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-- Seymour Melman --

INTRODUC TION

Seymour M e l m a n  has long been active as a c r i t i c  of e s t a b l i s h m e n t  p o l i c i e s  in defense

s p e n d i n g  and funding.  Some of t he t i t l e s  of h i s  books include:  Dynam i c Factors  in I n d u s t r i a l 

P r o d u c t i v i t y ,  1956;  P eace Race,  1961;  Our Depl et ed Society,  1965;  P ent agon C a p i t a l i s m ,  1970; 

The P erm anent  War Economy,  1974.   I ' m  b e i n g  s elect i ve.   Thes e are jus t  som e.   The fort hcom i ng

book,  to appear in Sept ember (M ay I speak of t hi s?) t o be p u b l i s h e d  by Knopf i s e n t i t l e d  Profits

W i t h o u t  Production.

P rofes sor M e l m a n  i s Co-Chai rman for S ANE, the N a t i o n a l  C om mi t tee for Sane N u c l e a r 

P o l i c y  in the U n i t e d  States.  H i s  Co-Chairman of SANE is W i l l i a m  W i nn p e s i n g e r ,  the P re s i d en t  of

the I n t e r n a t i o n a l  M a c h i n i s t s '  A s s oc i at i o n  w h i c h  i n c l u d e s  aeros pace workers in the U.S . and

els ewhere and m uch of h i s  recent  i nteracti on (recent ,  that  is to say,  in the las t decade or two) has  been

w i t h  labour uni ons  i n f a c i n g  the facts  that  Pent agon c a p i t a l i s m  does  not produce jobs very

e f fi c i e nt l y . 

If one were to e s t a b l i s h  a search com mi t t ee for t he pers on who knows most about how to turn

around the war economy and make of it a peace economy, e i t h e r  g l o b a l l y  or l o c a l l y ,  a compet ent

com mittee would have to come up w i t h  Seymour M e l m a n  as the u n i q u e ,  best q u a l i f i e d  i n d i v i d u a l . 

Therefore, i t ' s  in some sens e a d e p r i v a t i o n  to us t hat he has  elected t o n i g h t  not to t a l k  about t hat but  t o

t a l k  t o us  inst ead about som et hing els e,  about  w h i c h  I ' m  s ure he knows  jus t  as much and about

w h i c h  we are eager t o be ins truct ed:   a st rat egy for disarmament.

Profess or Melm an. 

Uni ntended I am sure, P resident Reagan has given us valuable instruction during the last 

days concerni ng the arm s' race.  In hi s judgement, it  cannot be won. That indeed i s the m ain

sensi ble i nference f r om  hi s address in which he admoni shes the scient i st s of the US  to devot e

t hem sel ves for  the next 20 year s t o fi nd a way t o stop t hose mi ssi les f rom act ual ly ar ri ving.   I f

the arm s' race could be won, really, if in the classic military sense it were possible to manufact ure

the offensive assault power and strike a fi rst blow with t he most t hat would dest r oy t he



opponent  — then surel y that's the cour se of  poli cy that  would be advocated.  Perhaps with

greater intensity than bef ore.  After all , that's the course of pol icy t hat's been f oll owed.  Ther e's

much to be gai ned, I t hi nk,  from understanding the arms' race as an att empt to exercise pol itical

power by m il it ary m eans — an eff or t  whi ch has l ed into fr ust rati on on al l sides owing t o the

invention of nuclear weapons and their  production in quant ity because that yields a f i nal lim it  on

m il it ary power among many ot her  l im i ts — the final  li mi t  bei ng the inabilit y of anyone to

discover  how to destroy a person or a community m or e than once.  Ther efore,  t he abil i ty t o do

t hat,  as so t o speak,  i n theor eti cal  mul tiples, is depr ived of fulfill ment.  That  depr ivati on has*

finally led t o the under st andi ng — the assum pt ion of Pr esi dent Reagan's addr ess of Mar ch 23,

1982 — that a way must therefore be found to try t o destroy some of the incoming warheads. 

Alas, Mr . Reagan or whoever wrote the address, didn't  go very f ar in the exami nation of the

l im it s of mil it ary power,  for had t hey done so — j ust  asked a f ew addi t ional  questi ons, — they

would have lear ned t hat  nucl ear  war heads can be del ivered by very many means, not  just  by

int ercontinental m issil es.  A sui tcase

is quite adequate.   And whil e it is possibl e to put t hem i n place at  speeds of  thousands of
mil es an hour , it is al so possibl e to put t hem i n place very sl owly. 

Accordingly, this probl em raised by Mr . Reagan, of how to inter cept the warheads, i s

really a much more complicat ed pr oblem  than he m ade out.  Per haps he di dn't wish to br eak all

the news at once, because the fur ther elaboration of limit s of milit ary power,  like on diversity of

del ivery syst ems, diver sity of delivery containers and the like, would have surely raised some

question about the appropri ateness of  mili tary budgets approaching the t hree hundr ed bi llion

dol lar a year  m ar k. That is,  i f they'r e not  t o be used as shiel d against  nucl ear  war heads, fast

moving or slow moving, then what is the rest of the budget  for? Then of course ther e would be a

great il lumination.  Then the rem aining issue would be what the President  referred to several 

tim es as the protection of our vi tal i nterests. That would have to be ill uminated and that would

qui ckly enough translat e int o the construct ion of mil itary forces for waging wars of int ervention

at  pl aces of  choi ce ar ound the wor l d.  A pr ocession of Vi et  Nam war s is not  exact l y a

pr ogr am  t o win el ect i ons in t he Uni t ed St ates — so elabor at i on on that  them e had to be

f oregone — and was.   I nst ead,  the Pr esi dent lef t wi t h an adm onit i on t o prepar e som e sor t of 

Buck Roger s or  St ar  Wars type weaponr y.  No definition given. No specification. No

timetable. Not even the statement that it sure enough can be done. There was no promise of

that sort whatever. There was enough,  however,  suggest ion t hat  t he Russi ans have been trying

har d,  just  as t he Am eri cans have,  t o bui l d a maj or  mi li t ar y for ce and that one had bet ter wat ch

out . How one wat ches but  was left  undet ail ed. 

I  am ver y int er est ed in t he ar m s' r ace and indeed I cam e t o these subj ect s — at  least  in

t he post Wor ld War II  per i od out  of  an inqui r y on the subject  of  inspect ion for  di sar m ament . 



T hat  is t he ti t l e of  the book that  I di d in 1958,  and t he book was a r eport  of  t he inqui ry that  I

was r esponsible for and a consi derable t eam  of  engi neer s, sci enti sts and ot her s wor ked

t oget her  t o answer  t he quest i on: Can a workabl e met hod be found for assur i ng t hat  t her e

woul d be no easy way to vi olate an i nternati onal di sar mament treat y i f one were t o be signed. It 

was under stood at  t hat  t ime t hat  i f ways wer e t o be found, if ways were avail abl e,  that  that  was

t he l ast  r emaini ng barr ier  t o obt ai ning int er nat ional  si gnatures t o a disarm am ent  t reaty.  In the

fr am ework of  t hat  understandi ng,  I  coul dn't find it possi bl e t o conti nue t he work I was doing on

topi cs of  i ndust r ial  producti vi t y and t he li ke.  I  packed up the fi l es,  label ed the folders neat ly,

put them away in st orage cont ainer s and went  to work on t he i nspect ion probl em.  I thi nk we

pr oduced a fine resul t  and that  book fr om  Col um bi a Uni ver si ty Pr ess r eal ly shows the way,  t o

t he pr esent  day,  wit h r espect to the m ain pr obl em s,  pr inci ple techni ques to be used.  I 'l l  com e

back to t hat  because my judgement is that 25 years later that's a very modern book.

My est im at e i s that the ar ms' race now has to be addr essed agai n in a ver y fundam ental 

way and that the publ ics in many count ri es ar e r eady to do i t  f or  t wo reasons:  1)  It is wi del y

appr eci at ed that  under  wor st case condi t i ons the arm s' race cannot be won and r eal ly port ends

t he pr ospect not  j ust  of great  dest r ucti veness, but  i ndeed cont ai ns the prospect  of  t he

t er mi nat ion of hum an community — not simply as we have known it — the termination of

human community. We wer e gi ven a very im por tant  st at ement  al ong t hese li nes by t he repor t

of the US  Nat i onal  Academy of  S ci ences in 1975 and ti t led L ong Term  Worl d Wide Eff ect s

of  Mult iple Detonat ions of Nuclear  Weapons.  That repor t,  that  was expli cat ed in the press, was

not  expl icated wit h suf ficient exactness to suit  the Chair man of the Academy at that tim e, Dr .

Phi lip Handler, so he undert ook t o wri te a piece whi ch of  cour se he t hought  t he repor ter shoul d

have wri tt en,  but di dn't.  This appeared in the New York Times of November 26, 1975, with the

title No Escape. T he oper at i ve st at em ent s of thi s short  ar ti cl e are the fol lowing.  Ther e woul d of

course be the usual known ef fects from  the detonation of nuclear weapons:  r adiat ion,  bl ast , fi r e

and t he li ke.  But  t hen, Handl er went on to say fur ther  that the depl etion of stratospher ic ozone

resulting from mul tiple detonations would be global i n scope, t he af fects in t he souther n

hem isphere perhaps a third t o a half t hat i n the nort hern hemisphere and would persist f or years,

resulting in such intense ultraviolet irradiation of the earth's surface as to cause crop fai lure by

dir ect damage to plants and cause major alt erati ons of cli mate and t o induce i ntense sunburn in a

few minutes and to markedly increase t he incidence of  skin cancer in those exposed.   The same

global effect  woul d be achieved i f one superpower wer e to use all it s weapons or if  both were to

use half , or Indeed if many lesser powers were t o rel ease an equival ent megatonage scatter ed

widely over the eart h's sur f ace.  It  woul dn't mat ter where in t he nor thern hemi spher e the

nit rogen oxides formed in the explosion wer e inserted in t he st ratosphere, t he gl obal  ef fect

would be t he sam e.  And fur ther ,  he wrote,  i n addit i on t o t he uncertai n rem aining ret aliat ory



capabili ty of  the target country,  no nation can deliver what is intended as a massi ve pr e-emptive

str ike without aut omati c cat astrophic natur al consequences to i tself .  In other wor ds, t he backlash

eff ect i s aut omati c and cert ain and it  is no longer m ilitarily,  technical ly conceivable to carry out a

per fectl y com petent fir st st rike,  dest roying the enti re mi litar y for ce of  an opponent and rem ain

int act and be able to profit  from  it politi cally. Finally,  Handler wrote,  nor may any nation

anywhere assume that it  coul d som ehow be beneficiary of a large scal e nuclear exchange

bet ween two other power s and itself escape unscathed.   Wit h that, Handler  was servi ng notice on

the handful of Maoists,  wher ever they may be, that tr igger ing nuclear war  between t he super

powers i s no way t o sur vive and be the winner of  some sort  of i ntact  globe.

As against that worst case, it's impor tant to see the arms' race under best case term s, that is,

no nucl ear war  — merel y a continuance of t he ar ms' r ace. A cont inuance and fur ther  escal at ion

of enorm ous expendit ures of money, techni cal tal ent, productive brai ns and hands and raw

mat erial s wit hout stint .  In that  case we could expect  a conti nuati on of  i nfl at i on t ogether wi t h

unempl oyment toget her  wit h i ndust ri al decay i n t he pr incipal  industr ial  countr ies of the worl d

i nvol ved in the arm s' race.  And so it  is t he fact  that  the places t hat  are t he concent r at ion of

arm s' race acti vit y,  the places wit h t he gr eat est amount  of mil it ary t echni cal  r esear ch,  t he

count r ies wit h the l argest  expendit ure of  eff ort  of  ever y sor t in mi li t ar y technologi es ar e also

t he l ocati ons of  i ndust ri al decay, of incom pet ence,  of factor ies that can't  pr oduce compet ent 

goods,  of lower  rates of producti vi t y gr owt h,  of  i nfr a str uct ur es that  show the sign at hand of

neglect of material decay, In order to live a community m ust produce so when that 

com pet ence is f r ustr ated by al l ocat i on of  vit al production resources to the arms race then a

fundamental quality of community life is disrupted. Furthermore, it is the fundamental task

of an economy to organi ze people to do usef ul  work and the nor m al  f uncti oni ng of  a war

econom y fr ust rat es t hat  capabi l it y.   I t is vi sible in el abor ate detail  in t hat  l and mass south of 

your bor der  and the diagnosi s of that pr ocess has now been carr ied out in suf f i ci ent  el abor at i on

i n num ber s of books. 

I 'd l i ke t o appeal  t o an old f ashioned i dea here, nam el y, the par t  of the appr eci at ion of the

val idi ty of  stat em ent s and t hei r pr edi ct i ve power,  thei r  ability to explain events — past events,

present events, future events. By t hat test,  I make bol d to comm end t o your  att ent ion t he books

t hat I have done cal l ed T he Peace Race, Our  Depl et ed Society,  P ent agon Capi t al ism , The

P er manent War  E conom y and see whet her  t he anal ysi s given ther e m eet  t he test  of  pr edict ive

power ;  and see the cont rast bet ween the analysis of  t he oper ati ng char act er i st ics of mil it ary

econom y gi ven t her e as against  the analysis t hat  i s t o be found i n any text book in Economi cs

where the characteri sti c treat m ent is to render mi l it ar y econom y invisi bl e on the grounds that it

i s not  dif f er ent  f rom  anyt hi ng el se, on the grounds t hat i t mer el y buys and sell s t hi ngs with



money val ue.  S ince buyi ng and sel l ing wit h money value i s what is done wi t h every ot her

enter pr ise,  then thi s is no di f f er ent  f r om  any ot her  ent erpr i se.  As agai nst  t hat proposit ion and

i ts t otal fai lur e to pr edi ct , to explain event s in the indust ri al  economy of  t he Unit ed St ates and

other  count ri es,  see the consequences that fl ow fr om the understandi ng that  the mil it ary

i ndust ri al  enter pr ise produces comm odi ti es that have money value but  t hat  have t he uni que

proper ty of  not  being serviceable either for consumption or for further production. That in

consequence has the eff ect  of exi ti ng in fact  even fr om  the mar ket  exchange phenomena to

which t he text books of  E conom ics are so devoted.

Under  the best case analysis, theref or e,  of  t he ar m s' r ace, what is por tended is economy

of decay, of incom pet ence,  of inabi l it y to or ganize usef ul  work, of inabi li t y to appl y t he gr eat er 

com mand of  the knowl edge of nature — to useful work by man. That inability is accounted

for by the analysis of  m il i tary economy and is not accounted for  by t he anal ysi s of econom y as

si mpl y a system  of money in exchange.  I  ther efor e want  to call  your attention to the prospects

for reversing the arms' race and I do so on t he conf ident  assumpt ion that all  of  us would rather

l ive than die and on the fur ther under st anding t hat  whi l e we each under st and f ul l  wel l  t he li mi t s

of the hum an condi ti on,  we f ind i t dif fi cul t to unbearable t o cont em pl ate t he idea that not  j ust 

we as indi vidual s but  i ndeed t hat  enti re comm uni ty shal l  cease to exi st .  That 's a cont em plat i on

t hat  I thi nk i s enor m ousl y di f f i cul t ,  painful beyond bearing for any of us to deal with. So I

appeal to your appreciati on of  these f eel ings to open your  m i nds to a piece of  hi st or y that  unti l

now has been essent ial ly put int o the m emory hole Or welli an st yl e. T hat histor y is what 

happened between t he gover nm ent s of  the Uni ted S tat es of  America and the Soviet Union in

the period 1961-62.  In 196l, John F Kennedy appointed John J McCoy, then recently retired

as the president of the Chase Bank in New Yor k, as hi s pri nci pl e disar m am ent  advi sor, 

Chair m an of  t he Advisory Committee of the Arms Control Disarmament Agency. He

dispatched McCoy to have conver sat ions wi t h Val er ian Z oeren, the S ovi et  delegat e to the

Unit ed Nations.  They di d t hat and the conversati ons were quit e successf ul . T hat is to say,  the

t wo m en reached an agreem ent  wr it ten down i n a f ew paragraphs, thr ee t ypescr ipt pages, 

subsequent l y publi shed and adopted by unanimous resolution of the General Assembly of the

United Nations. The McCoy- Z oeren agr eem ent , as it 's come to be known,  was essenti all y an

agr eem ent to agr ee.  It  defi ned t he agreed ter ms t o whi ch a rever sal  of  t he ar ms' r ace shoul d

compl y.   Gi ven that  agreem ent  to agr ee,  the gover nm ent  of  t he U S and t he S ovi et  Union

proceeded to for mulat e el aborat e schem es for the r eversal of  the arms' race. The U S

government published its proposal in April of 1962 and it  bear s t he ti t l e ( t hi s is the

docum ent) ,  Bl uepr i nt  for the P eace Race It is subtitled, Outline of Basic Provision of a Treaty

on General and. In a Peaceful World?  It was introduced to the press on Apr il 18, wit h a statem ent

by Presi dent Kennedy. T he scheme invol ves a three stage plan to be executed in ten years



involving a comprehensive reversal of arms race starting with the U S and the U S S R , 

reaching out to other count r ies.  All  m i li tar y per sonnel,  al l ar m am ent s invol ved are al l to be

dealt  wi th toget her wit h accom panyi ng inspect i on and ver if icati on,  all  to be car ried out t o the

accompaniment  of a buil d up of international institut ions to be able to do conflict  sett lement

whi le mi litar y arm ed forces of the powers wer e bei ng de-escalat ed over  a decade long per iod. 

T he S ovi et s produced thei r  plan i n S eptem ber,  1962.   Dur ing the same m ont hs the U S 

gover nment  pr oceeded to publ ish explicat ions for  t he gener al  publ ic of  it s plan.  This was cal led,

T owar d a Worl d Wit hout War , a sum mary of  U S di sar mam ent eff or t s,  past  and pr esent .  I t is

t he sort  of  stat em ent  t hat  woul d appear,  say,  in a Sunday supplement general circulation

newspaper, with accompanying illustrations. The Arms Cont rol Disarm ament  Agency pr oceeded

to publi sh a set of addresses. John J McCoy and sever al colleagues went up and down the

country,  givi ng these peace and disarm ament  addr esses to groups of banker s, chamber s of

com merce and publi c groups.  And so, i n a collection called Disarmam ent, The New U S

I ni ti ati ve,  John J McCoy gave an addr ess cal led Gal l for  L eader shi p;  Adl ai  St evenson,  cal l ed

Wor ki ng Towar d a Wor l d Wi t hout  War;  Dean Rusk on U S Outlines, Initial Proposals: A

Program for General Complete Disarmament. Agai n by Rusk, U S  Ur ges S oviet  Union to Join In

Endi ng Nuclear  Weapons T est s.  Wil li am Foster,  T he I nit iat ive for  P eace;  Ar thur H Dean,  T he

New S ear ch for Disar m am ent , 1962.  These addr esses are of  a qual i ty such t hat  were t hey

handed at the time to an organization like SANE and were I  the Go-Chairman of that

organization at that ti me I would of  cour se pr opose prom pt publication and be proud of  these

statem ents over  and premat ur e.   I  am  t ryi ng t o convey to you t hat t he governm ent of the Unit ed

States, in that period 1961- 62 took a series of serious st eps and one of the m ost i mport ant

indi cat ions of  ser iousness was the par ticipation and activity of John McCoy.  If you go back to

the press of the t ime you wi ll see him  described as Mr. Establi shment, the leading personalit y of

the ruli ng cl ass.  So, when John McCloy went back and forth over t he country, mobilizi ng the

opi nion of hi s contemporaries, that is to be understood as a serious effort.

The Soviets made their  proposal in Sept ember  of  1962 i n a stat em ent  of about equal 

length, approxi mat el y t hi rty odd pages of pri nted text.  But,  these two proposal s wer e never

negotiat ed because in Oct ober,  1962 we experienced the Cuban M i s s i l e  C r i s i s .   The Kennedy

W h i t e  House emerged from that c r i s i s  w i t h  the estimate that they had learned how to p l a y 

nu cl ear  chicken and w i n  that c r i s i s  w i t h  the evident und er s ta nding  that they would never aga in

permit themselves to be in the same position of dramatic m i l i t a r y  inf er ior ity. Let it be

understood that the Soviets possessed at that t i m e  3 to 6 ICBMs, a few short range p i l o t l e s s  craft,

l i k e  cr u is e m i s s i l e s  or the German V1 mounted on submarines, a fleet of aircr aft capable of one-

way rides to North Amer ica. The U .S. Armed Forces i n c l u d e d  175 ICBMs, 600 B52 bombers,

600 B47 bombers, 100 B58 bombers, they b ei ng  supersonic.  So the U n i t e d  States possessed at



that time a m i l i t a r y  s t r i k i n g  power fully competent to destroy in one blow the entire Soviet

m i l i t a r y  system and surely the Soviet population i n d u s t r i a l  base.  Why the Cuban M i s s i l e 

C r i s i s  occurred is a matter of great importance, an issue that is c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  omitted from

di s c us s io n in the l i t e r a t u r e  — but that opens up a set of co ll ate r a l and i n t e r e s t i n g  issues —

w h ic h  I w i l l  leave to another time. The important t h i n g  for th is  discussion is that f ol low in g the

Cuban M i s s i l e  C r i s i s  the idea of reversing the arms' race was buried, was taken off the p u b l i c 

agenda, was made into a non-issue, a non-event.   •       ; .:

How was that done? F i r s t  of a l l ,  the staff that had been engaged in the Arms' Control

Disarmament Agency, the State Department, the W h i t e  House on f o r m u l a ti n g ,  on addressing

problems of how to reverse an arms' race, was g r a d u a l l y  dismantled. Secondly, the u n i v e r s i t i e s 

e s s e n t i a l l y  omi tted such subject matter from the courses in p o l i t i c a l  science and i nt er n at io n al  affairs,

such that by 1983 I f i n d  there are 159 courses in p o l i t i c a l  science gi ve n at C ol um b ia  U n i v e r s i t y  and

there is not a s i n g l e  one w h i c h  addresses a f or mulat ion of problems that m i g h t  be involved were one

to attempt to formulate a reversal of an arms' race agreement.  Further I have found that these courses

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  do not even mention the fact that in 1961-62 there was a serious proposal and effort

to formulate a reversal of the arms' race, and that there had been agreements in p r i n c i p l e  between the

U.S. and the Soviet Union, the McCloy-Zoeren agreements, on the importance of d o i n g  t h i s  and on the

essential mode of operation to a c co m p l is h  it.  Further, from 1962 to the present day the p r i v a t e 

foundations in the U.S. that account for the b u l k  of research grants in i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e la t i o ns  (Ford

and Rockefeller account for 85% of them), have not granted funds w i t h  respect to reversal of arms' race

studies.  They have l a v i s h l y  funded studies on s t r a t e g ic  problems.  They have g i v e n  an abundance of

money on how to regulate an arms' race, arms' control.  They have not put ten cents i n t o  research on

how  to r evers e an ar ms'  r ace.  The gover nment of  the U.S . has  e s t a b l i s h e d  the Hubert Humphrey

Fellows hips on disarmament and arms' contr ol but a l l  you w i l l  f i n d  is arms' control and that comes

out w i t h  u n m i s t a k a b l e  c l a r i t y  in the c i r c u l a r  that is is s ued and the examples  that are of fer ed f or

r es ear ch papers .  No major  p u b l i s h e r  in the U.S. has p u b l i s h e d  a s i n g l e  book by an American

d e a l i n g  w i t h  the reversal of the arms' race from 1962 to the present day. A collection of course

o u t l i n e s  was prepar ed about 5 year s ago on inter national r elations  topics  in the U n i t e d  S tates .

Cour ses  p u r p o r t i n g  to deal w i t h  peace problems .  I went thr ough them page by page and

paragraph by paragraph — a rather thick compilation.  I found seven courses in w h i c h  the w ord

dis ar mament w as  mentioned in the syllabus , but in f i v e  of those it was just mentioned.  There

were no accompanying readings on the subject. A l l  the r eadings  w ere on the conduct of  the ar ms ' 

r ace and on r e g u l a t i n g  it.  I n only tw o cases  w er e ther e any r eadings  to be f ound addr ess ing

r ever s al of  the arms '  race. I n a cer tain way, what is  a l l  the more r emarkable in this is  the f act that

these documents that I have shown you for i l l u s t r a t i o n  are a v a i l a b l e  in every l i b r a r y  of a



university that is a government depository. The books are there. They are s i m p l y  not know n and

not b e i n g  r ead.  Like the Pentagon paper s  of a later time they exist. They are merely not r ead, at

a l l .   I n my judgement the t i m e  has  come to lear n a less on fr om this  his tory, to r aise once again

the is s ue of  r evers al of  the ar ms'  r ace and not to p e r m i t  the victor y that has  been allow ed to gather 

in the hands of  the operator s of  the w ar  s ystem.  The w ar  par ty in the U .S. by w hich I  mean the

whole abr ogation of  pers ons  and i n s t i t u t i o n s  who l i v e  by and for the conduct of the arms' race

have in fact failed. That's what I meant by characterizing the President's addr ess  of M ar ch 23.  I

b e l i e v e  that in the U.S. alone, not to s ay in the p u b l i c s  of  Wes ter n Eur ope, there is  now  ah

immens e interes t and concer n in matters  of  w ar  and peace.  By the f a l l  of  1982 ther e w as  a

r epor ted oppos ition to f ur ther  grow th in m i l i t a r y  budgets of a m a g n i t u d e  never seen since the

t i m e  of the great h o s t i l i t y  to the war in Viet Nam.  S eventy- two percent of the p u b l i c  d e c l a r i n g 

themselves a g a i n s t  further increases in m i l i t a r y  budgets.  I trust that w i l l  g i v e  you a clue to the

char acter  and tone of  the addr es s that the P r es ident gave a day ago.  I t w as  a des per ate eff or t to

w h i p  up once a g a i n  the f ear  and the agr eement to the f urther  conducts of m i l i t a r y  budget's

escalation.
:   A  r evers al of  the arms'  race, I  as sure you, is  no c h i l d ' s  play.  I t' s  a complicated matter and

ther e is an ar r ay of  problems  that deser ve s er ious  addr es s. What I f i n d  t e r r i f y i n g  is that these

problems  have been g o i n g  w i t h o u t  address in the u n i v e r s i t i e s  of the Western World.  So, I

would l i k e  to enumerate to you, even without discussing any of them in great d e t a i l ,  the

nature of these problems and I do that in the estimate that it is the fundamental o b l i g a t i o n  of

intellectuals not only to formulate basic knowledge about nature and society but also to

formulate ideas about community policy, because in so doing and in e x p l i c a t i n g  the

consequences of alternative policy we make it more possible for a l l  our fellows to

cont em plat e mat t ers of  pol i cy and be abl e to p a r t i c i p a t e  i n i n t e l l i g e n t  j udgem ent  on these

v i t a l  m at ter s. 

Here are some of the problems involved in the reversal of arms' race. How is one to

categorize the weaponry and the variety of forces in modern armies? They are q u i t e 

d i s s i m i l a r .  The U.S. has a lot of a i r  craft carriers. The Soviets have maybe two, and they're

s m a l l e r  ones.  The Soviets have a considerable q u a n t i t y  of armored vehicles.  The U.S. has

fewer such vehicles.  How is one to classify the weaponry of the armed forces in order to

expedite a gradual reduction? That is a major issue because it is necessary to carry out the

reduction under conditions of a meaningful rate, that is to say, the reduction must be of a sort

so that in a given time period the reversal actually occurs, but there is a collateral problem

and that is the reduction must not take place either at such a rate or in such a manner as to

excite great fear or causing a fundamental change in m i l i t a r y  position of one country v i s -a-



v i s  the other.  That's why, you see, these matters of how to categorize armed forces for the

purpose of a reduction process is an important issue of reduction, a fundamental one.  How

does one cope w i t h  inventories;  that is, enormous inventories of weapons already produced?

How does one cope w i t h  the problem of production, whereby that I mean not only the scale

of i n d u s t r i a l  economy is devoted to production but in fact important parts of that production

takes place under condition of great secrecy.  For example, there are m i l i t a r y  factories in

various countries made known to me w h i c h  are unknown to the populace of those countries.

That is, t h e i r  existence is not known.  How does one, therefore, cope w i t h  the fact that in

place in the ongoing m i l i t a r y  industry apparatus there is a major measure of secrecy that

makes the s t a r t i n g  problem of f o r m u l a t i n g  an inventory of production capacity and an

inventory of what has been produced a less than obvious mat ter.   How is one to or ganize the

conver si on fr om  m i l i t a r y  t o c i v i l i a n  economy? There, I  t h i n k ,  w e ar e pr etty w e l l  equipped.

We have s ome us ef ul ideas . The conver s ion idea w as  not a par t of the 1962 propos als  by the U .S.

and the U .S .S .R. I t h i n k  it had something to do w i t h  the fact that the r e l a t i v e  size of those m i l i t a r y 

economies was  s m a l l  compared w i t h  what now  exis ts.  How is one to get other s tates , apar t f rom

the two s uperpowers , to agr ee?  I raised t h i s  ques tion of rever sing ar ms'  r ace w i t h  a member of the

Central Committee of the Soviet Communist Party a few  year s ago and in a few s entences I  rais ed

the ques tion and h i s  i m m e d i a t e  res ponse was, "What about China?", to w hich I res ponded, "I  don' t

have a science in hand, w i t h  w h i c h  to reply to that, but my judgement is that if the U n i t e d  States

and the Soviet Union r e a l l y  wished such a cours e of policy, that I could not conceive that any

Chinese gover nment could in any d u r a b l e  way keep i t s e l f  outside of such a fr amework and expect

to be a b l e  to f unction reasonably, not to s ay pr os per  in a larger  world.  But I don't t h i n k  that's a

satisfactory answ er  to the question, " H ow  does  one get a gr eat arr ay of  s tates , lar ge, medium,

s mall?"  Cons ider  the f act that nuclear  w eapons have become cheap, that they have become

equalizer s, r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  to s m a l l  countries that can use t h e i r  fearful power to threaten even

lar ge states.  H ow  does  one car ry out the ins pection pr oblem, that is, to insure compliance and

know  non- compliance w i t h  the dis ar mament treaty? H ow  does  one act to offset the effects of the

major and i n f l u e n t i a l  pro-arms' race i n s t i t u t i o n s  that now operate in the major  countries  of  the

w o r l d  and the m i n o r  countries ?  In the newly prospering countries of Africa, for example, one w i l l 

f i n d  i n s t i t u t e s  of strategic studies m o d e l e d  after t h e i r  counterparts in the U n i t e d  States, in Canada,

in England, in Ger many, in F rance, in the U.S .S.R., a l l  prepared w i t h  per sons t r a i n e d  in these

l a t t e r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  and prepared to announce judgements about: "Why shouldn't I n d i a  have nuclear

weapons?" or "Why shouldn't N i g e r i a  produce its own s m a l l  arms?" or "Why s h o u l d n ' t  Egypt be in

a p o s i t i o n  of not h a v i n g  to depend on the gr eat powers ?" or  "Why shouldn't I n d i a  see i t s e l f  as  a



pr oper autonomous  nation?  Is  it not worthy of b e i n g  a b l e  to care f or its own security and not be

s i m p l y  dependent on the crumbs from the b i g  power table?"

How is one to cope w i t h  the problems  of w ar  by accident that come fr om the l i m i t s  of

r e l i a b i l i t y  of machines and the l i m i t s  of r e l i a b i l i t y  of people?  Every year  the U.S . Armed Forces

report on the removal of  a c o n s i d e r a b l e  number, by that I mean up to 3000 in a recent year, of

persons from the n u c l e a r  weapons h a n d l i n g  for ces w ho ar e so removed for reason of aberrant

b e h a v i o u r  or d r u g  usage or  the like.  W e l l ,  I found it i m p r e s s i v e  that such a program functions

and achieves t h i s  result. I am concerned about the fact of who they d i d n ' t  find, and of the

consequences that can emer ge fr om aber r ant behaviour w i t h  t h i s  class  of  m a t e r i a l . 

So, my judgement is that we have to address the problems of reversing the arms1 race in a

fresh manner.  Consider t h i s  one aspect:  the matter of inspection, of a s s u r i n g  in a workable

way that there is no evasion of the disarmament treaty. See what has happened from 1958 to the

present day.  In 1958 our problem was to pr event i l l e g a l  pr oduction of I CBMs  and that w as  an

i n t e r e s t i n g  and an impor tant problem, but it had a certain other w o r l d l y  character. Why?

Because there was no large stock of ICBMs in 1958. The m a k i n g  of ICBMs at that time was an

idea mostly. A few had been made to put on the submarines. There was the b e g i n n i n g  of the

minuteman program and that was about it in the U.S.  But now there is an enormous inventory.

In 1958 we talked about i l l e g a l  production of warheads and d i v e r s i o n  of  f i s s i o n a b l e  m a t e r i a l 

f r om various  places .  But in 1983, w e now  have a hos t of  nuclear  r eactor s and pr oces s ing p l a n t s 

w h i c h  ar e types  of  f a c i l i t i e s  that were not even contemplated in the work done in 1958.  In

1958 we thought of conventional weapons as, w e l l ,  pretty easy to h a n d l e  for inspection

purposes and we thought of them e s s e n t i a l l y  as low power weaponry compared to the nuclears.

By 1983 w e know  that ther e is  an over lap in d e s t r u c t i v e  c a p a b i l i t y  betw een nuclear  weapons,

lower range of size and conventional weapons and we know that various types of conventional

ordinance, for example, 155 m i l l i m e t e r  canon standard a r t i l l e r y  pieces ar e now  capable of

f i r i n g  nuclear  t i p p e d  shells.

In 1958 we worried about the idea of secret organizations carrying out production, but in

1983 there has come to be an abundance of i l l e g a l  type o r g a n i zations, that is to say, large

networks f u n c t i o n i n g  in various underground fashions, some w i t h ,  some w i t h o u t  government

sponsorship.  In 1958 we contemplated the arms' race as something that a l a r g e r  p u b l i c  would

be ready to see turned around. It was rather fresh and rather new in the m i n d s  of the a d u l t 

population. After a l l  it had only been g o i n g  since about 1948 — hence 12 years.  But by 1983 a

whole generation or two has emerged that has known n o t h i n g  but the arms' race.  So, there is  a

c o n d i t i o n  of  t a k i n g  it f or  gr anted that w as never  ther e bef or e.  That t a k i n g  for granted includes

the Idea that one can l i v e  one's normal l i f e  and have normal expectations even w i t h  that g o i n g  on



out there. So if you practice proper psychol ogical d e n i a l  you can make it .   In 1958,  of cours e t here

were i n s t i t u t i o n s  of an organi zed k i n d  devot ed t o the concept  of the arms ' race,  but  they had

n o t h i n g  l i k e  the numbers the q u a n t i t y  of people, the budgets, the social status that is accorded to

them in 1983. There was h a r d l y  a campus in 1958 where you couldn't f i n d  serious people who

would be ready to t a l k  about reversal of the arms' race. After a l l ,  only a few years after that, it took

no great p o l i t i c a l  courage to say that John J. McCloy may r e a l l y  have something in what he was

saying.  I mean to join w i t h  the Chief of the Establishment was no great act of p o l i t i c a l  daring.

But in 1983 to act for reversal of the arms' race means to take a p o l i t i c a l  step which is not

sanctioned by a President and his advisors or by many Members of Congress.

Only three years ago, in a conversation w i t h  an eminent senator I raised the question, and he

i n d i c a t e d  that, well, t h i s  idea was i n t e r e s t i n g  after a l l  it's perhaps pretty far out — to w h i c h  I

said:  "What about the U.S. and Soviet proposals of 1962?" This man said, "What proposals?" You

have to understand as one of the conditions of our t i m e  that the events of that recent past have been

w i p e d  out of p u b l i c  awarenes s,  are not  i n t he books  of modern his t ory,  are t y p i c a l l y  not  b e i n g 

t aught  i n the courses  i n i n t e r n a t i o n a l  rel at i ons,  are not  b e i n g  g i v e n  central at t enti on in i n s t r u c t i o n 

i n p o l i t i c a l  s ci ence -- not in the U.S . A.   However,  i t 's  m y es t i mat e that  peopl e would rather l i v e  t han

di e.   They woul d rat her l i v e  w i t h  the prospect, economically, of a decent l i f e  and that there is a

growing awareness that the arms' race is a no w i n  proposition.

It's on the basis of a l l  these estimates that I ' m  pleased to be able to report to you that one of

the o r i g i n a l  drafters of the 1962 plan, Marcus Raskin, is now of the I n s t i t u t e  of P o l i c y  S t u d i e s  in

Washington D.C .  He and I are u n d e r t a k i n g  the redraft of that scheme for 1983 conditions.  We w i l l 

shortly put it in the hands of a team of people for i ndependent  c r i t i c i s m .  We w i l l  make it  a v a i l a b l e 

to t he N a t i o n a l  Board of SANE. When they in t h e i r  wisdom adopt that proposal, we w i l l  take that

to the C ongres s of the U n i t e d  S t at es  and propos e to mem bers  (who I t h i n k  are ready for it ) that that

be made the subject of h e a r i n g s  before the Congress; that those hearings be conducted around the

country so that the people everywhere and the press and the media learn once a g a i n  that the idea of

reversing the arms' race is a matter to be taken serious ly and can be addr es sed in a s er ious w ay. We

are committed to the proposition that the reversal of the arms' race w i l l  be made a p o l i t i c a l  issue in

the U n it ed States and that c ol la t er al  w i t h  that, the proposal for l e g i s l a t i o n  for p l a n n i n g  conversion

from a m i l i t a r y  to a c i v i l i a n  economy .wi11 be made a p o l i t i c a l  issue. We w i l l  do everything we

know how to do to i n v i t e  candidates from p o l i t i c a l  office to declare themselves on these two

matters. We w i l l  i n d i c a t e  to them that we w i l l  use their commitment on these matters as the

l i t m u s  test of support for t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  office h o ld i n g , regardless of a l l  other con ditio ns  that they

may be surrounded w i th , p o l i t i c a l l y  speaking.  I b el ie v e that it is po s s ibl e now to formulate a

workable scheme, a g a i n  over a ten year period, a g a i n  proceeding by stages, a ga in  ta ki ng into



account the new co nd iti on s  for in s p ect io n/v er if i ca tio n that w i l l  r a l l y  the interest and attention of

m i l l i o n s  of Americans and lead them to support once a g a i n  the idea of reversal of the arms1 race as a

workable proposition.

We w i l l  incorporate in th is  scheme plans  for i m pr o v i ng  int er nat ional  i n s t i t u t i o n s  for

peacekeeping, for r es ol u ti on  of i n t e r n a t i o n a l  conflict. We w i l l  try to draw on the best b r a i n s  that

have been working on the matter to make i m a g i n a t i v e  f or mu l at io n s  to b u i l d  up that c a p a b i l i t y  so

that people w i l l  see that t h i s  is not a Buck Rogers scenario.  N e it her  does t h i s  assume that a l l  nations

w i l l  cease t h e i r  w a r r i n g  and t h e i r  conflict generating character; and that n e i t h e r  do we assume that

people w i l l  cease bei ng aggressive i n d i v i d u a l l y  or as n at io n al  groups.  Rather, we w i l l  assume

that a l l  these matters w i l l  continue, but we have to f i n d  new ways of i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z i n g  the resolution

of c o nf l i c t,  the r es ol u ti on  of the forces that g i v e  rise to aggression.

My judgement is that as a reversal of the arms' race begins, each step w i l l  constitute a change of the

scene on w h i c h  the next step is to be contemplated and c a r r i e d  out.  In that sense the reversal of the

arms' race w i l l  be understood as a c u m u l a t i v e  process such that each event w i l l  change the scene

a g a i n s t  w h i c h  the next event must take place.  The successful performance of each event w i l l  g i v e 

r enew ed confidence to take the next step. A  ten year per iod, in my judgement, is  necessary because

therefore the s l i c i n g  down w i l l  be in steps of approximately 10% per  year , plus or m i n u s  .10% in

almost a n y t h i n g  w i l l  not make much of a m i l i t a r y  dif ference.  So, p l a y i n g  on our s i d e  w i l l  be

the conventional conser vatis m of the m i l i t a r y  planners who b u i l d  and o v e r b u i l d ,  who provide

for safety factors, who tr y to pr ovide f or advantages  by f actor  of  f i v e  f or of f ens ive operations  and

the like. C a r r y i n g  out a rever sal w i l l  be a b l e  to dr aw on that conventional w isdom by p u t t i n g  it

in the rever se.  Further , our  judgement is  that u n l i k e  the proposals of 1962, we w i l l  make the idea

of conversion from m i l i t a r y  to c i v i l i a n  economy and the r equis ite p l a n n i n g  f or  it an integr al

par t of the arms ' race rever sal proces s. That is to say, for a nation to p a r t i c i p a t e  in t h i s  reversal

process it w i l l  be mandatory to carry out b l u e p r i n t i n g  and execution of economic convers ion

p l a n n i n g ,  s ince we r egard that as  an i n t e g r a l  par t of the arms ' race rever sal.

Ther e is no science fr om w h i c h  to make a p r e d i c t i o n  as  to w hether t h i s  prospective,

whether t h i s  polit i c a l  effort w i l l  succeed.  But I am d e l i g h t e d  to be at t h i s  u n i v e r s i t y  and to

issue an i n v i t a t i o n  to every s i n g l e  one of you to ask yourself the question:  "What can I do to

contribute in any way to the effective u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of  the pr oblems i n v o l v e d  in thes e impor tant

pr ocess es ?"

Thank you.



QUESTION AND ANSWER S E S S I O N 

I ' l l  be ver y pl eased to hear  your  q u e r i e s  and comm ent s.   I have no planes t o cat ch tonight.

Well, George Orw ell gave us the great clue to a l l  this. He said that in the 1984 type society,

war is peace and ignorance is strength.  Those are the great mottos.  Freedom is slavery.  Now, I don't

agree.  War is not peace and the MX is not a peacekeeper and the ideas of deterrence are just great for

confusing the i n t e l l e c t u a l s  and the pub lic.  But there is a great divergence between the di s c us s io n of

deterrence — for example along the l i n e s  that you very a b l y  summarized and the way the m i l i t a r y 

i n s t i t u t i o n s  t r a i n  th ei r  people.  I am an honorary member of the faculty of the I n d u s t r i a l  College of the

Armed Forces of the Defense U n i v e r s i t y  and in the course of t h i s  annual p i l g r i m a g e  that I make to

address the room f u l l  of senior officers, I've discovered that there's a topic that they are not even

prepared to contemplate, let alone address seriously.  That topic is l i m i t s  of m i l i t a r y  power. They

won't touch it.  Of course, as soon as you open it up the u n d e r p i n n i n g s  of t h ei r  profession and t h e i r 

i n s t i t u t i o n s  just go up in smoke.  Instead, they focus on w i nn i n g , on s uper iority, on s t r i k i n g  f i r s t as

though the effects o u t l i n e d  by Handler d i d n ' t  exist.  I have never been a b l e  to get a response from these

rooms f u l l  of Colonels, Generals and Commanders as to what is s u p e r i o r i t y ,  never m i n d  how to get it.

Just what is it today? They are a b le  to g i v e  elaborate e x p l i c a t i o n  of what is w i n n i n g  and what is

l o s i n g  because you can draw that from the h is to r y of the U n it e d  States through the Second W or ld  War

in great d e t a i l .   The war in V i e t  Nam is in t h e i r  book a sort of an abe r r ati on where they d i d n ' t  let us

win.  The idea that it m i g h t  contain a lesson about l i m i t s  of m i l i t a r y  power is a topic that they can't

touch.

Now, the idea of deterrence is that you w i l l  f r i g h t e n  an opponent  into i m m o b i l i t y  and the

awkwardness is this:  Country A and Country B each have of able people, just l i k e  us, each one.  Each

one calculates what is necessary to freeze the opponent into i m m o b i l i t y .   As the advisors on each s i de 

g i v e  t h e i r  leaders the judgement that the other s i d e  is now deterred the m i l i t a r y  go for broke, h i t 

h i m  first, go to war types w i l l  then be a b l e  to judge -- Now is the ti me  to h i t  them, when they are

frozen!  Now, there is no science from w h i c h  to judge that the two sides w i l l  not unfreeze at the same

time.  The idea of deterrence is a ps ychological ploy.  There is  no p r e d i c t i v e  system as sociated w i t h 

it w hatever. There is  not a s i n g l e  s tatement of cause-ef fect that has been f or mulated to elabor ate

the idea they have ter med deter r ence.  D eter r ence is  a hope.  It' s  a w is h.  I t' s  not a p r e d i c t i v e 

theor y and I ' m  not pr epar ed to stake the futur e of  human community on that.

 Q. INAUDIBLE

A.  Commission of secret arms and secret arms production was a central problem of the study

done 25 years ago. As a matter of fact, it was the topic that I looked af ter  d i r e c t l y  and the



w ay w e examined that w as  by s t u d y i n g  the technique of i l l e g a l  m i l i t a r y  organizations  in

a s er ies  of  places . H ow  the B l a c k  Reich Spher e was  f or med in Weimar  Germany, the

f u n c t i o n i n g  of the I RA , the f u n c t i o n i n g  of  the g u e r i l l a s  in M alay, the function of the

i l l e g a l  Jewish ar mies under  B r i t i s h  r ule in then Pales tine, and fr om that we were a b l e  to

f or mulate p r i n c i p l e s  of  s ucces s of the i l l e g a l  m i l i t a r y  oper ation.  They ar e

straightf orw ar d.  Ther e are three p r i n c i p l e s .   H a v i n g  a team of people ready to r i s k  t h e i r 

l i v e s .  Secondly, h a v i n g  the support of the s u r r o u n d i n g  p o p u l a t i o n  that w i l l  conceal them

and t h i r d  b e i n g  a b l e  to operate such that an opponent, r ead here an international ins pectorate

is unable to t e l l  the diff er ence between the i l l e g a l  operator s and o r d i n a r y  people.  U nder

those three c o n d i t i o n s  it becomes  p o s s i b l e  to organize i l l e g a l  m i l i t a r y  oper ations on a

c o n s i d e r a b l e  scale. We tested that out in a w ay that r e a l l y  worr ied me at the t i m e  --  but I ' m 

g l a d  we d i d  it. I s et up three evasion teams , l a i d  out c o n d i t i o n s  of an i n t e r n a t i o n a l 

inspectorate operation and commissioned them to formulate ways of e v a d i n g  it. Their

results were very respectable in each case.  In fact, they were so s ucces sf ul that I wor ried

about the ethics  of p u b l i s h i n g  the r esults .  But I decided, since these people could do it,

comparable people could do it as w e l l ,  so there was nothing very special here. And I ' m 

convinced of that to t h i s  day. We then proceeded to re-examine e v e r y t h i n g  that we had

done in way of inspection and we reached the f o l l o w i n g  conclusion: To keep peace you see

the support of the s u r r o u n d i n g  population.  If  that is  s ustained, you ar e in t e r r i b l e  trouble.

If you can break the support of the surrounding population, you've got it made.  I t then

becomes  near  i m p o s s i b l e  f or a n y t h i n g  of  s ize to go on in an undergr ound manner. We

formulated the f o l l o w i n g  device to address that.  It's c a l l e d ,  "Inspection by the People",

and the scheme e s s e n t i a l l y  is this. That it be s t i p u l a t e d  as  par t of  an i n t e r n a t i o n a l  ar ms ' 

r ace r ever s al agr eement that the Chief of State of  each p a r t i c i p a t i n g  gover nment must

i n s t r u c t  the p o p u l a t i o n  by obviously stateable means that it is henceforth a primary duty of

c i t i z e n s h i p  and of l a w - a b i d i n g  c i t i z e n s  not only to comply w i t h  t h i s  i n t e r n a t i o n a l 

agreement, but that it is  a duty of  c i t i z e n s h i p  to r eport v i o l a t o r s  of  that agr eement because

v i o l a t o r s  endanger the whole community.

Well, you m i g h t  s ay that m i g h t  go ver y w e l l  in s o c a l l e d  open s ocieties  but what

about so c a l l e d  closed societies — so I thought it was very important that when Mr.

Kruschev v i s i t e d  in the U n i t e d  States in 1961 — he was asked by reporters what he

thought of t h i s  idea.  He s a i d  he would support it.  Now, the interesting t h i n g  is, that a l l 

these ideas have to be addressed.  I t h i n k  it is important that you raise the k i n d  of question

that you raised.  But I say that the r a i s i n g  of  that ques tion does  not f or eclos e a p o s s i b l e 

w ay of  coping w i t h  it. What I f i n d  d i s t r e s s i n g  is that many people judge that merely the



r a i s i n g  of that question constitutes the t e r m i n a t i o n  of the discussion.  I don't t h i n k  so at

a l l .   I t h i n k  these problems can be addressed.  They deserve to be addressed. At this

moment I'm not even that optimistic.  That is to say, I'm not prepared to judge that every

k i n d  of contingency can be coped with.  I don' t know  that that is the cas e.  I  have no s cience

w i t h  w h i c h  .to make s uch a forecast..  I do have the f i r m  estimate, however, that if the

arms' race succeeds we are lost and therefore that if we are deserving at a l l  of the s tatus  of 

t h i n k i n g  people that par t of  that ought to be an a p p l i c a t i o n  of  our  talents to f i n d i n g 

ways to forestall that consequence.

Q.

A.  What is rock bottom of what I am t a l k i n g  about?  I ' m  b e i n g  stubborn about the idea that no

one has a moral r i g h t  to t e r m i n a t e  the race.  If you are a b e l i e v e r ,  you are u n d o i n g  God's

work.  If you are not a b e l i e v e r  you are u n d o i n g  t h i s  m a g n i f i c e n t  outcome of n a t u r a l 

selection.  I grant no one the moral r i g h t  to undo it.  That' s my rock bottom pos ition.

Q.

A .  I t' s been s aid over and over  again that the f r eeze w i l l  be the f ir s t step. F i r s t  of a l l ,  on l o gi c a l 

grounds, I don't t h i n k  a n y t h i n g  is the f i r s t  step unles s  you know  the s econd or  t h i r d  or  f our th;

and s econd you don' t know  if it' s a f i r s t  s tep unles s  it is somehow  l i n k e d  to what is  supposed

to be the s econd, t h i r d  or fourth.  Ther e has  yet been no declar ed l i n k a g e  and no d i a g n o s i s 

of l i n k a g e  f rom f reeze to s ubsequent steps .  The fact is  that the idea of  f r eeze w as f or mulated

at another  t i m e  and had another  meaning.  I t w as  f ormulated f or  example in the e x p l i c a t i o n 

of the U .S . 1962 plan, when Arthur Dean wrote:  "The ideas that the nations of the world

should seize a moment in time to stop the arms' race, to f reeze the m i l i t a r y  s i t u a t i o n  as it

then appears and to s h r i n k  it to zero l i k e  a balloon, instead of p e r m i t t i n g  more and more a i r 

to be blown into the balloon u n t i l  it bursts." That appears in t h i s  text c a l l e d  Tow ard a

W o r l d  W i t h o u t  War ,  the U.S. government's  explication.  But this  idea of  a f r eeze appear ed

as  the c l e a r l y  intr oductor y move in what was  to be an agreed pr ocess  of  d e t a i l e d  r ever s al of 

arms'  race. S o, in that context s omething w as clear ly a f i r s t  s tep becaus e the subs equent s teps

w ere a l l  defined, agr eed and committed.  Now , we' ve had other  experience w i t h  t h i n g s  that

were c a l l e d  f i r s t  steps.  That w as in the Tes t Ban Treaty in 1963.  That w as  c a l l e d  a f i r s t 

s tep and my colleagues and I  w ho wer e in the N a t i o n a l  Committee for  a Sane N u c l e a r  P o l i c y 

at that t i m e  played a part in p r o p a g a t i n g  the idea that w i l l y  n i l l y ,  t h i s  was a f i r s t  step. We



wanted it to be a f i r s t  step, that's for sure.  It never was.  Why wasn't it? We have to lear n

f r om that exper ience or w e' ll be played f or patsies  again.  P r es ident Kennedy, in order to get

the support, so he said, of conservative senators and the joint Chief s  of S taff , promis ed that if 

they voted for this p a r t i a l  Tes t Ban (Atmospheric Testing) that he would ensure that not

only would there be more funds for the m i l i t a r y  generally, but there would be more funds,

more m a t e r i a l ,  mor e laboratories and more nuclear t e s t i n g  than ever bef ore. He d e l i v e r e d  on

every one of those« and ther e was  more nuclear testing than ever before.  The development of

nuclear weapons proceeded at an a c c e l e r a t i n g  rate. S o, the Tes t Ban was  not a fir s t s tep. Was 

it a good t h i n g  to have? O f  cour s e it was.  Of course it y i e l d e d  a cleaner atmosphere.  Of

course the m i l k  became s omew hat less  contaminated.  But it was not a f i r s t  s tep. What about

the freeze?  I've made some estimates of what the p o l i t i c a l  calendar would be l i k e  if one w ere

to under take under  most o p t i m i s t i c  conditions the program of f reeze. Her e' s w hat I  f ind.

Suppose there are no major flaws, no holdbacks, no delays, p o l i t i c a l  w i n  on ever y count and

at ever y stage.  The f reeze idea s weeps  the country, more than now and the next a d m i n i s t r a t i o n 

coming into office in Washington is committed to that proposition.  Let's assume it's a President l i k e 

H a t f i e l d  or Kennedy, who d e t a i l e d  the o r i g i n a l  proponents of the Kennedy-Hatfi e l d  freeze

resolution. That would put us in January, 1985.  The new a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  names a staff.  G i v e  them

three months  f or that.  The s taf f mus t for mulate the text of a propos ed inter national negotiating

pos ition.  Give them three months  f or that. We are now at J u l y ,  1985.  There must be a serious

d i s c u s s i o n  in the country and the Congress to generate consensus around that n e g o t i a t i n g  position.

A l l o w  three months f or that.  Then, the Soviets ar e c a l l e d  to meet and negotiate.  They need some

time, even on the assumption that they've done homework p a r a l l e l  w i t h  the American government.

So, negotiations b e g i n  in January, 1986 and a r e a l l y  complex series of matters have to be d e a l t  w i th , 

for example,  i n v o l v i n g  questions of v e r i f i c a t i o n  or  i n s p e c t i o n  of  the fr eeze proposal. Why?

Because the fr eeze is not a destruction of  weaponry.  It' s a r estriction on f urther production

r e q u i r i n g  not only access to and inspection of places of production but coping w i t h  problems l i k e 

what is the difference between new weapons production and a g a i n s t  spare parts production for an

e x i s t i n g  stock p i l e  of weaponry.  Nobody has yet formulated a way of coping with that kind of

inspection problem,  which would be the most d i f f i c u l t  and intricate by far.  In other words,

how do you inspect a m i l i t a r y  production system which is in place and is inherently  set up for

secrecy, surprise, exclusion of outsiders, control of knowledge and the like? Allow a 6 month

period for that negotiation and that it concludes successfully and that puts us into July of 1986.

The proposition comes back to the U.S. Senate for ratification.- Allow 3 months for a senate

debate. We are now in October, 1986. The Senate approves it.  Implementation takes many

moves w i t h  respect to industrial facilities. -- closing them down, relocating people — and time



must be allotted to that process. You can't just throw the switch and close the lock on the gate.

An inspectorate must be recruited and put in place.  I allow six months for that preparatory set of

operations. Hence, implementation begins in A p r i l ,  1987. What has happenedbetween

November, 1982 (that's when I wrote this piece) and A p r i l ,  1987. The m i l i t a r y  budgets and as

.planned, continue. The productions of new material,  escalation of U.S. d i v i s i o n ,  rapid response

forces and the like, new nuclear f or ces  a l l  continue.  Cr uis e m i s s i l e s  are already being pr oduced

in m u l t i p l e s  per day.  So, the elapsed time between now and 1987 allows f u l l  scope for major

escalation of the present arms' race.  I am not prepared to w a i t  u n t i l  A p r i l ,  1987 before r a i s i n g 

the question of what's the next step!  I want the program of steps formulated, discussed NOW

and made an integral part of a success ion of moves .

Q.

A.  I agree with you, and you see my perspective is that you start from where we are now and go

through a ten year process of de-escalation.  So, obviously the i m p l i c a t i o n  is that after year 1,

90% of what is here now is going to be in place.  However, there is something i m p l i e d  in your

comment that I am not . prepared to go with.  I am not prepared to make a case for the positive

functioning of what is called a deterrent strategy.  I am not prepared to b u i l d  confidence in the

idea of deterrent-strategy, because I know of now grounds for doing that.  Now, that is a very

different matter from what I pr opose, w h i c h  is , that we take the present c o n d i t i o n  of  grave and

gr ow ing danger  and m i t i g a t e  it.  N ow , if you choose through your  tas te and pref er ence to c a l l 

w hat I  des ignate as  t h i s  c o n d i t i o n  of  pr es ent and gr ow ing danger  — if  you choos e to des ignate

that s atis f actor y deterr ence, I  don' t mind.  F ollow  your taste. But I am interested in the action of

reversal. Now, if you want to c a l l  each of those actions of reversal i m p r o v i n g  our  security, that's

a l r i g h t  That' s  a l r i g h t .   That s uits  me.  If  you want to c a l l  it les sening deter rence w e l l  that is

your judgement. You can't prove it.  If you want to say that on D ay 1 we'll have 40 times 

o v e r k i l l  but on Y ear  1 w e'll only have 36 times  o v e r k i l l ,  h a v i n g  taken off  10%, O.K., I  don' t

m i n d  that statement being made. But I 'm not ready to c a l l  36 times o v e r k i l l  satisfactory

deterrence as a g a i n s t  40 times  over kill.

Q

A .  D eliber ate behaviour, 10%  of  the time.  N ow , you w ere r a i s i n g  another question ther e.

Y ou' r e saying that i t ' s  neces s ary to convince the def ens e es tablis hment. There' ll always  be s ome



of them who are convinced.  E s p e c i a l l y  the r etired G ener als and A d m i r a l s .   Y ou know w hy?

They convince thems elves .  The m i n u t e  they' r e out of off ice and ar en' t p l a y i n g  ' Watch Y our 

A ss ' anymor e, and ar en' t p l a y i n g  for the next promotion and don't f eel under the cons tant w h i p  of 

h a v i n g  to show that they' re on the team, w hy, s ome pr opor tion of them o b v i o u s l y  jus t tur n

around and star t r e c i t i n g  a dif f er ent k i n d  of wis dom.  They'll do it. But I t h i n k  it' s unr eas onable,

in fact, almost u n n a t u r a l  to expect people w ho have spent almost a l l  of t h e i r  a d u l t  l i v e s  in

devoted i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  of a set doctrines to stand up as of Day 1 and say: "I was wrong".  I

don't expect them to do that.  I  don' t w ant to as k them to do that.  I  w ant to be a b l e  to s ay to them

( and I 've s aid it, I ' m  not c o n t e m p l a t i n g  a s peculation) - - I' ve tur ned to these two hundred odd .......

...that is , how  to c l a s s i f y  the w eaponr y, how  to car r y out the r ever s al, how to h a n d l e  the problem

of i n s p e c t i o n  and v e r i f i c a t i o n .  These are m i l i t a r y  problems. I t h i n k  that you should be a b l e  as an

i n s t i t u t i o n  to m a k i n g  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  to coping w i t h  those m i l i t a r y  problems.  If your

commitment is to the m i l i t a r y  s ecur ity of  t h i s  countr y then why aren't you pr epared to

contemplate t h i s  contingency.  You've got rooms f u l l  of  f i l e  cabinets f u l l  of  contingency plans

for m i l i t a r y  situations. Fine. Add another f i l e  cabinet on another k i n d  of m i l i t a r y  s i t u a t i o n 

and that one is  c a l l e d  r ever s ing the ar ms ' r ace and let' s see your  m i l i t a r y  judgement on the

m i l i t a r y  problems  i n v o l v e d  in d o i n g  this. That' s  a s erious  matter  and I w ant the p a r t i c i p a t i o n 

of people in the m i l i t a r y .  I  want to convince them of  the impor tance of  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and

its usefulness.  But I'm not ready to w a i t  for it.  Because to wait for it is tantamount to asking

them today to turn around and b i t e  the hand (Ronald Reagan) that's feeding them and I t h i n k 

that is unreasonable to expect.  The truth of the matter is that in past appearances at Defense

U n i v e r s i t y  and seminars of the A i r  F orce, i n v a r i a b l y  ther e are thes e people w ho q u i e t l y  at

the end of  the session mosey around and thank me for the remarks and how important it was to

s tate t h i s  v i e w  and s o on and s o on.... I n other  w or ds, ther e is a f e e l i n g  of  some number of these

men (and I ' l l  r i s k  the estimate that they are among the thoughtful ones) that the ideas, some of

them that I was f o r m u l a t i n g  here, are regarded by them as serious and important and worthy of

attention.  Not that they agreed w i t h  them a l l  - -  and I d i d n ' t  as k them.  But that the act of  s o

i n d i c a t i n g  is seen by them as  an i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  aberrant act and it is w h i l e  they ar e in u n i f o r m 

and f u n c t i o n i n g  as  par t of  the es tablishment.  I  t h i n k  that is  i n e v i t a b l e .   I n our  ef f or t to get

m i l i t a r y  clear ance on important as pects  of t h i s  p l a n  for reversal of arms' race we'll c a l l  in ex-

Generals, ex-Admirals, ex- Colonels  under joint Chiefs , etc. and w i l l  be content w i t h  t h e i r 

a p p r a i s a l .  To be sure, the moment we are ready to put t h i s  out I won't hesitate in the s l i g h t e s t 

at showing up at that I n d u s t r i a l  C o l l e g e  of the A rmed For ces w i t h  a bundle of these things

given out down the aisles.  I've done things l i k e  that and s ay:  " A l r i g h t ,  a p p l y  your w i t s  to t h i s 

and a p p l y  your talents.  I ' d  be d e l i g h t e d  to hear your professional judgement on t h i s  matter."



Q

A.  Because there is no theory from w h i c h  to postulate that the freeze w i l l  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  be

followed by a n y t h i n g .   There is not a movement.  The freeze movement has no formulated

second step, I ' m  sorry to say.  The directorate of  the fr eeze has  been r es istant to propos als  f or 

c l e a r l y  f ormulated s econd steps. The officers of SANE and the staff of SANE have participated

in the c o u n c i l s  of  the fr eeze movement and have pr oposed that ther e be s econd steps  l i k e  s tar ting

to addr es s  the economic conver s ion idea and the like.  But the o f f i c i a l s  of the f reeze movement

have been r eluctant to introduce other  ideas. I  believe that that is  at h i g h  r isk, that is to say, their 

r isk is  that if  and when the freeze resolution passes the Congress, the very next day there w i l l  be

a f eeling of depression, des pair and d i s i l l u s i o n  among endless  people w ho have w orked so hard

f or  it becaus e they w i l l  s uddenly f eel empty handed. Now what do we do? What perspective do

we have? Therefore, my judgement is that w e have to f or mulate a general per s pective in w h i c h 

the idea of  fr eeze, obviously, is the first step.  You stop production. You freeze.  But then there

are the next, next, next, next succession of steps. That's the way to operate.  I wi11 not be a party

to any movement that proposes freeze or test ban or no f i r s t  use or a n y t h i n g  l i k e  that w i t h  the

accompanying statement that it w i l l  ser ve as  a first s tep.  Ther e's no war rant for it in p o l i t i c a l 

exper ience and I ' m  not r eady to r epeat the gr ave er ror s  that wer e made in 1963.

Q.

A.  Examine the press and related data from 1961 and 1962 and you w i l l  f i n d  that he did. What

happened is that w i t h  the Cuban M i s s i l e  C r i s i s  t h i s  whole d i r e c t i o n  of i n i t i a t i v e 

was w i p e d  out.

Q.

A. My colleague, Marcus R a s k i n  has w r i t t e n  to h i m  and he hasn't told me of any r es ponse

jus t yet.

Q.



A .  A c t u a l l y ,  w e'r e on to it, you know .  We' r e t r y i n g  not to m i s s  a t r i c k  and even g o i n g  to

John McCloy who is now on in years and we don't know if he's functional or  not and s o on,

but we' re tr ying.

Q.

A. You're right.....my countrymen.  It's a matter of known notoriety. About a t h i r d  of the

p o p u l a t i o n  is u n m i t i g a t e d  hawk. An important part of the v o t i n g  p u b l i c  d e c l i n e d  to

p a r t i c i p a t e  in the election, not b e i n g  a b l e  to perceive a meaningf ul diff erence.  Q uite a number 

of our  s or t of people ( if  I may use that phrase)  also d e c l i n e d  to vote on the gr ounds  that ther e

was no difference. Quite a number of i n d u s t r i a l  workers, smitten by n a t i o n a l i s t  ideology and

beset w i t h  the m i d d l e  clas s w is dom that they w ere s ponsoring a w elfar e class  of  i d l e r s  w i t h 

t h e i r  labour saw Mr. Reagan as a rescue operation of that d e b i l i t y .  N ow , once in of f ice Reagan

had to conf ront real is sues and if Reagan now  says  or i m p l i e s  that you don't have to have

nuclear s u p e r i o r i t y  before n e g o t i a t i n g  then someone has succeeded in w h i s p e r i n g  the word to

h i m  that "We don't know how to do it fellas,"  and that is  the real truth.  Secondly, he is d r i v e n 

by conditions of  economy and by a democratic Congress in the House to be l i m i t e d  in h i s 

m i l i t a r y  budget, so that the Democratic budget is an increase in m i l i t a r y  s pending, but not

the s cale of increas e that he des ir ed.  F ur thermor e, there are some number of bankers who have

just gotten p l a i n  nervous on a f i n a n c i a l  level about what sustained d e f i c i t s  m i g h t  mean.  So,

in response to a l l  these press ures Ronald Reagan has tur ned to Buck Roger s and A mer ican

s cientis ts  as  the representation of that to, f or  god' s s aid, come up w i t h  something.  Notice the

ingenious w ay that w as put.  I t's  a 20 year pr oject.  In other  w or ds, you can't expect anything

next year, that is , nothing bef or e the next election. In other  words, no promises were made that

anyone can p o i n t  to as saying i t ' s  not f u l f i l l e d  -- because none has been made.  Now, there's a

further factor involved in the U.S. case and I  don' t know of  anyone who know s how  to judge

it's  comparative impor tance.  My estimate is  that it is q u i t e  important and here it is.  In the

U n i t e d  States there is, in a d d i t i o n  to other systems of theology, a state r e l i g i o n .   In the

state r e l i g i o n ,  the national state is god, the f l a g  is  the idol, the Pr esident is  the h i g h  pr iest,

the p r i n c i p l e  m i l i t a r y  officers are the acolytes and you see the worship of the idol among

the endless Americans who raise the flag on the lawn every m o r n i n g  and who proudly

d i s p l a y  it year round, notably on days of national celebration.  Now, that is a sys tem of 

r e l i g i o n  know n and i d e n t i f i e d  in the l i t e r a t u r e  as  idolatr y. The b e g i n n i n g  of  that

l i t e r a t u r e  in modern times  is in the B i b l e  and the char acter is tics  of  i d o l a t r y  i n c l u d e  the

idea that the idol w or shipper s  i d e n t i f y  thems elves  w i t h  the idol, such that the strength and



the weakness of the idol is t h e i r  strength and t h e i r  weakness. What the idol worshippers in

the U n i t e d  States s aw d u r i n g  the Car ter  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  is  the weakening of  the idol and

ther ef ore the weakening of the god state and the i n s u f f i c i e n c y  of the H i g h  Priest. To them,

it was therefore a matter of i m p e r a t i v e  importance that the H i g h  Priest be replaced by one

who was once a g a i n  committed to, f u l l y ,  and without reservation to the strength of the

i d o l ,  and hence, to t h e i r  strength.  That's Ronald Reagan.  I t h i n k  that's why the idol

worshippers voted for him. ....take aw ay in the s l i g h t e s t  f rom the w ork of  the B i l l y 

G raham's  in the world and try to s u p p l a n t  a moral exhortation.  Let it go on.  Do suggest

that a reversal of the ar ms' r ace proces s, by c a r r y i n g  out a v i s i b l e  r e a l i t y  of d i m i n i s h i n g  a

stock of weapons wi11 buy that demons tr ation, now  as  r e a d i l y  seen w i t h  h i g h  v i s i b i l i t y 

on the TV tube around the world simultaneously, w i l l  y i e l d  a lesson that people w i l l  judge as

an act j u s t i f y i n g  more conf idence in the further conduct of t h i s  process.  You see, these acts

of reversal are by way of contravening a conventional wisdom proposition, namely, that

more arms g i v e  us  gr eater  s tr ength, thus  greater s ecur ity.  The c r u c i a l  as sumption, (r eally

it's  another  one of  the as s umptions  u n d e r l y i n g  the idea of  rever sal of the arms' race) is the

improvement of security in our t i m e  comes as we f i n d  w ays of h a v i n g  f ew er  weapons  and

not more of  them.  I  t h i n k  that les son w i l l  be learned as  people see the act.

Q.

A.  I ' l l  know a l i t t l e  more about that the end of May. There's going to be a sort of  East-West

conf erence group meeting in M i n n e a p o l i s  and we expect Geor gi Abotov and a bunch of

academicians and S oviet of ficials  to come around f or mas sive p r i v a t e  discussions and you can

bet your l i f e  that w h i l e  Marcus Raskin, who is the convener  of  thos e meetings  and I are ther e,

these is sues that we have discussed tonight are going to be squarely on the table and we w i l l 

know something about the reactions  of  s ome of those Russians to this.  F ur ther, I t h i n k  it's

worth noting that on a l l  a v a i l a b l e  evidence s p l i t s  in the Soviet es tablishment among Soviet

i n t e l l e c t u a l s  ar e ver y much l i k e  our own. The dif fer ences  of o p i n i o n  r eally p a r a l l e l  the

dif fer ences  of opinion that one has  hear d voiced in t h i s  r oom.  I  f i n d  that comfor table. That

is, it's  f a m i l i a r  — f a m i l i a r  in that w e know s omething about it. The diff erences between

t h e i r  society and ours are well known to a l l  and don' t need elaboration. My own experience

w i t h  Soviet academics, i n t e l l e c t u a l s ,  government people has i n c l u d e d  the following:  Long

ago, in 1959, I v i s i t e d  at the Academy of Science w i t h  Topchev w ho was then the Secr etary



and he br ought a bunch of h i s  colleagues and I went there w i t h  a pr oposal.  I  said, " Look,

we've put out t h i s  book, "I ns pection for  D is armament". Why don't you p u b l i s h  it in the

U .S .S .R.? Trans late it and p u b l i s h  it.  I  made a f urther  off er.  I  s aid, "I f  you want to

comment, how ever you w is h, on any aspect of t h i s  book, you just do it — just s o as on the

p r i n t e d  page you d i f f e r e n t i a t e  your  comment f rom the o r i g i n a l  text."  I thought that was a

f a i r  offer.   I d i d n ' t  ask for a r ebuttal or  anything. What ens ued f or  the next hour  and a half  or 

s o w as  mus ic to my ears becaus e there r i g h t  bef ore me was  a s p l i t  and a debate betw een

hawks and doves.  R i g h t  ther e.  I  thought that w as gr eat.  It gave me the k i n d  of confidence

that I was t a l k i n g  about a moment ago.  The same t h i n g  happened w hen in 1961.  I  or ganized

a conf er ence on disar mament and the paper s wer e to be p u b l i s h e d  by the A merican Academy

of Arts and S ciences and they wer e,  in a volume c a l l e d  Dis armament:  It's  P o l i t i c s  and

Economics (that's  one of  the last books , y o u ' l l  notice --  1962 --  in the U.S. of  its sort) .  In

p u b l i s h i n g  that volume it was decided that we ought to try to get something that talked about

d i v i s i o n s  on r evers ing the ar ms'  r ace in the U.S.S.R. So, ! found what was supposed to be a

ver y knowledgeable Soviet af fairs  s p e c i a l i s t  at MIT and I went to h i m  w i t h  t h i s  project and

we d i d n ' t  get anywhere because he s aid:  " Look, it may be as  you say, but there ar e s i m p l y  no

data. There's nothing to write about. We don't have any serious evidence." A few months 

w ent by and the 20th Party Congress  of  the Communis t Par ty in the U.S.S .R convened.  I 

c a l l e d  h i m  up again. H e s aid, " I ' m s or ry. The w hole t h i n g  has changed. We got a l l  the

evidence now .  I ' l l  w r i t e  the ar ticle." Why? What happened? " Well, r i g h t  there on the

pages  of  P ravda w er e the f u l l  text r enditions  of  the debate in that Congr es s  and ther e they

w er e, the haw ks  and the doves  b a t t l i n g  it out r i g h t  out in the open r i g h t  on the floor  and

the whole t h i n g  was there for a l l  to see." So, that essay you will f i n d  in a book (I'm sure

it's in the libraries).  It's Seymour Melman, Ed. and the t i t l e  is Disarmament:  It's P o l i t i c s 

and Economics and it has a bunch of essays and i n c l u d e d  is  that p a r t i c u l a r  paper  ( you can' t

miss  it -  ther e' s  only one l i k e  it)  and it talks  about i n t e r n a l  d i v i s i o n  on d i s a r m a m e n t  in the

U .S .S .R.  I t is  in my judgement a very important paper of its sort and I t h i n k  it would be an

immense c o n t r i b u t i o n  if scholars of Soviet society would address themselves to the

m a t e r i a l  s ubs equent to that, to dis cover  a p p r o p r i a t e  evidence that m i g h t  i l l u m i n a t e  t h i s 

matter for us r i g h t  to the pr esent day.

I ' m  very pleas ed to be a b l e  to be w i t h  you.  Thank you.


