments burden. An
ic rebirth on a new techhological

‘g‘gfsxs would demonstrate that the disinte-

jfion of the old society has been halted
d that progress again has become possible.
10th fundamental facii‘._ is that the in-
{¥stital application of nucléar energy offers

"The soclal str éngfﬁ

g excellent charce 1or
}ggﬁﬂg of the frée World, 16§t the imprégston

e that no basle reforms are required in
$he United States, be 1t pointed out that
there is an urgent need in this country to
bt'lmulate technological inventiveness and
gpagination and to bring about a more rapid
, exploitation of new inventions. To satisfy
. this need, undoubtedly, additional research
ﬁfnds iy b8 required, but more Tnportant
stllI would “be the stréamlining of overly

‘long and constricited bureaucx'a,ﬂg chan-~
; nels, Aniefican technological ‘ahd industrial
© tife lags are

) :tact to which we must pay wttentiom.”

"The political task, of course, should in-}
clude efforts to persuade Soviet leadership
that it 15 unwise for them to pursue their
goal of world domination after, and in splte
of, the onset of the necleonic age: Unwise
because nuclear. technology has all but de=
stroyed the last vestige of the Marxian argu-
ment that due to the scarcity of resources,
the abolition of private ownership 1s the
prerequisite for material well-being of all
members of soclety; and unwise, further,
because the continued pursuit of the revolu-
tionary goal, In disregard of the dangers of
nuclear war and of the unpopularity of the
Sovlet Government at home, may spell the
doom of the Communist regime, regardless
of what would happen to the free world.,

Western statesmen should not fire in ex-
plaining and emphasizing those two points.
If, ultimately, the Soviet Government were
to accept those two propositions, a new era
would have begun and unless & new aggres-
sor were to arise, the danger of nuclear ruin
ipso facto would have ended. Unfortunately,

it is- most proba%e that the iet Govern-
ment, at least reve ﬁ&b ea,s
will not accept the truth-of those: proposl-

tlet® dntl, partly. POYFRAs

g o ettt
biftrcrbedt PPy LR See bE its inabillty to

There rnust be : gk he
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Hence, the threat of atomlo

ology which it needs to legitl-
gﬁc ause of the in-

domination.
devastation 1s posed anew.

In the absence of adequale powers of per«
sunsion, the threat of nuclear aggression
against the free world can be eliminated only
if the Soviet Government is changed or re-
placed. An alternate, though less conclu-
slve solution, would involve a substantial

retraction of the Soviet power orbit. Shall

§ we consider the need to weaken, modify, or

FEpIate the Soviet Government to be the 12th“'

’basl"c Tact of the nuclear age?

An’ effective Tibération policy appears as
one of the few alternatives to continued life
in the shadow of nuclear death, with its ex-
pensive and growing demands for constant
military readiness. It is true that a policy
of liberation in and by itself poses the threat
of atomiec conflict, the important difference
being, however, that an initiative policy by
the free world would make it impossible for
the aggressor to rig the game entirely in his
favor and to ereate situations which would
be most favorable to his plans of attack. If
the would-~be aggressor were Kept off balance
and forced to busy himself with his own de-
fenses rather than with offensive plans, the
threat of atomic devastation might be dimin-
ished.

In the nuclear age, political and military
initiative is an indispensible prerequisite of
security, while loss of initiative poses insol-
uble problems. The term “initiative” is not
used here as a circumlocution for preventive
war. Hundreds of initiatives are possible
without resort to military confiict. As an ex-
ample of a successful American initiative, we
may recall the decision to acquire the hydro-
gen bomb before the Soviet Union. How-
ever, the time may come when a dispassion-
ate survey of the security problems of the
free world would indicate that these prob=
lems cannot be solved except through the de-
Hberate resort to force. We should hope that
such. & moment never will come. But we
must remember that in order to secure our
safety without an offensive strategy, our mil-
jtary posture would have to be sirengthened
considerably and that, conversely, if no such
strengthening occurs, the fateful decision
may become inevitable. It is easy to pro-
nounce cliché opinions about this grave
problem and to take pleasure in pointing out
that preventive war is logical nonsense: War
cannot be fought to prevent war. ‘True; but
war can, and occasionally must be fought to
prevent disaster and perdition. ©Only gone
-thing is worse than nuclear war: Defeat in
stm‘hgTﬁvar. "And this s the 13th fact to
whIeh TWIsH $o call attention.

Article I, section 10, paragraph 3 of the
Constitution of the United States anticipated
the need of initiative and offensive securlty
actions in case of “imminent danger as will
not admit of delay;” If such dangers occur,
the States may “engage in war * * * withe
out the consent of Congress.” 8o long as the
United States clings to the concept that un-
der no possible circumstance will it initiate
war, not even while the opponent is prepar-
ing to strike, so long the initiative will re=
main in Soviet hands. In the seven genera-
tions of its existence, the United States has
waged quite a number of wars and in every
one of them—this possibly includes World
War II—the United States faced up to the in-
eluctable decision and initiated hostilities
on its own volition. There is absolutely no
factual basis for the contention that democ=
racy abhors war, The very nature of democ~
racy demands that it accept its responsi-
bilities and that, while it should not seek war

ing to avoid conflict

lightl a.nd do eve th
DRE0ROY $34R
tha d,estruction of the democratic

system ﬁas ‘1t riof bécorhe appitent now .
that the world would be a better place—and

that many millions of innoecent hum'm hee
ings stlll would ke alive—if, RS h.agk ern
: Neg L

* nﬁ C l‘
A ,!-V, anco HAE" ﬁréved
unmanageablé’ ‘excessively costly. anqh{p nv;'-
ly destructive.

No doubt, in the nuclear era, a whr / TR on
is of far graver import than a similar sion
before 1945. Personally, I never woulll Tavor
a war decision unless there is a clear,urgent,
and immediate need to anticipate and fore-
stall attack with no other solution being
avallable, and unless there 1s no ather way
to avoid a clearly incvitable war - i§ a later
date and under gignificantly mo;i’
able circumastances.

However, looking back at my o reactions
of 20 years ago, I remember arguing, too, that
war should be waged against Hitler only un-
der conditions of extreme necesslty. But was
that policy so wise? Was it not based on the
Invalid assumption that the Nazi regime was
unstable? Did this policy not provide Hitler
with many trumps and allow him $0 oijlarm
his opponents? Maybe the ideals of Paciflsm
are so lofty that the pride which we hiid to
pay—and which in the end possibly will have
Included a future world war III—was pot too
high. But again, was 1t such a good 1dca to
refuse paylng the relatively small pride re-
quired to hold China during 1947 .and 1949,
selze North EKorea in 1950, and_ljguidate
Communist China after it actuslly baad
attacked United States forces? Far from
embracing preventive war, the ~ United
States adopted a strategy of not fighting
back and of deliberately averting A8 own
victory. What did this new depagiure in
militant peacefulness save for us ta. Southe
east Asia? What will it have savgl) for us
after Communist China and Russia will have
developed modern industries and cogmbined
their military resources? Clearly, do we not
have a policy of aveiding the smaller end
easier wars to make the big and cost!y wars
ever more inevitable? In any event, in pro-
claiming good intentions of pea fuiness
with respéct to fiture wars We aré forced to
1gok hard at the I4th Tact of the atomie
age which, péthaps; is the most ominous of
gll: That in an atomlic conflict the iforce

which plans to strike second never may bg in ¢
a_position t6 strike at all. ~

In the discharge of its secu.rity duties to=
ward itself, its allles, and toward the free
world, the United States must seize the po-
litical initiative. Yet, this initiative cannot
be seized so long as the opponent knows that
the United States does not mean it seriously
and will shrink away from the ultimate con-
sequence. The United States also may have
to seize the military initiative, but nothing
effective can be done in either field so long as
the opponent is allowed to count upon his
double abillty to determine the timing of the
war and to strike the first blow. No sus«
talned and successful American initiative is
possible while the by far most jimportant
decision is left in Soviet hands,

Without vigorous initiative, there can be
no liberation, nor can the Sov;ets be dis-

-

suaded from thelr clearly avowed aggressive -

intentions. Yet, unless this Sovlet abjective
of world domination is eliminated there is
no real chance of avolding war, ‘and, nate
urally, unless the basic military ‘lnitiatives
are in free world hands, there wil} be, no pro=
tection against devastation, loss;gflife and
defeat, nor preservation of free insf,itutluns
and democracy. We may get ¥, with a
policy of the least effort, but onfg if our op-
ponent is thoroughly frightenedx what we
can do.to him after we receifed Jis first
blows. Itisin the nature of atomigwar that
he has no overwhelming reason 1;@ LXCOS=
sively frightened. Y]
Tosum it all up: We haveé a 130]

094 66010008020 achieve fris—
the danger of war is becoming g¥g : e
-qanageable, To keep the mil ition

under control and. to preserve our democmtm
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ingtitutions, we shall have to make a stand

at some time., On the basis of the record of

the yéats 19337to 1954, we can say confidently
that the sooder antl the firmer the United

States will make this stand, the easier the-

task will be and the greater the chance 0f

forestallmg atomic warfare.

World is full of unprecedented dan-
may argue about the means by
gers could be overcome, Iif such

mea “rs‘ﬁtuized But we should realize
thatn%J Bll*brobability, the dangers will per-
sist. At 1§ easy to predict the doom of our
civilizitign and quite unrewarding to pro-
pose concrete—and costly and unpopular-—
military and political measures aiming to in-
sure the survival of that civilization. I can-
not help feeling, however, that this civiliza-
tion is a spiritual force and, therefore, not
susceptible to physical destruction. In any
event,. it cannot survive if the people who
live untier its blessings display a deplorable
weakness of convictlon and lack the ephos
of courage. Nor can this civillzation survive
if its irtellectual elites, fearful of risk, ef-
fort, and self-assertion, advise collective po~
litical suicide. 'This 1s a statement which
can be supported with historical evidence
and which I intend to be an objective prop-
osition. I realize that the advocacy of sui-
cide is not always intentional and ‘that
praiseworthy desires often are the midwives
of deadly proposals.

I would Iike to add, and say it clearly, that
I have nothing but contempt for those who
are willing to surrender to commumntsm in
order to avoid nuclear war and thus to as-
sure the physical survival and the dtfslave-
ment of the maximum number. If such a
spirit were typical of the free sociely, our
civilization would be dead now. I o not
believe that doom is near, let alone that it
has come. But I am worried that the Vocies
of cowardice are heard far more often than
the volces of determination. I, too, want my
family and my friends to survive and I do
want to live to the end of my natural days.
Everyone has the instinctive animal Tear of
death, But it hardly pays to survive Ipr the
blessings of a slave existence and it will be
intolerable to purchase survival through the
betrayal of value and conscience. FPblicies
cannot be based just on the instinct 6f self-
preservation, Do Intellectuals and Ppoliti«
cians have a lesser moral obligation than the
simple private of whom they expect that he
sacrifice himself when ordered into ‘battle?
Our entire society has been pushed into mor-
tal conflict. In some way, most of 1s are
now manning a battle station., Must we not
be true to our duties?

The issue of the present world conflict 1s
whether communism will be victorious or be
destroyed., The hydrogen bomb has not
changed this issue, not by one iota. "If the
desire for freedom were a variable dependent
on the expected rate of casualties, we should
not even attempt to fight. If, however, na-
tional and individual freedom is our highest
political value, then we should do our pest
to keep casualties to a minimum-—even in
the country of our opponent—but we should
not be deterred by the cost of the confiict;
the cost of defeat and of loss of principle
would be still higher,

We are living today twice as long as the
generations who conguered freedont Tor us
and established the foundations of go6& gov-
ernment Cur task is to preserve and im-
prove freedom for ourselves and for our de-
scendants, and to bring freedom to those who
still are enslaved. The way to solve a serlous
problem is not to distort or ignore it, but to
handle it; to take all precautions which
prudence imposes, to accept the irreducible
risks, to bear the required responsibilitles
and to follow the dictates of one’s” cdn=-
scie . To cringe before the enemy, £t be-

gers‘ ey
whichk

abandon oneself to the visions of apodalyptic

horror 1s despica‘blg w Xt 1s moral self-de-
struction to which & 6 e devastation would
add lttle but phy conﬁxma’cion and

merited punishme f.."*"*’ B
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