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Committee on International Studiqa of Arme Control

MEMORANDUM OF CORVERSATION

Hal Sonnenfeldt met brisfly on November 15
in Doty’s office with Doty, Kistiakowsky, Parsons and
myself. John Baker, the Center State Department Fellow,
. was also present. We discussed the forthcoming Moscow
meeting of the Academy group. :

Sonnenfeldt had no ready theory as to why
the Soviets, after resisting formal meetings for 3% years,
had now seen f£it to lay one on. Hg thought it possible that
the decision was just a random bureaucratic occurrences;
that even Millicnshchikov might not know why the change
had occurred. He speculated that at the mecting the Soviets
might be reserved; that they might well just listen teo
what we had to say for clues as to current American
thinking. On the other hand, he would not be surprised
if one of them read us a set tough speech and told us all
our guestions had been answered. Or altermatively, they
might have some ideas that they wanted to float through
us. They no doubt realize that the American group almost
without exception was critical of the decision to deploy
ABM. Perhaps they will try to "massage” us in the hope
of influencing the American debate on weapons systems or
on Vietnam. 8till another element that might be present
is the Soviets' growing “fascination” with the "limited
adversary game,"” which evidently imntrigues some of them
as much as it does us. '

We asked whether cne Soviet motive might not
be to convey the notion to countries reluctant to sign
the NPT that the US and the Scviets were finally getting
down to business to do something about centrolling or
abating the Great Power arms race. Sonnenfeldt seemed
to think that this was far-fetched. He pointed out, :
however, that the presence of a group of fairly prominent
Americans in bMoscow in December, which is not exactly the
height of the tourist season, was bound to be widely
known and to invite questions and speculation as to
ocur reasons for being there.
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it was clear that Sonnenfeldt did not
expect us to achieve any important breakthrough. But if
the meeting had any effect at all, he thought it would be
long-term, without any impact on ongoing programs.

zggggsoh-ergggko taiks

Sonnenfeldt said that the official talks on
offensive~defensive systems had still] not got off the ground.
Thompsorn was geeing Gromyko regularly about a lot of
current business, including the necotiation of Article 3 of
NPT, but there was no sign of life in the proposed strategic
discussions. Sonnenfeldt thought thas Soviet position added
up to a paradox: the only kind of agreement that they are
prepared to contemplate is one covering the entire spectrum
of strategic weapons; and such an agreement is virtually
inconceivable, owing to the wmany complex factors that would
have to be taken into account in establishing relevant
criteria and trade-offs.

§S§g tgg;c arms_race

Sonnenfeldt was relatively calm about the
dynamics of the strategic arms race. He conceded that a
race was going on, and that we are now in an active stage:
but he did not thimk that it would necessarily get out of
control. Both sides were moving toward strengthened
offensive capabilities. However, the US did not contemplate
raising its ceiling of 1,054 launchers (some of them to be
MIRV’d). He did not know where the Soviets would stop or
how much emphasis they would give to the various components
such as submarines, land launchers of greater mobility,
etc., or whether they should go for MIRV. His guess was
that most of these questions would be settled by compromise
among the competing Soviet services and that they would do
some of each.

what the US reaction would be, if the
Soviets leveled off at 1000, Somnenfeldt said he could not
speculate. If the “"systems analysts" had their way, we
would not be stimulated to make further increases. There
would, however, be pressures from Senator Jackson and _
others. It was impossible to tell where we would come out.

o (Barlier, at the Center for International
Affairs, Sonnenfeldt hazarded the guess that the Soviets
might go as high as 1800 launchers.) .

Soviet capacitv to wage distant @g;

Sonnenfeldt’s relative calm about the
strategic arms race was somewhat balanced by greater concern




for the consequences of Soviet decisiocns to acquire a
capacity to wage war at great distance from their home base:
amphibious capability, elite troops, landing craft, airlift,
etc. He did not attach great significance to the new
carrviers, which are for hauling helicopters. There were
small increments, but in the aggregate, they would in the
next few years give the Soviets inviting new options in the
event of trouble breaking out in, say, Venezuela, Brazil,
Nigeria or other places in the third world. He did not
forecast what the Soviet response would be to such oppor-
tunities, nor what the US response would be if the Soviets
intervened, but he foresaw disturbing possibilities of a
“flashy kind of crisis" where we would both have to look
down each other’'s gunbarrels before finding ways to
stabilize the situation.

NPT

We talked a little about NPT. Sonnenfeldt
thought that the Soviet and American strategic build-ups
would no doubt have a discouraging impact on NPT, especially
if the Soviet-US talks did not get off the ground. He
thought the Soviet interest in NPT, though not as ardent
as the American, was nonetheless real. He thought the
character of their interest was changing. Initially, they
were mainly concermed about Germany. Now, having seen the
Middle BEast situation deteriorate and with visions of what
it would have been like if there had been nuclear weapons
in the area, their interest was perhaps broadening. He
said the current negotiations on Article 3 were a complex
three-gided affair. The US had attempted to draft a new
Article 3 on the basis of the principle agreed by Euratom.
The Soviets were bargaining hard. Some of their Eastern
European allies - Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary even
more than Rumania - were giving them a hard time.

B.H. Brown

November 17, 1967




December 19, 1967

NOTES ON WASHINGTON DISCUSSIONS

Doty, Ruina, Rathjens and I, accompanied by Keeny and Scoville, met with
Rostow and Nate Davis the morning of December 6th. Rostow first discussed
Soviet-U.S. relations from a broad, almost background étandpoint. He noted
that it was important for the Soviet to realize that McNamara leaving was not
due to a change in policy, nor did it foreshadow one. It was simply that an
excellent job of a kind McNamara wanted opened up at the right time. As to the
general state of U.S.-USSR relations, it is Rostow's impression that things
are not very different from a year ago. He thinks that we and they find it
possible to work together when our mutual State interests are involved, and
he pointed to the Middle East settlement as an example. At the same time, the
Soviets continue to be recalcitrant on helping in Vietnam and have caused a
good many troubles with their foreign activities, notably in support of what
Rostow called the Romantic-Radicals such as Nkrumah and Castro.

From Rostow's standpoint, the over-riding problem is that of strategic

balance. He thinks that it is of the greatest importance that we, the US and

USSR, must show restraint. As a specific example, he thinks it is important
that we say directly to the Soviet that we are apprehensive that the NTP will
not be durable if a Soviet-US arms race occurs. In Rostow's view, we must
search immediately for a formula to handle the ABM-ICBM problem. (where one
should think 6f ICBM as also including IRBM and MRBM) In Rostow's view, the
USSR is not yet so deeply committed to ABM, or for that matter to ICBM build-up,
that they cannot withdraw before a catastrophic arms race is in motion. He
thinks that the US position is a similar one. He does note that the next few
months are critical for the US. The combination of mew Soviet programs, plus

occasional sweeping statements of their superiority, combined with the political

activities of an election year could mean that a few more months of unchecked




Soviet activity could lead us to believe that we must react and the possiblity
would then be that the arms race would be on. 1In this connection he noted that

their FOBS program has not been particularly helpful in aiding the U.S. to hold

the line. On the other side, at least one of our programs, ie. MIRV

development, he notes as essentially a response to their ABM program.
(Although Rostow did not say it, one could suspect that even though this U.S.
development may not be stopped, it might be held down in size in context of an
agreed program of restraint.)

A critical point to Rostow is that we need formal talks of the kind that
were proposed by us in February, the need for which was reiterated when Johnson
and Kosygin met. In Rostow's view, there are a number of options which the U.S.
would find acceptable and which might be discussed between us. The important
thing is for them to accede to talks promptly and bring some of their own
preferences out in the open for discussion. Rostow clearly hopes that our
discussions with the Soviet will emphasize this need for more formal talks
between the two governments.

With respect to the NPT, the Soviets ought to realize the very substantial
cost which getting agreement from some of our Allies has been assumed by the U.S.
It is not helpful if, as Kosygin did in London, the U.S.S5.R. simply berates one
of our important allies. Rostow is persuaded that we can clear a good plan with
our allies, ie. one acceptable to the U.S.S.R. At the same time, getting
some of the other countries in, e.g. India, will be a joint problem and the
U.S. and U.S.S.R. must work together. This will also be necessary to keep the
treaty viable. Parenthetically, Rostow noted that if our European alliances

were seriously weakened, in his opinion, the European countries would withdraw




from NPT and develop nuclear weapons. In this sense he thinks it worth noting
that our alliances effectively lock the U.S. into the world and the NPT will
carry this farther.

Rostow turned to the question of Vietnam and noted the failures of the
Soviet in carrying out commitments in Laos. As a result, there is a clear
Soviet.responsibility for this war and the sophisticated Soviets know it.

He thinks that the U.S.S.R. really should be working to reconvene Geneva, as

they have been repeatedly asked to do. The question that he obviously thinks

should be asked the U.S.S.R. is, what specifically would they do if the U.S.

stopped its bombing of the north?

On the question of a bombing stop, Rostow noted that in his judgment,
the war has become significantly a frontier war, ie. that fighting increasingly
is occurring on the periphery of South Vietnam rather than in the interior,
and he noted that this is particularly true with respect to the northern
provinces. Because of this, he thinks the San Antonio formula for a bombing
pause is our rock-bottom position. (I am not sure what this formula is
precisely, but it is my impression that according to it, a bombing pause must
be "promptly followed by productive discussions.')

The most significant aspect of the Rostow discussion was his feelingl
that the key problem of the time is the question of strategic balance and his

hope that this could be explored at some depth with our Soviet colleagues.




After meeting with Rostow we talked some with Hornig who, in his analysis
of the political situation came out very much as had Rostow. He noted that we
have strayed away from the position we had been in with the USSR of proceeding
toward arms restraint by a process of mutual example, and raised as an interest-
ing question whether we might not discuss this and persuade them to return to
this. On the question of general relations, particularly in science, Hornig
felt that we were likely to be able to agree on an exchange program, but that
it probably would be little different from the current one. He noted that
some of the exchanges in technology areas were not going very well. Apparently

the expected exchanges in the field of nuclear energy have bogged down com-
& 2T

pletely. It appears also to be true that some of the proposed information ex-

changes in the area of desalination have bogged down. Parenthetically, Hornig

noted that we are going ahead with the Los Angeles plant and expect to produce

200 million gallons of water daily at a cost some place between 20 and 25¢ per

thousand gallons. The same plant will produce 1800 megawatts of electricity.
In Hornig's view the most important technical thing that we needed to

do was to think of ways in which we did better at information exchange. This

was true in the above areas, but equally true in things like meteorological

programs, space programs, etc.

After lunch we met with several DOD people in Morton Halperin's office.
Halperin felt that there were several principles which ought to guide our
discussions of a strategic balénce. The first principle was that freeze or
cutbacks of strategic dglivery systems (particularly launches) was possible
for the U. S. with only unilateral verification. This Halperin believes is a
real step forward. This is not to say that there might not be interest in
discussing the possibility of inspectors is missile plants or perhaps submarine
yards, but such verification need only be involved in significantly larger

cutbacks. The important thing is a good deal is possible with no international




inspection.

A second principle is that discussions of freezes and restrictions should
simultanteously involve both offensive and defensive missiles. A third principle
which he felt ought to be discussed is that we should look for simple agreements,
€.g., agreements relating to ballistic missile and anti-missile launch system.

In a very casual way it was noted that, if one threw in on the Soviet side their
MRBM's and IRBM's, one might very well be able to discuss things in terms of an
approximate parity as measured by perhaps two or three different measures. With
respect to the simple agreements, it was noted that it was probably true that the
first thing to think about would be a stoppage, i.e., a freeze,

Another principle which Halperin felt operated was that we should think in
terms of informal agreements rather than a treaty. A final general point was
that in a very early stage the U.S. may be a little reluctant to produce a de-
tailed proposal just because we will be hesitant to draw fire in context of a
public discussion of a proposal before we know that the USSR isserious in its de-
gire to talk,

As a couple of specific points, Halperin noted that the USSR has not agreed
to the signing of Protocol II of the Latin American Nuclear Free Zone Agreement
in which large powers agree to a non-first use of nuclear weapons on countries
which have agreed to a nuclear free zone. He wonders why the Soviets have not
found this easy to accede to. As a somewhat similar point, he notes that we
have tabled at Geneva and at the UN drafts of a no-first-use arrangement which
would hold for non-nuclear nations except when they are supported by a nucléar
nation in some active.agression. The implication is that this would apply to
countries who have signed the NPT. Halperin notes that this is close to the
Soviet position and thinks we should be able to get some kind of an agreement
on this.

The last part of these discussions involved also Paul Warneke. He expressed

himself generally along lines rather similar to Rostow. Among other things that

were noted were that a principal problem is that of communication,with an interesting




question being what highly visible thing might the Soviet Union do to indicate
that it is prepared to diminish the intensity of its build-up. It was also
noted that a good illustration of defensive systems that had turned out to be
less than useful are airplane defense systems. Warneke commented with vigor

on the importance of establishing with the Soviet Union, the second point made

in McNamara's self-discussed speech, i.e., that nuclear weapons really have no

significance as instruments of foreign policy and that their sole utility now
is that of deterring their use by others. This fact should make it easier to

get agreement between two countries.




Notes from Washington Meeting

We met on December 5 with Scoville of ACDA, Gartoff and Sonnenfeld of
State, Halperin of INS, along with a number of others, to discuss the coming
Moscow visit. As a preliminary, there was some discussion of who is present
now at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow. It was noted that Akelowsky, a fine
interpreter, is there. Chris Squires is the science man.

In the view of almost all of the Russian studies group, the most useful

outcome of our talks would be to get the Soviet to come to offical converations.

We have put on the table a suggestion for a meeting and it is still their move

to set a date or to accept or reject. So far there has been no official or even
unofficial reaction to our ABM deployment as implying that the meeting is more
difficult. DNor has there been any official statement that a proposal from the
U.S. is needed for discussion purposes.

Among the items that will be of interest to us will be the Tallin defense
system, which we must assume is ABM, although it may also not be. Their views
here would be interesting. A second new system of interest are the mobile
ICBMs. These were paraded and discussed during the celebration. Finally, there
is the BOBS system. The mobile-launched ICMB, incidentally, has been quoted in
the literature as being "intercontinental, self-propelled, hard-fueled".

The rapid Soviet deployment continues and there has so far been no dis-
cussion of what their program is for and what their objectives are. This will
be interesting to try to understand. (So far, incidentally, there has been no
indication of multiple warhead systems under development by the USSR.) A good
speech on the characteristics of the Soviet build-up was given by Senator
Jackson about a week ago.

A point of interest is the destabilizing moves being taken on each side.
From our standpoint, the mobilized ICBM is destabilizing. They may well see
our MIRV program as destablizing. TFrom cither side, some more communication

as directions and intent will surely be useful. As something to say from our
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side, we can properly say, if the subject comes up, that MIRV is a response to un=
certainty about the Moscow ABM and Tallin system, i.e., it is effectively a
penetration aid.

With respect to ABM, the Moscow ABM does not seem to be against China but
against the U.S. systems. It will be interesting to see what they have in mind
against China. Incidentally, in private the individual Soviets have commented
that they think our ABM system may well be anti-USSR rather than, as stated,

against China.

We should examine what can be done without a formal inspection agreement,

i.e., following Warneke's speech, we can look for what can be done using uni-
lateral systems.

As a different point, we can reasonably argue that Soviet and the U.S.
have now reached rough parity. This is true if one includes their IRBM and
MRBM in the toal package. It is also noteworthy that there are a variety of
possible measures and it may well be that they find more interest in a given
measure, e.g., total megatonnage, whereas we might find more interest in a
measure such as total numbers.

It will be interesting to press them as what they think FOBS are for.

We' can say that from our standpoint, they look like a first-strike systems,
perhaps directed against airfields. Parenthetically, over-the-horizon radar
may well minimize the significance of these.

It is likely that non-proliferation will soon be under discussion and we
will be talking about two different problems. One is how to push ahead quickly
to get US-USSR agreement and a full treaty tabled. The other one will be to
assume agreement between us and then ask, how can we sign on the Nth countries.
A point to be made is that more official US-USSR meetings to assess strategy

parallel approaches to Nth countries will be very desirable.




Following this meeting, we went up to discuss things with Undersecretary
Foy Kohler. Kohler reiterated the need to press for formal US-USSR talks. He
noted that no formal linkage with the Embassy would be preferable, i.e., we should
look elsewhere for an interpreter if we need one.

Turning to broad problems, he noted that the USSR defense budget, both
overt and hidden, has been going up significantly and remains at least at the
level of 10 percent of GNP. It seems clear that a closing of their "missile
gap'" has been a high priority item. He noted that Kosygin, who is conscious of
costs, may well see the difficulties in these, but he's not at all sure that the
military and specifically Breshnev, do. It does seem clear that some internal
talks between the civilians and military groups have been going on at a very
high level, and doubtless this, along with the slowness of getting decentraliza-
tion of economic activities will be subject for concern. He noted that things have
been going slowly in agriculture élso.

He suspects that the Middle East is probably still seen as a setback and
noted that a closed Suez canal is hard on USSR trade. On the other hand, they
have pushed military supplies back into the Middle East at an exceedingly rapid
rate., Kohler also noted what to us is an almost appalling proclivity of the
USSR to insert themselves into "hot crisis" situations, leaving their ships and
supply vehicles vulnerable in case of some incident. He noted the increased

numbers of advisers in Egypt, etc. Kohler thinks it will be interesting to see

what we cover if we attempt to discuss this convential arms supply problem.

He thinks it would be worthwhile seeing what we can find out from Kirillin
on technological exchanges. He notes that the AEC-type exchange seems to be
dead. With respect to normal exchanges, the pressure toward agreement seems
to be going on but the US anticipates difficult negotiatioms.

Kohler discussed in general the kinds of nuclear restrictions leading toward

cutbacks that we might reasonably think about and suggested as a tactical matter
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that we cease to employ the word '"freeze', which has picked up a somewhat bad
implication.

On a set of miscellaneous items where it would be of interest to hear reactions,
he mentioned the question of their reaction to the Easterm initiatives of the FGR.
He commented on the tendencies for France to link up to the USSR. He noted that
the activities at the Korean border ought to be troublesome on both sides. He
noted that the current view by the Soviet of the China situation would be interest-
ing to know about. He also made the pointthat an expanded Common Market, including
the UK, leading to stability in Europe ought, on a geo-political basis, to be
interesting to the Soviet.

We discussed briefly whether we could perhaps act as messengers for the
results of the VELA studies near the Kurile Islands and pointed out that a

recommendation for this was in process. Kohler thought this was a poor idea and

suggested that the first delivery of the data should be through official channels

but agreed that they would try to get these delivered before we went over so that
we would be able to talk about the delivery and use it as a lever for more

similar exchanges.

12/19/67




DRAFT

Report on Moscow Meeting

7 |
In the Moscow meeting we coveredifgg;rsubjects. The non-proliferation

treaty. the strategic weapons limitations, the Vietnam War, the question
of trade which was brought up by the Soviets, and a general range of
questions under the heading of improved scientific cooperation between

the United States and the Soviet Union. These were very long and involved

meetings and Mr. Benjamin Brown will ultimately produce a detailed report,

so I won't attempt to be comprehensive here but ratherhtgﬁ to give
you an impression of where we came out on the key issues under discussion.
Before doing this I might say that the VP Mmerican group pressed the
Russians pretty hard on the issues of NPT, strategic weapons, discussions
and the Vietnam war. They in turn pressed us very hard on Vietnam and on
the question of trade on scientific apparatus. They also spoke quite
strongly about their desire for an NPT and their view that inspection
should be carried out by the International Atomic Energy Agency.

All through the discussions as we pressed the Russians to do
various thlngs and particularly to use their weight to bring the
Vietnam War to a conference table, fhey reiteriated that these were
informal discussions and that they could not speak for their government
any more than we could. However, we were told privately that the
discussions would be reported to Premiere ggéggkgip this week. The
meetings were held in a tone of general friendliness and with eseentially

| ; :
no bombast or . for the record such as had characterized

past meetings/particularly the multi-national meetings of Putwash where
the Russians had to take a public stance in opposition to U.S. positions.
In £ffgedils.- fact there was more serious questioning about precisely what
we meant by various positions such as intemational inspection to monitor
the NPT or victory in Vietnam or stragetic weapons freeze. I personally
think that there is ‘K in this collection of things a major opportunity

to improve relations with the Soviet Union and t¢ solicit their strong
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assistance in halting the Vietnam War provided we can move resolutely

on several fronts simultaneously. I doubt ¥ whether one could 2
them into a package because the Russians would obviously be careful

to avoid even the appearance &f having been bought but if the timing
were right I think that a combin:tion of a major effort by us to

pursuade the Germans to atcept the Russian accepting the Russian

- position on the inspection authority for the non-proliferation agreement.

Namely that we should use the:lhternational Atomic Engergy Agency for

this purpose. This is actually the preferred U.S. position and we are
demureing toward g" uratom primarily because of the German pressures.

The fact of the matéer is that the United States was the primary proponent
of IAEA for a long time and I think it is a very bad thing for us to

have built this up and then reject it. The fact of the matter is that

the Uratom form of inspection. It will obviously take a considerable
effort on the part of the President to get the Germans to accept IAEA

but I think that this is the essential ingredient of getting disarmament
activities moving again.

On the ABM and limitations offensive weapon, we were convicned that
the Russians weél never fully appreciated the Johnson-McNamara proposal
to Premier Kosygin at Glassboro. He did not really understand that
we were prepared to explore limitations on offensive weapons as well
as defensive systems. They indicated a great interesgréontinuing these
disucssions possibly on a informal basis but possibly also on a formal
basis. It is likely that in the context of movement on NPT one could
also get them to agree to a formal conference on this subject. On the
other hand it may be opening up ang endless debate because the Russians
just as the Pentagon view the ABM as a defense against theChinese and
at the moment at least no bilaterdal agreements even involving substantial
cuts in stragetic forces would convince them that they should abandon
the defensive systems. They were quite willing to consider limitations
on defenses and in fact their agenda included an item which was how
to keep defensive forces thin essentially. I myself think that the
questions of trying to balance limitations on defenses and offenses is

so complicated that agreement is unlikely. Even so it might be useful
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to have a formal gdiscussion on the subject because you would cause them
to have to think hard about the pros and cons of defensive deployments,
various kinds of offensive weapons systems and so on. In any event I would
guess that the discussions we had with them created sufficient interest
that as a minimum they will undoubtedly come back for further informal
discussions and at a maximum they might agree to a formal bilateral

discussion of the kind that the President and the Secretary of Defense

have;seeking.

Appropos of trade, there is probably no single item that the Russians
appear to be more sensitive and bitter about than our failure to
relax the trading restrictions. We got a formal lecture on the subject,

v talked to me about it in our private discussions and

several of the Russians pressed us on it. I have no better signal

to them of our desire to better relations and no better leverage for
getting their help in pressing the North Vietnamese than the relaxationg
of some of the trade restrictions. v The most dramatic of these

would be the decision to let the Soviet Union buy some of our computers.
I know that this #/ is a controversial subject that has been frequently
explored in the government. I think we should appreciate jf that the
day is coming fast when the British{ff;;nch and the Geemans are going
to be able to supply the Russians with high-performance computers and

we will look extremely silly. The possible threat because the
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One active Soviet participant is
identified throughout the record
of the meeting as Schtukin. This
is ip error and should read
SHCHUKIN - for Academician A.N.
Shchukin of the Leningrad Electro-
Technical Institute.
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AMERICAN PROPOSED AGENDA

Ts New Technological Factors that Destabilize the Strategic
Balance

New missile systems
Ballistic missile defenses
Penetration aids

Consequent uncertainty of performance: relation to
deterrence

EX» Factors Affecting Strategic Security

Agymmetry of the requirements for deterrence on the
two sides

The Problem of Parity

Overreaction by each side to technological uncertainties
and misreading of intent

Response to new nuclear powers
The role of the Non-Proliferation Treaty
III. Wwhat is Involved in Stopping and Reversing the Arms Race?

To what extent can there be a common view of what
mutual restraints are possible?

What principles should govern agreements on mutual restraiﬁt,
limitations on offensive and defensive missiles, and further
steps toward disarmament?

What technical factors need be assessed in order to discuss
realistic steps on limitations and disarmament?

Can we restrict numbers and/or kinds of delivery
systems?
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Can we find mutually acceptable limits on anti-
ballistic missile defenses?

How far can we proceed depending only on unilateral
verification?

What concrete steps could be taken soon?
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MEETING AGENDA

(Proposed by Soviets and agreed to by Americans)

I, ‘Strategic Problems

1.

2.

3.

II. General

l.

Analysis of the strategic situation.

Ways of freezing and cutting back nuclear weapons
systems to the level of a minimum umbrella.

Ways of reducing anti-ballistic missile systems
and keeping them thin.

Problems

Ways to end the Vietnam war and bring about a
settlement there.

Overcoming the remaining obstacles to the NPT,

The Improvement of Soviet-American relations.




irst Day - December 28

The meeting began at 10 a.m. on December 28 at the
House of Scientists,

Millionshchikov welcomed us warmly and briefly. He
said it was not a time for long-winded speeches, He preferred
to get down to business at once. He outlined his suggestions
as to procedure. He suggested that he and Doty serve as co-
chairmen and this was agreed. He said that on this opening
day we would work until 2 p.m. Tomorrow, the 29th, the Presidium
of the Academy of Science of the USSR would meet during most of
the day. We would therefore begin our second day's meeting at
5 p.m., after which we could work as long as necessary. On
the third day, the 30th, we could start at 10 a.m. and go until
about 2 o'clock, when Keldish would give us lunch. Then we
would resume at 4 p.m. and work as long as might be necessary.
If the group wished, we could meet again on the 31lst, for at
least a morning session from 10 until 1.

Millionshchikov then turned to the agenda. He said
the Soviets agreed to the agenda proposed by the American side,
and he outlined the following items for discussion:

1. Analysis of the strategic situation.

2, The question of freezing and cutting back on

nuclear weapons systems to the level of a
minimum umbrella.

Ways of reducing ABM systems and keeping them thin,

Ways to end the Vietnam conflict and bring about
a settlement there.

Overcoming the remaining obstacles to the NPT,

6., Improvement in U.S.-Soviet relations.

(This differs substantially from the U.S. proposed
agenda -- see page 2). '
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Emphasizing that it was necessary to look at both
offensive and defensive systems, Millionshchikov cbserved that
the first three items were all facets of the same problem and
could be discussed simultaneously as a single cluster of gques-
tions., He suggested that we begin with a full discussion of the
first three questions. On the second day, we could deal with
the other items (NPT, Vietnam, etc.) Then on the final day we
could return to the first three questioms, Participants would
have had time to give thought to specific suggestioms that
might emerge during the first day and we could have a full and
frank discussion of them.

Paul Doty thanked the Soviets for receiving us at
this time. He regretted that during the past three years we
had not been able to maintain very close contact. He hoped that
at this meeting both sides would take a critical look at the
present situation and consider how the arms race might be
managed so that systems on both sides would be kept at the
lowest possible level, and stability could be maintained with
least threat to both sides. Regarding Vietnam, Doty sald he
thought that our group could do its best work at home. What
we could do in Moscow was very limited, but we would be glad
to discuss the matter as fully as our Soviet friends might wish.

Doty said that on questions relating to the strat-~
egic balance our group holds views close to those of the
Administration in Washington and cur contacts in government
are good., Even so, we were here as individuals and would speak
as individuals, distinguishing when necessary between (a) our
views, (b) the Administration's views and (c) national opinion,
which were not necessarily all the same,

Doty said that because of lack of contact, the two
sides may have developed different ways of viewing the strat-
egic postures, Only if we had a common view and understanding
of the prcblem could we usefully discuss specifics., He hoped
that at the current session we could develop such a common view.

Doty began his analysis by stating that experience
had shown that GCD had not been a useful handle for coming to
grips with the arms race in this decade. This was regrettable,
but it was a fact of life, We had a condition of mutual
deterrence, and although this was an unpleasant code by which
to live, it has worked and we know that it is possible to live
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by it. The key to stable mutual deterrence lay in both sides
having a secure second strike, but not a first-strike capability.
He quoted McNamara to the effect that neither side had a first-
strike capability.,

In the early 60s the strategic situation seemed stable
because the offense could offset any conceivable defense that
might be developed. The offensive systems of both sides were
seen as invulnerable. Doty feared, however, that rapidly develop-
ing technology in the next decade might erode the confidence
that one or both sides have had in their second-strike capability,

Wiesner interrupted to say that in the early 60s some
in the U.S. Government tried to effect reductions., They were
not successful. He thought it would be interesting at some
point to tell the Soviets why, since he felt that the Soviet
Union by its actions and statements, was in part responsible,

Doty continued, explaining why many U,S, observers
had felt that an effective ABM system was not conceivable, He
mentioned the ease with which the offense could increase the
numbers of offensive missiles and develop penetration aids, etc,
However, the argument about ABM had proved to be inconclusive
and now both sides were evidently determined to have light ABM
systems., These systems would not be dangerous to the strategic
balance so long as they were kept thin, but because of ambiguity
on this point, they tended to be destabilizing. There were,
moreover, other destabilizing factors in the present environment
which Doty listed as follows:

l. The current Soviet build-up.,

2. Technological possibilities for the development
of missiles with multiple warheads, MIRVs, etc,

3. The Chinese nuclear threat, which had developed
faster than expected.

4, Impfovements in ABM technology and changes in the
cost ratio of offense and defense,

Doty emphasized that these factors, taken together,
accelerate the dynamics of the arms race. He spoke in particular
of the interaction of ABM and MIRV. Each side tends to assess
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conservatively what the other side is doing, and often they
overreact. The result was a long process of action and re-
action, constituting an upward spiral of the arms race. Both
sides would try to maintain an invulnerable second~-strike
capability, but their confidence that they have such capability
would diminish. Each side might imagine that the other was
planning a first strike, These were the ingredients of a
classic arms race, To what end? The irony was that as each
side develops more powerful systems, everybody has less secur-
ity. Both sides talk of “"superiority," but such superiority,
if it exists, cannot be translated into political action.

The question that we all have to face, Doty thought,
was whether we could level off and then begin to reduce., He
suggested that the discussion proceed in two stages. First,
we could see whether we could get an agreed assessment of what
is driving the arms race, Then, in a second stage we could
discuss what might be done to get it under control,

Ruina agreed with Doty's analysis, and said he would
only add a few details., He spoke of the "ratchet effect" in
the arms race, which could evidently move forward but not back-
wards. He emphasized our desire to hear from the Soviet side
what they think causes it, He said the American side would
try to explain their view of the matter.

Ruina then turned to the "thin" ABM system that the
U.S. contemplated, Briefly, he said that it consisted or would
consist of relatively few radars and a few missiles that could
give the entire country a thin protection based on interception
far above the atmosphere, Such a system could handle only a
few objects. It would not be effective against the Soviet
Union, but only against what a small nuclear power such as
China might be able to throw at us.

Continuing, Ruina said that a more complex system
with advanced radar and many more interceptors was being re-
searched and developed. He was of the opinion that it would
still not offer a sure defense,

Turning to the motivation for the U,S. decision to
deploy ABM, Ruina mentioned that although it was designed pri-
marily to protect us against the Chinese, nevertheless Soviet
policy and statements on ABM had had a lot to do with the
decision. It was hard for opponents of ABM in the United
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States to argue that while the Soviet Union might do it, the
U.S. should not. 8o we are going to ABM and we are also very
active in the development of penetration aids. The most sig-
nificant of new developments appear to be multiple warheads.
These were essentially a penetration aid and this development
is surely stimulated by Soviet ABM activity, but the fact was
that they could inflict more damage than missiles with single
warheads and might, therefore, be thought of by the other side
as constituting a first-strike weapon.

Ruina agreed with Millicnshchikov that it was not
feasible to discuss the offense and defense separately. What
we had was one process of action and reaction. This might
not be the case if it were possible to develop a perfect
defense, but on cur side we were convinced that no one could
do this., So you get a spiral effect, and all the ingredients
of a classic arms race. To get it under control, you would have
to reduce both offensive and defensive systems. Reduction of
ABM might be an "indirect” way to tackle the arms race problem,
but reduction of offensive weapons was the only "direct" way.
He felt that this should be made explicit in our discussions,
and that the problem should be looked at in_toto.

Wiesner also agreed with this view, He said
Americans had tended in the past to stress the arguments
against ABM because they thought it would be easier to stop
something which had not yet started., Of course, the solution
to the strategic weapons problem would be to get rid of strat-
egic weapons, but because of the difficult inspection problem,
Wiesner had come to favor reduction to what he called a "minimum
deterrent” and what the Soviets had renamed "minimum umbrella."
Wiesner repeated that he fully agre«d it was necessary to dis-
cuss limitations on offense and defense simultaneously. He
pointed out that the U.S. Govermment was willing to carry on
such discussions at government level and he hoped that it
would soon be possible to do this. In the meantime, if we
could agree at the present meeting on ways to get started, maybe
it would be a good idea “to write letters to our respective
governments, presenting our recommendations,"

Wiesner cobserved that at wvery low levels, inspection
would be needed, and he did not think inspection was practical,
If one began to think in terms of more modest limits, the first
problem was to establish comparable units., A missile with a
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single warhead and ancther missile with multiple warheads might
each constitute a "unit," but would they have the same military
effectiveness? Despite these difficulties, Wiesner thought that
the only feasible basis was numbers of launchers,

Wiesner said that when he suggested the "umbrella" he

- thought of numbers adequate to give assurance to both sides: from
one hundred to two hundred rockets. At that time, this looked
rather large to some, but it seemed less large now., Anyway, he
thought that at that level, even if one's estimate of what the
other side had was wrong by a considerable margin, each side
would be satisfied that they had a deterrent,

Wiesner still thought that the umbrella was a good
thing tc aim at, but now it was necessary to ask; what is the
impact of a defensive system at various levels., This raised
interesting questions; according to one's point of view, one
could say that a defensive system was unsettling or reassuring.
Wiesner's own view was that, although it was impossible to
develop a sure, reliable ABM system, it would be unsettling in
the extreme. Of course, if you went to zero on offensive
weapons (with inspection, of course) then ABM might be a good
thing in that it would probably be effective enough to deal
with the small number of weapons that might be produced clan-
destinely. Under these conditions, it would not be unsettling.
If, however, you pushed down to the level of a minimum deterrent,
then ABM would be extremely unsettling. *:

Kapitsa interrupted to ask whether the U,S. would
really agree to the kinds of reductions that Wiesner was talk-
ing about. He observed that the U.S, had refused to sign the
convention banning chemical warfare weapons, Now Wiesner was
speaking of a much more complicated case, Would the U.S,
“really signz®

Wiesner replied that BCW was not inspectable, certainly
not by unilateral means--and inspection was the key.

Rathjens said that what was involved was verification
and assurance, not "inspection."” Unilateral verification would
have been easier a few years ago when missiles were big and
highly visible., It had become harder now, but remained possible,
He did not know how much longer this would be the case, as
missiles became harder to see, Rathjens mentioned here that
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we had heard reports recently about Soviet development of mobile
ICBMs. This was worrisome, because we could be less sure of how
many there were, Under these circumstances, the U.S. almost
certainly would overreact,

Long said it was important not to forget NPT. He
thought the crux on NPT would be how the Soviet Union and the
United States manage their own affairs. This gave increasing
urgency to the need to get the strategic arms race under control,

Schtukin asked whether the American side was saying

that ABM had triggered MIRV, If so, he disagreed. (The Soviets lat-

er -elaborated this argument--see pp. 32-33)., Secondly, he won-
dered whether Wiesner was saying that one could abolish the
offense but keep a defense? He thought this would be illusory,
because the defense might have a dual capability and be used for
offensive purposes,

Rathjens said that the answer to the first question
was yes, It was actually happening in the U.S. Poseidon and
multiple warhead ICBMs were our response to ABM, Perhaps we
were overreacting, but this was a fact, nevertheless. He spoke
of the “"defense conservative" psychology that doubtless operated
on both sides. He had heard it argued that the Soviet mobile
ICBM was probably a reaction to our ABM., He asked whether
this was true,

On the second question raised by Schtukin, Wiesner
replied by saying that he had merely intended to explore the
question whether with ABM you could have a limited umbrella,
He thought that ABM would not be unsettling only if you went
to zero, He agreed that conceivably ABM could be converted
and be used for offensive purposes. That was why at very low
levels one needed inspection.

Khvostov said he was very pleased to hear the
Americans talking about offense and defense simultaneously.
He thought this was a new development--very different from
what was heard at Udaipur (1964)., He recalled that Soviet
proposals at Geneva and elsewhere had always aimed at reduct-
ions of offense and defense simultaneously. Before going
further, he thought it would be interesting to hear what the
American participants thought of the “well-known Soviet
proposals” and why they were not adequate to deal with these
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Wiesner said that at Udaipur, the Americans were just
beginning to assess the impact of ABM. Now the Soviets were
- saying, as they had for some time, that one must couple offensze
and defense. Wiesner agreed and said we were anxious to <.  ore
the question on this basis.

We then had a coffee break, after which Kapitsa asked
what was the difference between mobile ICBMs and Polaris.
Americans had been talking for years about the virtues of
Polaris as an invulnerable second-strike weapon. It was sup-
posed to be a good thing. Were not mobile ICBMs in the same
category?

Rathjens replied that submarines were large and could
be counted while in production. The& land-based mobiles were
less visible. Wiesner added that if you had a "sausage factory”
producing mobile ICBMs, there would be much uncertainty with
regard to numbers and a new complexity which would be difficult

to analyze. @l

Kapitsa then said in the strongest terms that the
Vietnam war was a great gulf between us. The Soviet participants
hoped to hear in the course of this meeting what the official
U.S. position on Vietnam was. He said that the Soviets under-
stand the Middle Eastern war both from the perspective of Israel
(which was fighting for its life) and from the perspective of
the Arabs. Whether you agreed with the positions or not was
another matter. At least you could understand what they were
saying; they made sense, The Soviets could not understand the
Vietnam war.

Doty said we would answer on Vietnam when we got on
to that item. Regarding Khvostov's remarks, he said he thought
the answer was that Soviet proposals of 1964 were irrelevant
in 1968. In the first place, the proposals were not concrete.
They proposed moving toward GCD, with an undefined umbrella as
an intermediate step. Second, we were now in 1968, and both
China and France have become nuclear powers. What would be the
effects now if the Soviet Union and the United States went to
zero? Doty felt we had to get back to the agenda, which called
for analysis of the strategic situation. He observed that the
United States, strategically, was on a plateau as regards numbers.
The Soviet Union was rapidly expanding., The Americans hoped to
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. hear from the Soviets what they think is driving the new arms
race., If we got clear answers to this question, we would per-
haps be on our way toward a common understanding of the problem,

Khvostov said that the umbrella was defined clearly in
the Soviet proposals. The proposals had not been discussed be-
cause of the priority of NPT, but the proposals still stood, and
the Americans ought to react to them.

Wiesner repeated that at the official level there had
been some discussion of having talks about offense and defense
simultaneocusly. If at the present meeting we felt this was im-
portant "and urgent, we could tell our governments so and recom-
mend that the talks start. At the present meeting, we ought not
to go into details of numbers and systems, but only try to get a
common intellectual understanding of the problem.

Millionshchikov said he felt there had been a definite
advance in that the U.S. participants were now talking of limit-
ations on offense and defense simultaneously. In the circumstances,
he thought that we might be able to make. real progress toward
developing ways of accomplishing such limitations, although he
agreed with Wiesner that it was not necessary to go into specif-
ics about numbers, etc. Millionshchikov hoped that the U.S.

side would put some proposals in writing. He also hoped that
the U.S. participants would prepare answers to questions put
by the Soviet side. At the same time, if the American side
would put some questions, the Soviets would try to reply.

Millionshchikov went on to say that Kapitsa's views
of Vietnam reflected those of all the Soviet participants. They
felt that nothing could be resolved without the establishment
of confidence between the two governments. Personally, he
"could not imagine any agreement on arms limitations so long
as one side was engaged in a course of action that could lead
to the brink of a military confrontation.”

Doty then listed certain questions that he hoped the
Soviet participants would consider. First, we should frankly
discuss our mutual regquirements and see whether we can visualize
how the arms race can be brought under control. Then we should
try to develop a common conception of how we should respond to
nuclear developments in China and France.}§ Next, what are the
principles that should govern limitations and mutual restraint?
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What technical factors need to be taken into account? At what
levels of numbers are viable agreements gonceivable? How far
can we proceed with unilateral verification? What mix of
offense and defense would make sense in a disarming world?
Above all, what would be possible when the Vietnam war was over.
Doty stressed the last question. He thought the Soviet answer
to it would be the most useful message that we could take home
to our government. Whatever the political difficulties of the
moment, it was important that both sides continue to think hard
about how to get the arms race under control. Doty observed
that "Vietnam will pass.” On the other hand, "the nuclear age
will last forever." We can never escape from the problems that
it imposes on us.

Wiesner said that he would like to have discussion of
how to improve the formal arrangements between the governments
for studying and coming to understand the arms race, He thought
the 18-nation meeting in Geneva was not the best forum. Ideally,
there should be close, continuous bilateral discussion.

Long said that he hoped to hear how the Soviet part-
icipants view the function of the nuclear weapons that both sides
develop in such variety. Increasingly, U.S. scientists see these
weapons only in terms of their usefulness as counter-weapons.
If--as one of the Soviet participants was saying during the
coffee break--we both understand that we won't bomb the other,
then indeed the situation is full of irony. But is this an
over-simplified view? Do the Soviet participants see any other
role for nuclear weapons?

Non-Proliferation Treaty

We then turned to the question of the non-proliferation
treaty, and Emel'yanov initiated the discussion by saying that he
thought the main obstacle to agreement was paragraph 3 of the
draft treaty. After the Tokyo discussions, where some 92 coun-
tries, including those that are now making objections, had voted
for IAEA controls, he (Emel'yanov) had assumed that this would be
the agreed form of control. Although he himself had originally
some doubts about IAEA controls, Wiesner and others had helped
him resolve these doubts. Now, some seemed to be saying “We can
control you, but you cannot control us.” This was unequal and
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the Soviet Union could not agree,

Wiesner agreed that this whole problem was most important,
Another was that countries like India were saying that the big
nuclear powers must accept some forms of restraint.

Emel’yanov said that he thought the crux of the matter
was that the FRG did not want any control. He had discussed it
with von Weizsdcker after the conference in Czechoslovakia,
Weizsdcker seemed to be especially fearful that the U.S. would
gain German industrial secrets. He had spoken of Westinghouse.,
Also, France would be in a privileged position, and the Germans
did not like this., Emel'yanov said he was convinced that the FRG
was developing a growing nuclear ability. They had plutcnium
plants, they were building reactors (small ones, to be sure, but
who knew what would come next?) and the FRG does not want the
details of its operations to become public property. He thought
the problem was a political one and not a technical one.

Kissinger said he thought the discussion of NPT should
cover three topicss

1. what form of treaty can be signed by both the
United States and the Soviet Union?

2. What form of treaty is likely to 5e accepted
by others?

3. 1In what spirit will the treaty be implemented
on a global basis?

Regarding the first question, Kissinger thought that
paragraph 3 was the only problem. He wanted, however, to add
a political element to the discussion. He thought the imminence
of a treaty had caused a number of nth countries to give priority
to studying the nuclear problem and had caused some of them to
move closer to a nuclear weapons capability. Therefore, the
problem every day became more urgent. On the second question,
he said that potential nuclear countries see the U,S. and the
Soviet Union engaged in a full arms race, and they do not like
to be told that they cannot participate in even an elementary
way. The crux of this problem is that the United States and
the Soviet Union must find ways of reducing their political
rivalry and reducing arms. Otherwise, even if a treaty were
signed, it would not be viable,
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Long then called attention to the recent “citizens’
study” of the NPT problem. He distributed copies to the Soviet
participants. (The UNA-USA Panel Report).

Doty said he had the personal feeling that the Germans
were interested in one thing--their rivalry with France. With
Euratom, the Germans have some oversight of French nuclear devel-
opments., If Euratom dies the Germans will lose this chance of
keeping informed.

Regarding the larger problem of NPT, Doty said that
potential nuclear powers want security, the opportunity to part-
icipate in the peaceful uses of atomic energy, and a kind of
diplomatic dignity. He called attention to the special problem
of India, which lies outside both alliance systems. India needs
.some guarantees against Chinese nuclear blackmail. Because of
this and other considerations, Sarabhai had evidently shifted
his position. He no longer advocated that India sign a non-
proliferation treaty. He was recommending against signature,
although he did not favor a weapons program. The USG had pro-
posed a Security Council solution to the reassurance problem,
Doty said, but the Soviet Union had not responded.

Emel‘yanov thought the NPT had nothing to do with
Euratom, which its members ccuid continue if they wished. The
question was, what form of control would be applied across the
board? He thought the matter was urgent. Time was running
against us. He did not think it proper to link NPT to other
things.,

Wiesner thought that the Article 3 dispute was a
question of tactics. Both the Soviet Union and the United
States were agreed that IAEA controls were the answer, The
United States wanted to sign a treaty now and struggle later
about the exact form of inspection. Wiesner then made a second
point: that Euratom was dying, and its supporters clung very
strongly to its inspection function, which was about all that
was left,

Artzimovich also emphasized the urgency of the
problem. He thought it would be better for everybody if we
could get a treaty now., He felt that as scientists, we should
indicate this to our governments and tell them to get on with it,
The signature of an NPT treaty would be important, because it
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would move us toward détente, as the test ban treaty had done.,

Long said we would all say amen to that.

Emel'yanov said that the Soviet Union could not accept
a formulation that would permit the "self-contained Euratom
countries” to remove themselves from the system of international
control.

Arbatov said he doubted that the dispute over Article 3
was a matter of tactics. He thought that U.S. relations with
its German ally were very much involved. This was more than a
question of tactics and gives rise to apprehension in the Soviet
Union,

Wiesner said that although he was not personally involved
in any of the negotiations, he had the impression that some other
Euratom members were even more concerned than Germany.

Millionshchikov said that having heard the viewpoint
of both sides, he thought there was close proximity between the
two positions and this was encouraging. The system of controls
remained the stumbling block. He thought the United States should
press its allies harder to bridge the differences.

We then adjourned for the day.

(At lunch, Khvostov told Kissinger that he thought
the Soviets would be flexible on NPT).
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Second Day - December 29

Vietnam

We resumed at 5 p.m., December 29. The discussion
centered on Vietnam.

Doty led‘off by saying that there were three wars.

l. The guerrilla war.

2, The war between the main force units.,

3. The air war in North Vietnam.

He also distinguished between three sets of attitudes:
Those of the American participants.
Those of the U.S. Government.,
Those of the American public.

There were some differences and this ought to be kept
in mind.

We then went around the table, and Soviet participants
posed questions about Vietnam.

Millionshchikov said there was one question in the minds
of the Soviet participants: when would the United States end its
war in Vietnam? He said he had not met a single scientist in any
country who felt that the war was morally or politically justified,
He thought we should analyze the problem in the spirit of Pugwash.
In his opinion, the way to end the war was for the U,S. to withdraw.,
He wondered whether the new NLF program was widely known in the
United States. He thought it was a program that could be accepted
by democratic public opinion. As scientists, the participants at
this meeting should help make the NLF program known, and they
should also make it clear that U,S. withdrawal was necessary.
Millionshchikov said he understood that the only obstacle to nego-
tiations was the bombing of the north., He disagreed with Doty's
thought that there was a separate "air war." War was a bilateral
thing. The U.S. bombing of the north was a unilateral action.
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Furthermore, he did not understand how U.S. prestige could possibly
be more adversely affected than by continuing its present course

of enormous investment and nothing to show for it. France in
withdrawing from Algeria had gained prestige, and had also made
enormous gains economically.

Millionshchikov said he hoped to hear from his American
colleagues how the war could be ended. It was throwing a shadow
across Soviet-American relations and seriously retarding many
steps that could be taken towards disarmament. Millionshchikov
wondered why public opinion in the United States was not
"sufficiently active” to end the war,

Kapitsa asked what the U,S. military leaders, and
specifically General Westmoreland, meant when they used the phrase
“complete military victory."

Artzimovich said that he thought Vietnam was the most
unfortunate of all wars that the United States had ever fought.,
It was incomprehensible to him how the 'USG expected to find a
way out. We had half a million men in South Vietnam. Why was
it necessary to bomb the north? It was a display of extraordinary
incompetence.

Vinogradov asked (1) what are the U.S. aims in Vietnam:
(2) what is the outlook as regards the possible spread of the
war to Cambodia and Laos?

Emel'yanov said he could not understand why withdrawal
would hurt U.S. prestige when the war itself was causing U.S.
prestige to decline, and our reputation had been brought so low
that it could scarcely go further. He, too, wanted to be informed
about United States goals in Vietnam., He wondered whether the
United States was trying to replace the United Kingdom, Erance
and the Netherlands in the area,

Arbatov asked how Americans "who have analyzed local
wars" view the Vietnam war. Presumably, he said, they have
learned that local wars have "unlocal" consequences. He thought
that in the context of what had been said the day before about
action and reaction, there were dangerous possibilities here,
Secondly, Arbatov wanted to know more about the relationship of
the war to what he termed "background changes" in the U.S, He
asked: "Will the tendencies in the U.,S. that operate to prolong
the Vietnam war not also operate afterwards and ensure more
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“Vietnam-type" wars?" "Is the rigidifying of the U.S. position
a consequence of the coming election?” Finally, Arbatov, toc,
asked about the possibility that the U,S8. would go above the
17th Parallel and move into Cambodia and Laos.

_ Kissinger said he would deal with the problem in two
parts. First, he would try to answer the specific questions
that had been raised and this would involve some explanation of
official U.S. Government views., Second, he would take Arbatov's
questions and use them as a basis for loocking at the future and
at where we might go from here. Regarding Millionshchikov's
question as to why public opinion was not more active in stopping
the war, Kissinger pointed out that although some in the United
States had doubts about the war, there were many cthers who
wanted to win, whatever that might mean. Opinion was quite
polarized, and the most recent poll showed that 58 per cent of
respondents inclined toward the view that the United States had
to do whatever might be necessary to win. Kissinger thought
there was no doubt that the President felt more pressure from
this group than from critics of the war.

As for the meaning to be given to Westmoreland's talk
about "military victory, " Kissinger said that in Westmoreland's
opinion, the guerrilla activities were viable only because of
the activities of the main force units from the north. If the
main force units are dealt with, the guerrilla war will come
to a halt. The problem was that as the main force units are
hurt, they naturally take sanctuary wherever they can. Hence,
the pressure in the United States for pursuing the fleeing
enemy into Laos, Cambodia, etc.

Regarding United States goals in Vietnam, Kissingar
said the main goal was to give South Vietnam freedom to choose its
own political forms, free of outside interference. Of course,
it was difficult to define what constituted outside interference,
but the view was a sincere one. As for the question of how the
Vietnam war fits into the analyses of local wars, Kissinger said
that he and others who had written on the subject had had in
mind the Korean model--that is, a clear aggression across a
frontier for territorial gain--not a case such as Vietnam, where
foreign influence and help was inserted into a civil war situation.

Kissinger then developed the thesis that the U.S.
reaction in Vietnam was in its early stages a response by
President Kennedy to Khrushchev's 1960 challenge on "wars of
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national liberation.” As for the deeper issues, Kissinger felt
it was a mistake to think that the great powers conducted foreign
policy in terms of some deep design with clearly established ob-
jectives and well articulated moves. Bureaucracy and inertia had
to be taken into account. The point was that governments usually
found that it was easier to continue doing what they were doing
than to stop and adopt a different course of action.

Kissinger emphasized that mow that the United States
has half a million men in Vietnam, the problem is not an abstract
problem. It has to be considered in terms of the actual situation
that we are in., He agreed with Doty that there were three wars
in progress. He also agreed that every effort should be made to
end the war honorably as soon as possible. He felt that nobody
wanted to see the United States humiliated, and therefore in
suggesting steps to end the war, one should have this constraint
also in mind, Finally, an end to the bombing was clearly easier
to contemplate than troop withdrawal in the initial stages.
Therefore, perhaps, this is what one should concentrate on in
the search for an acceptable formula for de-escalation.

Kissinger said he assumed it would not do any good to
indulge in recriminations about the past., He appreciated the
calm mood and tone of the Soviet participants in their comments
about Vietnam,

Kissinger pointed out some of the asymmetries in the
Vietnam situation. On the one hand, the U.S. was a great world
power with worldwide responsibilities. Hanoi was a small power
with only local responsibilities. The Vietnamese had fought
bravely and gallantly. But the very qualities that had made
this possible tended to make them inexpert and obstinate in
diplomacy.

The question of how to get negotiations started was
critical. If either side should start with the appearance of
weakness, it would rapidly begin to lose strength in the South.
If, for example, the United States made substantial concessions
to the NLF the position of the Saigon government would be
weakened. Kissinger's impression was that most Vietnamese
tended to go along with whatever power they thought would win
out in the long run, and if the position of one side seemed to
be crumbling, there would be a rush to the other side. Kissinger
spoke of the difficulties of getting a cease-fire in a situation
where the government controlled 80 per cent of the country by day
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and the insurgents controlled 60 per cent by night. Where could
you draw a cease-fire line? There was no territorial line that

would make sense. The line was between day and night, and this

was hard to draw.

Kissinger apologized for going into so much detail,
But he said the question was a serious one that needed the most
detailed scrutiny. He emphasized that there was need for a
third party, like the Soviet Union, to help Hanoi see the problem
in a wider setting.

He said that when you think of United States foreign
policy, you must think of the pulling and hauling that goes on
between conflicting bureaucracies. He could recall occasions
when an outside voice that could be taken seriously could tilt
the balance between the conflicting recommendations that the
American president receives,

Kissinger said that the first step towards a settlement
should be to stop bombing under circumstances that the U.8. could
accept and start negotiations. He thought that this could be
done. It was not beyond the wit of man to get it established
officially that if the bombing stopped, meaningful negotiation
would follow without an increased rate of infiltration from the
north,

Kissinger thought the Soviet participants should note
that the U.S. had offered to withdraw its troops within six months
of the time that Hanoi withdrew its forces and the level of violence
had decreased, The United States had also said that all elements
in Vietnam should participate in the political life of the country.
The only thing the U.S. insisted on was that the NLF should not
shoot their way into control of the country.

Kissinger then explained what he meant by "lack of
humiliation.” 1In his opinion, the United States was not interested
in spending its resources in an attempt to prevent, in all circum-
stances, a Communist government from taking control in South
~ Vietnam. On the other hand, the U.S. would not withdraw in cir-
cumstances that appeared to involve a military defeat. If a
really free political process could be started, the U,S. would
withdraw. The members of the NLF should participate in that free
political process., If they could not win in that context, then
that should be accepted. If they could win, the United States
would have to accept it.
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Kapitsa interrupted to ask whether Kissinger was
saying that the United States could accept any solution that
would not involve a military defeat,

Kissinger said it was more complicated than that.
What we needed was a genuinely free political process, i.e.,
one that did not amount to a trick to cloak a seizure of
power by the NLF.

Kapitsa then referred to President Johnson's “emotion-
al" speech in San Antonio., The Americans talked of the need
to be calm and business-like, but that speech was all purple
passion,

Wiesner interjected that the President's San Antonio
speech had had some real business in it which the Soviets had
not read. In fact the conditions for de-escalation that the
President had outlined seemed less stringent than those which
Kissinger had outlined.

Arbatov said that Hanoi had repeatedly said that a
cessation of bombing would lead to negotiations.

Kissinger pointed out that Hanoi always said “could”
not “would” or "will."” The word they used was “"pourrait.,"
This, in the opinion of the United States, could be a trick,

Arbatov said that in Russian the distinction could not
be made. The two words meant the same thing.

Artzimovich asked whether cessation of infiltration
was really so terribly important in view of the great U.S,
military predominance in South Vietnam,

Kissinger replied that in his opinion, some variation
of the limits of infiltration--in fact, variation within fairly
wide limits--would not upset the balance in the South. But
suppose that with a cessation of bombing you got massive infil-
tration and an increase in U,S. casualties. This the President
could not allow,

Wiesner pointed out that President Johnson was being
criticized in America for unduly restraining the military
leaders., If he opted for a cessation of bombing, this crit-
icism would mount.
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The President is reminded every day that earlier
bombing pauses have led to increased infiltration. Each
cessation has brought new pressure to escalate., The President
was between two fires, But the important thing to remember was
that the "liberals" were in a minority and a much larger group
was urging him to finish it off and win the war,

Artzimovich said that the Americans seemed to be say-
ing that the USG was balancing between two sources of pressure,
It seemed to him to be a very unstable balancing. If a way could
not be found to de-escalate, then undoubtedly the war would
spread to Laos and Cambodia.

Wiesner pointed out that there were substantial differ-
ences of opinion, not only among the American public, but also
in the USG. A third party, if it really tried to be helpful,
might help shape the outcome of the American debate,

Doty also stressed the need for third-power inter-
cession., He pointed out that the Soviets as co-chairmen of
the Geneva Conference could, if they wished, try to activate
the ICC so that it could help get the situation in Cambodia
and Laos clarified. The likelihood of the war spreading to
those areas would then be diminished.

Millionshchikov said that he hoped the broader
questions of international relations, and Soviet-U.S. relations
would receive the same detailed analysis that Kissinger had made
of the problems of a cessation of bombing. It was necessary to
deal with matters in detail, but in the long run we would have
to rise above petty questions and deal with the big issues.

Vinogradov said that he did not want to be emotional
and would try to restrain himself as his Soviet colleagues had
done, but he had to admit that Vietnam made his flesh crawl.

He could not understand how so civilized a country as the United
States could do what it is doing to the Vietnamese people.
Secondly, he had to admit that when he thought about the huge
United States bases in Vietnam, he had some doubt that we would
ever relinguish them.,

Wiesner replied that no one that he knew saw any
strategic need for the United States to maintain bases in
Southeast Asia in the long run.
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Doty said that on the American side, Vinogradov's
horror at the war was widely shared. We wanted to repair the
damage that this was doing to the quality of life in America
and to our relations with the Soviet Union as soon as we could,

Khvostov said parenthetically that he agreed with
Vinogradov that even if the U.S. could achieve a military vic-
tory., it would be extremely difficult for the U.S. to leave
Vietnam. He then went to make his main point, which was that
the war has entered a critical phase. He mentioned the forth-
coming presidential elections in the U.S. and the developing
military situation in Vietnam, and he saw great dangers in
the interaction of these two factors, which might lead to the
spread of the war and what he called “"grave, sweeping, chain-
effect consequences.” Under these circumstances, he thought
that even though the U.S. might entertain some doubt that a
cessation would lead to negotiation, the only thing to do was
to try. The U.,S. should try to understand that the President
would gain enormous prestige during the election campaign if he
could succeed in getting negotiations started.

Long emphasized that the Soviet participants were
looking at a minority group of Americans who were not repre-
sentative of American opinion. The average American was
from a small town and had a small-town, simplistic view of the
war. His wife'’'s second cousin might be fighting in Vietnam,
This was reason enough for the average American to feel that
everything necessary to win should be done.

Long then referred to a memorandum that he had written
for people that he knows in Washington. They had said they
would be glad to receive his views, but his views were well
known and unless he had something new te add, the recommend-
ations that he made would probably not get very far. Long's
first reaction was to resent this. He felt that if one argued
rightly, it ought not to be necessary to come up with something
"new." Nevertheless, he wanted to say to his Soviet friends
that we were now at a stage where "something new" could be
extremely helpful and might be necessary if any progress were
to be made. He thought this "something new” might be injected
into the situation by a third country that was respected by
both sides--the Soviet Union, for example.

Wiesner said he thought it was only fair to point out
that the Soviet Union shared some responsibility for what was
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going on in Vietnam--not that it bore so heavy a responsibility
as the United States, but nevertheless its share was very real
and important. He referred to Khrushchev's speech in January,
1960--the period between Kennedy's election and the inaugur-
ation. The speech had said that wars of various types were

out of the question, but liberation wars were still admissible.
This had sounded like a challenge to people in Washington, and
their reaction was not unreasonable. The speech had had the
effect of causing the U.S. to feel that the challenge had to
be met.

Wiesner went on to say that he did not feel it did any good
to wring our hands. We cught to talk less about the past, and
give our attention to the future, and speak of the substantive
things that can be done now.

Millionshchikov said that like his colleagues he was
trying to restrain his emotion. He could not refrain, however,
from saying that the remarks of the American participants, if
you took them all in all, seemed to add up to the suggestion
that the Soviet Union was the main culprit in the Vietnam
situation. He wanted to say that Wiesner's and Kissinger's
interpretation of the Khrushchev speech of 1960 were wrong.

The Soviet Union had never urged others to go to war. It had
merely said that if people on their own initiative take up the
fight for liberation, it is healthy and ought to be assisted.
Millionshchikov then went to say that "we all know that the

war in Vietbam is hopeless.” The sooner it is ended, the better
for all of us. The fact that the U.S. has 500,000 men in Viet-
nam is indeed a fact, but it is not acceptable as a point of
departure for discussing how the war can be liquidated. As

long as those troops stay there, the war may grow and spreéead,
and this would involve great danger for the whole world,

The U.S. had to remember that Hanoi was a sovereian
government in charge of its own destiny. What makes you think,
he asked, that they will accept the conditions that the U,S.
puts on and that they will promise to negotiate? Millionshchikov
then referred to Kissinger's remark that the U.S., unlike Hanoi,
had worldwide responsibilities. He asked: who conferred these
responsibilities on the U.S.? His answer was that the U.S. had
taken them upon itself, and it could not ask for the sympathy
of the world or try to act as if this was in the natural order
of things.
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Khvostov said there was no getting away from the
fact that the first need was to stop the bombing. He then
observed that although the American participants were saying
that we should think about the future and not dwell on the
past, Wiesner had pulled out a speech by Khrushchev which
was seven years old and irrelevant to the present situation.
Rhvostov also took exception to something he had heard Wiesner
say about reducing the level of bombing gradually instead of
making an abrupt cessation. There was some discussion as to
whether seven bombs were better than ten bombs, and Khvostov
said that he (who had been bombed during the war) did not
think there was any significant difference, that the solution
was to go to zero now. Wiesner said that he felt that if you
could not go to zero, then seven was better than ten.

Both Wiesner and Long again emphasized the hope that
the Soviet Union would help constructively to make it possible
to level off the fighting and get negotiations started.

Millioshchikov said that if we were to write a message
to our governments, it ought to say: (1) The new NLF program
is well conceived, moderate, and sensible, and no one could
be humiliated by accepting it: (2) Hanoi is a sovereign state
and must be respected.

Doty said that we would deliver these views on the
American side. In return, he hoped the Soviet participants
would remember the valuable service in the cause of peace
which Mr. Kosygin had rendered at Tashkent and that they would
urge their government to take a similarly statesmanlike role
in Vietnam.

Kapitsa then recalled that in 1905 the U.S. had
assisted Russia in ending its war with Japan. Perhaps it was
time for the Soviets to return the favor now, sixty odd years
later,

Artzimovich said that there had been a cease-fire
first in 1905, and this should be the sequence of events in
Vietnam.
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Third Day - December 30

Vietnam (Continued)

We started the third day’s meeting at 10 a.m.

Kapitsa said that although the agenda called for dis-
cussion of another item, he hoped that we could return to Vietnam
for a few minutes, He felt that everybody had been too emotional
on the preceding day. A historical situation had evolved in Asia
and it could be objectively analyzed. As he saw it, the U.S.
wanted a string of friendly countries in the Far East and South-
east Asia, He mentioned Taiwan, Indonesia, South Vietnam and
others. He pointed out that U.S. political influence had been
established in Saigon at a fairly early stage. When this in-
fluence began to decline, the U.S. tried to shore it up by mil-
itary means. But the more the U.,S. intervened militarily, the
stronger the NLF became., There was no doubt that the U.S. now
had military predominance, but its political position was im-
possible., Kapitsa insisted that two elements were necessary
for victory. You had to achieve a military predominance, but
you also had to demonstrate the ability to control the adminis-
tration and the political life of the country. He cited the
war of 1812 as an example, Napoleon occupied Moscow and won
a complete military victory, but he was unable to establish
political control among the peasants, etc., so within five
or six months he was out and his defeat was real. Because
the peasants failed him, he lost, although he won all the
military battles., He wrote the Tsar, asking for unconditional
peace just as President Johnson has done., He did not realize
that he was beaten.

It was clear, Kapitsa continued, that the U.S. has
lost the Vietnam war. The only way not to lose now would be
to exterminate the entire population. The U.S. is licked and
should know it. Just reading the U.S. papers, it was easy to
see that the U.S. had failed to establish political control,
despite the fact that it had put much effort into this aspect
and had even sent out a “political commissar." Even in the
city of Saigon, U.S. political control was weak. Kapitsa
said he had heard from people in North Vietnam that they are
confident that the U.S. will have to leave., Despite the
great damage that the U.S., bombing was doing, their will was
unbreakable,
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Kapitsa then referred to Camus' book La Peste to show
that life goes on despite great catastrophes. He repeated again
and again that North Vietnam has won the war despite the military
victories of the U,S.

Some of the Soviet participants, especially Artzimovich,
smiled and said that Kapitsa did not know his history, that
Napoleon had lose some military battles. KXapitsa said no, and
the same thing had happened in Spain., Artzimovich replied that
the British had thrown Napoleon out of Spain.

Kapitsa continued that the Pentagon undoubtedly would
escalate the war if it had its way, but whatever victories it
might win would be only technological and not political., There-
fore the case was hopeless,

Kapitsa then made a long digression on the U.S. econ-
omic situation, guoting U.S. News and World Report to show that
the falling gold balance is serious. The decline of the gold
balance was a measure of U.S. debts to foreign powers. He
thought it would lead inevitably to the "crash of the dollar.”
The U.S. economic position was extremely tense. He realized
that the gold balance was only a symptom. The root cause was
well known, and the Vietnam war was largely instrumental. The
U.S., economy had recovered well from the depression, owing to
the leadership of FDR and the intellectual tools of Keynes,
and had achieved a relatively sound condition, without any
serious crises. The internal economy of the U.S. undoubtedly
remained in sound condition (he cited the low rate of unemploy-
ment) , but the U.S. "external economy, " constituting “30% of
the entire economy" was in "bad shape.” The U.S. was no longer
self-contained; it was dependent on others. Xapitsa felt
that "a great crisis is on the horizon" and in this context
he thought it would be hard to increase the allocation of re-
sources for the Vietnam war. Nevertheless, as he saw it,
escalation was probable, and an economic crisis would ensue.

He asked rhetorically whether the U.S5, could find another FDR
to save the situation.

Arbatov then put the guestion of what a cessation of
bombing would be like, if it could be achieved. He said he
could imagine several different alternatives: (1) an uncon-
ditional cessation of bombing without any announcement, (2) cess-
ation for a limited time, (3) cessation with certain conditions
attached; (4) cessation accompanied by a U.S. statement saying,
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in effect, that there were no conditions, that the United
States was seeking peace and doing everything it could to
achieve it.

Arbatov then turned to Kissinger and referred to
Kissinger'’'s statement that (in Arbatov's rephrasing) the
United States must "save face.,”" He said that the American
participants should not forget that North Vietnam also must
save face, Hanoi thinks that the American "peace talk" is
a trick to weaken their morale. He said that if the Soviet
Union tried to help, it would first need to know exactly
what the real situation was. Words would not he enough.,
American deeds would be necessary in order to persuade
the Soviet Union that the U.S. was serious. Arbatov re-
peated that the Soviet Union was apprehensive about the
drift of official opinion in the United States toward
spreading the war to Cambodia, Laocs, and above the l1l7th
Parallel.

Vinogradov then asked what was the logic of the U.S.
position that the rate of infiltration must not increase. He
referred to the fact that the United States already had half
a million men in South Vietnam and that Washington was saying
that the American forces there could not be defeated.

Kissinger replied to Vinogradov by citing the
political problem that an American president would face if,
during a cessation of the bombing, American troops began to
be killed in larger numbers under circumstances where this
could be attributed to an increased rate of infiltration
from the North. The U.S. military commanders, who under any
circumstances oppose cessation of the bombing, would say
that the President was very lax. That was why it was essen-
tial that the rate not be increased,

Turning then to Arbatov'’s questions, Kissinger said he
would deal with the second question first. He conceded that
there was distrust on both sides. He said he could understand
the reasons for Hanoi's distrust. The relationship betwean
United States diplomatic moves and military moves was not al-
ways what some of us would have wished. It was not helpful to
escalate the war at a time when peace proposals were being ad-
vanced. On the other hand, he said, if the war was not ended,
escalation would be inevitable., He thought that the minimum
that a third party could ask was that the United States not
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escalate while the third party was transmitting American
proposals.

Regarding Arbatov's first question of what a cess-
ation of bombing might look like, Kissinger said he could
not give a definite, authoritative answer; he could only
speak in an illustrative way. Of the alternatives listed
by Arbatov, an end of the bombing with conditions would not
be acceptable to Hanoi. A cessation of bombing without con-
ditions would be difficult for the United States., He thought
that a way out of the difficulty might be found if an inter-
mediary who was trusted by both sides could formulate a pro-
position that according to the intermediary'’s understanding,
negotiations would follow a cessation of bombing and there
would be no greater rate of infiltration. At the same time,
the United States might say privately to the intermediary
that a cessation of bombing was unconditional. 1In this way,
both sides would save face.,

Millionshchikov said that from the remarks of the
American participants, he understood that the main point was
the search for a third party, an intermediary. 1In reply to
this, his Soviet colleagues were saying that this was not the
main point, but that the United States must first cease its
aggression and in general take steps to liquidate the conflict,
Millionshchikov recalled that attempts at intermediation had
been made "on a private level” and had failed. Then, "other
means"” had been tried, and they also had failed, The record
seemed to indicate that no intermediary could succeed as long
as the United States did not show a will to solve the problem.
He then referred again to Tashkent and said that the Soviets
were justly proud of the role that Kosygin had played there,
However, the key to his success had been that there were demon-
strations of good will on both sides. Otherwise, Soviet efforts
could not possibly have succeeded., He asked whether in the
present circumstances the American participants could imagine
themselves serving as an intermediary. He said that the United
States Government had to go halfway, and that this was crucial.
He concluded by saying that he had wanted, in his brief remarks,
to "“formulate very precisely” the view that was being taken on
the Soviet side of the table. Now, as chairman, he suggested
that we turn to the question of the strategic arms race.
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Strategic Problems

Blagonravov said that the Americans had spoken of
the destabilizing effect of anti-ballistic missile defenses. He
said: let me speak for a moment in a speculative way. He said
"Imagine a hypothetical case where it is possible to establish
a 'real screen' in the atmosphere =- one that would effectively
paralyze the offense.” Everybody, he said, would consider this
a good thing. But at present no defense is 100 per cent effective.
Therefore, we need to analyze thoroughly how ballistic missile
defenses can affect the offense. He then listed four aspects of
offensive systems® (1) their range (2) their accuracy (3) their
destructive power, and (4) their reliability.

These were all "qualitative" aspects. The effort to
improve and perfect offensive systems in these respects would go
on with or without any improvements in defense, and with each new
scientific breakthrough, qualitative improvements would be made.

In other words, he did not think that the search for improved
quality was in any way dependent on what the other side 4id in

‘the realm of defense. On the other hand, he conceded that in térms
of quantity, the offense could be affected by defensive measures,
among other factors.

Blagonravov continued that he did not think it would
be sufficient to seek a formula for a freeze alone, but that the
object must be to find ways to effect reductions with the
"ultimate goal"” of GCD. He thought that ABM was part of a
general problem ~-- a problem that presented colossal difficulties.
He recalled distinctions that had been made in discussion of the
appropriate level of -a nuclear umbrella. Should there be 50
missiles on each side or 100? Wwhat kinds of missiles should be
allowed? He thought that such discussion could go on inconclu-=
sively for a long time, because the criteria of measurement were
vague. Therefore, what was needed above all was good will on
both sides. What were the obstacles toc good will? The main
obstacle was absence of full trust. That was the crux of the
matter. Nevertheless, "the complexity of the question compeils
us to try to make a complete analysis.” Time would be needed to
seek basic ways of attacking the problem. As for the factor of
trust, Blagonravov thought that this was affected on the Soviet
side by the United States' war in Vietnam and by United States,
"procrastination” on NPT. He said:  "The German desire for
nuclear weapons horrifies us.”

Schtukin said that what he had heard from the American
side about the possibility of discussing simultaneously reductions
in offense and defense was new, interesting and hopeful. The
former American desire to separate the two and talk only about
defense was based on an "unnatural separation.” Schtukin then
repeated at length the Soviet thesis as to why improvements of
defense were always sought, at every level of armaments, why this
was a perfectly moral thing to do, and why the Soviets did not
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understand the American desire to discuss ABM in isolation.

The present willingness of the Americans to discuss both sides
simultaneously, he repeated, was interesting and hopeful. He
agreed with Blagonravov that it would be wrong to hold ABEM
responsible for triggering qualitative improvements in offensive
systems. Numbers were another matter, and it was necessary to
consider reductions on both sides ("active and passive") simul-
taneously.

Schtukin continued, saying that although the statements
from the American side were interesting, great difficulties
remained. Therefore it was necessary to be cautious and not fall
into an easy optimism. He thought the deadlock over NPT demon-
strated this. It was necessary to make a further effort to
visualize in detail how reductions in offense and defense might
be simultaneously brought about. Schtukin then said he wanted
to put a series of guestions: ; :

(1) wWiesner had referred to the possibility of
going to zero. This seemed to be “one of his assumptions.” Was
it a real assumption?

(2) To what extent could one visualize a cutback of
both offense and defense? The United States had announced that
it was going for a limited ABM. Would the system remain limited?
What would be the proportion of "active and passive weapons."”

(3) The “"question of control® was difficult but
unavoidable. He thought we would have to give thought to this
aspect before formulating any final proposals.

Khvostov said that he had read the memorandum by
Wiesner, which had been circulated in Russian translation. (See
Appendix l.) He found it extremely interesting. It was clear
that the intention was to concentrate on both offense and defense
simultaneously, with a view to their reduction or elimination.,
He thought this was the correct way of posing the problem, and
he welcomed it. He referred to Wiesner's list of the questions
to be tackled. He thought they were complex questions and called
for a solution. This would take time and reflection. There
was, however, no doubt in his mind that the Soviet Pugwash group
would give all these questions very close consideration. It was
hard to reply to them at this stage without further study.

Khvostov agreed with Wiesner that while zero was the
ideal and should be the ultimate cbjective, it would not be wise
to concentrate on zero at the cutset. He recalled that the
Soviet proposals envisaged interim measures, and he thought this
principle should be accepted. The other questions in Wiesner's
paper called for reflection and discussion. Wiesner evidently
did not expect final answers now, and Khvostov appreciated this
open-ended way of putting the questions.
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Khvostov then referred to the concluding portions
of Wiesner's paper, where four alternatives were stated:
(1) Let the arms race run its course without interfering w1th
it. Like Wiesner, he thought this would be disastrous;
(2) the banning of defensive systems plus a freeze on offensive
weapons; (3) the banning of defensive systems and reduction of
offensive systems; (4) simultaneocus limitations on defense and
offense., Khvostov thought that we should concentrate on the
fourth alternative. Beyond that, we should also consider what
the position would be if offensive systems were reduced to zero:
"What defense should we have then?” :

Khvostov then called attention to one "controversial
question.” In asking at what stage of disarmament inspecticn
should be introduced, Wiesner was clear in saying that there
should be no inspection in stage one. It was Khvostov's “private
opinion” that this was the correct approach. Inspection should
only come later. In conclusion, he said that the procedure ocut-=
lined by Wiesner should be conducive to advancxng our understanding
of the problems. ,

Doty asked whether he could sharpen his understanding
of the Soviet position by asking the Soviets to reply to a
question which he then formulated as follows. The United States
did not make any secret of the size of its offensive. forces
which consists of approximately 2200 “delivery vehicles.” The

United States had also made clear in the most detailed way what
its light ABM system would loock like. Doty then put the guestions
if United States systems were kept at this level (aside from
maintenance and qualitative improvements "within the systems"),

is there a corresponding stage at which the Soviet Union would
then agree to level off? Additionally, could the Soviet partici=-
pants imagine a date when their desired level of deployment

would be accomplished and they could begin to discuss reductions?

Millionshchikov said he would like to analyze the
question from a more general viewpoint. Reductions were primarily
a matter of confidence. The Soviet scientists shared the
desire of their government for peaceful co-existence and disarma-
ment, which had been repeatedly declared and demonstrated in
deeds. Referring again to Tashkent, he repeated that they were
proud of the Soviet role there. It was a tangible demonstration
of Soviet interest in the settlement of conflicts and a demon-
stration that the Soviet Union did not seek war and would take
practical steps to avoid war. On the other hand, in discussion
of Vietnam, the American side seemed to be saying (as Million=
shchikov interpreted it) that some United States leaders were
not able to overcome the tendency of the bureaucracy to go on its
own course. In Milliomnshchikov's view, confidence had two
ingredients: (1) good intentions (2) ability to carry them ouf,
Millionshchikov was losing confidence in leaders who might have
(1) but not (2 He liked to think that we in our deliberations
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might be able to help humanity with concrete measures, but it

was necessarv to remember that local wars could escalate and
involve the entire world. Here, he said, the Soviet view differed
from that of the Chinese, who "indulged in aggressive talk.,"

Continuing, Millionshchikov said that perhaps we
needed to analyze the arms race in the same detail in which
Kissinger had analyzed the problem of a cessation of bombing.
But the "atmosphere" was also important. If we discussed arms
limitations in an atmosphere of trust, that was one thing,
but if we attempted to do it in an atmosphere of distrust, that
was something else. We must not lose sight of the "general con-
text." On the one hand, there was the argument that agreements
increase trust. This might be. But the possibility of further
agreements after the partial test ban treaty had been overcome
by Vietnam. This was a matter which could not be ignored.
Millionshchikov said that he thought relations between the two
countries were critical, and he referred to what he called
"U.S. discrimination” in bilateral trade. He did not want to
discourage his American friends at the table, but he did want
to make a plea for keeping the discussions "in context.”

Regarding the specific proposals that had been made,
Millionshchikov recalled hearing Ruina in 1964 on the need to
ban defensive systems. The Soviet side had opposed this proposal.
They had not even thought it necessary to analyze it. They began
with the assumption that you could not ban defensive systems
without dealing with offensive systems. That was a proposition
that “we could not put to our own public, let alone to ourselves."
The memories of the destruction of World War II were too vivid.

Now, Millionshchikov said, it was evident that there
had been “a certain shift" in the views of his American colleagues,
and he was very satisfied with the change. It was good to hear
that both offense and defense could be discussed simultaneocusly.
Also, he welcomed the fact that Wiesner's paper was framed in
the form of gquestions and not categorical answers. He thought
the questions that had been posed merited the most serious
consideration and analysis. At present, "“it would be premature
to say that these questions could be placed at governmental
level.” If he (Millionshchikov) recommended this to a leader
of his government, he would be examined as if he were a student,
and he did not like to put himself in a position where he could
not answer the questions that would be put to him. However, he
could say that the questions raised by Wiesner and others
aroused his genuine interest, and he thought we could "put our
heads together” and find the answers to these questions. Perhaps
later, after careful study, we would be justified in "making
proposals.”® In conclusion, Millionshchikov said he thought
the door had been opened for profitable discussion, and the
level of the umbrella would be a good place to start.
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Wiesner took up what Millionshthikov had said
concerning the necessity of mutual trust, Wiesner said he
believed that this was important. On the other hand, he did
not think it would be realistic to base military security on
trust alone. We must ask ourselves how a system might function’
without trust. Otherwise, we would be proceeding irresponsibly,
and military leaders would quite rightly insist that the
questions be scrutinized more rigorously. It would be wrong
to get ourselves into the position of saying that the character-
istics of military systems are unlmportant and that everything
should be left to "trust,” because in that event we might
design a "haphazard system" that would be dangerous for both
sides.

Vinogradov pointed to the need to try to ensure that
any proposals that we might make would actually be brought to
fruition. We should not discuss the matter without thinking
of the "further destiny of our proposals." He recalled that
“not one Pugwash proposal had been implemented -- not the com~-
plete test ban, nor the non-proliferation treaty." In this
room, at any rate, there was trust on both sides. But all
Pugwash proposals had failed "for technical reasons." We had
to be persistent and exert ourselves in our respective countrles
to see that our proposals would see the light.

Following a break for coffee, Millionshchikov recon-
vened the meeting and said that we had about one hour more of
discussion before lunch. He thought we ought to concentrate
on drawing up a detailed list of strategic questions for future
consideration.

Ruina said that the American side would like to hear
from their Soviet friends what technical developments worried
them. On the American side, we had tried to say clearly what
we found unsettling about ABM, multiples, mobiles, etc. It was
important, if a strategic balance was to be preserved, that
neither side fear that the other had or was developing a first-
strike capability. Ruina thought that we ought to go down
the list and discuss the various strategic systems in detail
and hear from one another what our real apprehensions were.

Kapitsa said that it was important to talk about the
reliability of systems. He referred to the big power failure
in the Eastern United States. He thought that this demonstrated
the vulnerability of a highly developed society to a failure in
one key place. A bomb in a wvital spot (like a knife in the
heart) could have a terrific effect. In another spot (like
a knife in the shoulder or arm) the effect could be quite
different. This suggested to him that highly developed countries
like the United States were more vulnerable than less developed
countries.

Doty said he would like to answer some of the gquestions
that had been raised, on three levels.
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(1} All missile systems were unreliable to some
degree, and ABM systems were unreliable in a relatively high
degree.

(2) In the popular press and statements by scme
government leaders on both sides, there was considerable
reliance on numbers and weight which, by themselves, could not
be a reliable index of the potentialities of missile systems.
No one could possibly know in advance what the reliability of
a system would be in an environment of a nuclear exchange.
About the only thing we could definitely know was the range of
weapons; otherwise one could not be precise.

{(3) Doty said he fully agreed with Kapitsa that the
more industrialized and urbanized a society was the more vulner-
able it was. Certainly the United States with its greater
concentrations of population was more wvulnerable than the Soviet
Union., Likewise, the larger warheads of Soviet ICBM's made
humbers alone an unsatisfactory measure. Agreements must encom-
pass these factors in any concept of parity that was developad.

Rathjens said that one major difficulty on the American
side was that Americans did not understand the objectives of
the various Soviet systems. In the United States, there was
much debate and discussion, which revealed a lot about both
the qualitative and quantitative aspects of our systems. As
a consequence of full public discussion, U.S. strategic forces
(ICBM's and submarines) had leveled off and the level of our
bomber forces had actually been reduced. Sometimes McNamara
had actually said that we have more of certain systems than we
need. Now, in addressing ourselves to the ABM question, the
American side had made it perfectly clear that the system which
would be developed was a thin system which would not be effective
against the Soviet Union.

By contrast, Rathjens said, we were very unclear about
the intentions behind the Soviet development of ABMs. He
referred to the Tallin line, for example. Was it designed as
a protection against attack by bombers or missiles or both?

In the absence of any clear indications on the Soviet side, the
United States would probably react-as if it were both.

Secondly, Rathjens wondered if we could know when
the Soviet build-up of strategic forces would stop. Was the
goal equality with the United States, or a first-strike capability?
These questions worried us. Third, Rathjens referred to the
Soviet development of missiles to fly orbital trajectories.
What was their purpose? Perhaps there were reasonable explana-
tions, but on the American zide we had no means of knowing it.
FOBs looked like a system designed to strike at our air bases.
Against cities, it would not appear to be more effective than
other Scviet systems. Therefore, it raised again the question
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of first strike. Rathjens concluded by making an earnest

plea for more information from the Soviet side about their
objectives. Without a full exchange of information about
intemtions, both sides would always fear the worse and overreact.

Schtukin said that we should try to say at least
approximately to what level ABM should be reduced in order to
ensure that it did not have a dual potential capability, offensive
as well as a defensive.

Kapitsa said "we are in an unequal position." The
Soviet Union is surrounded by bases equipped with rockets.
He asked whether the United States intended to abandon these
bases and rely on long-range weapons. If so, conditions would
be more equal and more manageable. He referred to American
rocket bases in Lebanon (sic), Spain and elsewhere. At this
point, several on the American side corrected Kapitsa and said
that there were mo missiles on our foreign bases. Kapitsa con=
tinued by saying: well, then, you have planes there and these
planes can carry nuclear weapons., He recalled the case of the
bomb that got lost in Spain.

Wiesner said he felt that all these questions would
have to be taken into account when officials sat down to discuss
precise numbers and systems. Referring to Kapitsa's point
about bases he said that planes were the least of our worries:;
we would be lucky if that was all we had to worry about.

Wiesner went on to recall that he and Ruina had
opposed ABM in their advice to their own government as well as
to their Soviet friends. Wiesner's Look article had challenged
the U.S. decision to deploy ABM. Wiesner said that he took
this position with a deep technological knowledge of ABM systems,
which he had studied closely. As an engineer, he would much
rather have the job of building up an adequate offense to con-
fuse the defense of the other side to that of building an
effective defense. He thought that nothing was so confusing
as ABM, without adding anything real to security of either side.

Wiesner went on to say that he found it extremely
difficult to try to quantify what the strategic balance might be
in the presence of ABM. If his Soviet colleagues knew more than
he knew, he would be glad to hear their commemnts. Bverybody,
he thought, would agree that what we want on both sides is a
stable deterrent. But suppose we had an agreement on equal
numbers of launchers on both sides. With ABM, how could either
side assure itself that it had "effective quality.” Wiesner
said he simply did not know how one could get such understanding,
though, of course, it is essential if there are to be agreements.
He said again that he would appreciate hearing Soviet comments
on this point.

Millionshchikov said that he found this an extremely
interesting matter which raised a great number of questions
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that would take time to consider. He thought we were at the
heart of the matter and that perhaps at a second meeting it
could be discussed in more specific detail. Discussion was
possible now that the Americans were willing to include both
offense and defemnse.

Ruina said that before trying to frame specific
proposals, he thought long, patient discussion would ke necessary
to get a common understanding of the character of the problem.
He thought that we should attempt to go right down the line and
cover the whole spectrum, system by system, problem by problem,
in the light of the apprehensions felt on both sides. Kapitsa
had mentioned his apprehension about U.S. bases in Spain. Fine.
We should discuss this. The American participants had said what
their concerns were about the Soviet FOBs. This also should be
discussed. Perhaps the present group was too large. Ideally,
we ought to have a small number of pecple who could really put
their heads together and even work things out in detail on a
blackboard.

Ruina then referred to what Rathjens had said about
the need to know more of each other's intentions. He thought
this was important, but he wanted to point out that it was also
necessary to have meaningful discussion of the capability of
both sides. What would each side be capable of in a crisis?

He said he would be just as worried if the US developed a first-
strike capability as he would be if the Sovie¢s developed one.
Above all, he thought we ought to make a list of the trouble-
some issues so that they could be explored in detail.

Long said that both the U.S. and the Soviet Union
were going for ABM, and Millionshchikov had raised the question
of how one could be sure that the ABM systems remained thin.
Long thought this was indeed a deep and perplexing problem.

He said that 1f he were a Soviet citizen, he would be concerned
to know the characteristics of and the intentions behind the
U.S. ABM deployment. On the American side, we had the same con-
cern about the Soviet ABM. If the Soviets did not tell the
world (amd incidentally the U.S.), then our military leaders
would have a very attentive audience in the U.S. for the argu-
ment that we should react stromngly on the basis of our worst
fears.

Doty said he thought we should add the question of
how the existence of other nuclear powers would affect the
reductions that the U.S. and the Soviet Union would propose for
themselves. The other nuclear powers would mot in the foresee-
able future joim us in reductions; therefore an intense pre-
occupation with the lowest possible umbrella would not be very
practical. He would even make the radical comment that it did
not much matter if the umbrella consisted of 200 missiles on
both sides, or 2000. In either case, both sides would have
the capability of eliminating the other as a viable society.
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Wiesner asked whether Milliomshchikov had really
meant to say that he would like to have discussion of how to
keep ABM thin.

Millionshchikov replied: yes. He believed that some
clarification of this matter would be in order. However, he
observed "our information is alsc too thin, so it is difficult
to go into details at this time."

Doty said he thought he knew his Soviet colleagues
well enough to say, without being misunderstood, that chose
who had first developed ABM should have given some thought to
this important gquestion: does ABM not introduce sufficient
uncertainty as to make any minimum deterrent (or nuclear umbrella)
untrustworthy and thereby block movements toward arms reductions.

Artzimovich responded that the Soviets did not make
a distinction between thin and thick. Perhaps those who intro-
duced the distinction should have given it some thought.

Doty then read out from the agreed agenda the formu-
lation which Millicnshchikov had made of the item about ABM,
which related to the problem of how to keep it thin.

We then adiourned for lunch with Keldish, and
resumed at 4:45 p.m.

Long led »~ff by saying that he had written out
two paragraphs which were not yet available, so he would
describe them. He said we face on both sides the technical
problem of "equivalence,” and this needs intensive study. He
agreed with Wiesner that we ought to keep it as simple as possi-
ble. Perhaps sheer numbers would be the simplest. On the other
hand, gross weight would be almost as simple. In any event,
knowledgeable pecple should analyze the problem, and this should
be an item for discussion. It should also be put on the list
of matters to be discussed at government level. Perhaps what
was needed was a committee of experts of the kind that had
been so helpful in developing the background analysis for a test
ban. Long concluded by saying that the purpose of his paper was
merely to call attention to this problem.

Doty szid he would like to return to the delicate point
that was under discussion before lunch: how do you limit ABM
and keep it thin? No one, Doty thought, had adequately addressed
this question. Since it was so difficult to find a unit of
measurement to equate offense and defense, perhaps the proposal
that could be most easily imagined would be one where ABM would
be kept small enough not to upset the balance, in which case
it could be ignored if it were roughly equivalent on both sides,
that is, with the same number of ABM missiles and radars. He
thought this would be one way of proceeding.




Wiesner said he supposed that if ABM systems weré
really kept quite limited in relation to offensive systems, and
if it is obvious that this is the case on both sides (Kapitsa
interjected to suggest calling this a "mini-system”), then it
would be possible to imagine agreements on ABM and on offensive
systems at a fairly high level. The kind of ABM he was talking
about would be effective only against small nuclear powers.

Millionshchikov said he was not prepared at present
to discuss the question in detail, but he did think that we
needed to develop a definition of a thin system. An absolutely
thick system would be inconceivable, so, in a certain sense, all
systems were relatively thin. Millionshchikov thought that
Wiesner's remark about the ratio of offense and defense deserved
careful and detailed consideration, and he repeated that we would
meet again, after doing some homework, and have such detailed
discussion.

Schtukin said that in his opinion the Americans seemed
to be saying that a system is thin if it does not affect the
ratio of offense and defense. But such a system would be a
“cobweb,” that is, it would not give any defense at all against
a missile attack, and it would therefore be ineffective and
"would not get us anywhere.” On the other hand, ABM systems
directed against third parties were bound to be ambiguous,
and Schtukin agreed that the matter deserved further study.

Ruina suggested that we talk about "limited ABM"
instead of “thin” ABM.

Millionshchikov said that would not help very much,
that all systems were limited, just as all systems were thin.
Wiesner said that he agreed absolutely.

Ruina then returned to the matter of drawing up a
list for future discussion. He thought we ought to start with
Rathjens' list, including the need for clarification of Soviet
intentions,

Wiesner demurred at this, and Long suggestéd, instead,
"what are the components of a strategic balance?”

Doty then emphasized again the importance of a secure
second-strike capability. He said that on both sides we hope
that neither will develop a first-strike capability, and we
should discuss how to guarantee this.

Rathjens suggested discussion of the extent to which
one would permit qualitative improvements while limiting or
reducing numbers. Turning to the question of what is a thin
ABM, he said he wanted to introduce a complication. In the
United States, consideration had been given to local defense of
missile sites, which because of its limited range would not be
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capable of protecting cities. Would such a system be permitted?
That was an important question to consider.

Doty then attempted to summarize where we stoocd. He
began by asking whether it would be acceptable to carry over
the Wiesner memorandum as part of our task. This was agreed.
(Later, at Long's suggestion, it was agreed that it is implicit
in the Wiesner paper that one must look at various systems:
orbital, mobile, etc. Further, Doty said that it was also
implicit in the Wiesner paper that we would discuss what limits
can be agreed without any inspection.)

Doty then began to read off the items which had been
suggested, as follows:

(L) How can ABM be limited?

{2) How are ABM units to be equated to offensive
missiles?

(3) Is there agreement that systems should be
limited to those serving the purpose of a second strike?

(4) To what extent would qualitative improvements be
allowed within agreed limits of numbers?

(5) Is terminal hardpoint defense of missile sites

to be part of the agreed limited level of ABM, or should it be

considered separately and perhaps by unlimited? Doty commented
that defense of missile sites was a prime example of a second-

strike operation.

Rathjens said it was not necessarily clear that one
could distinguish between hardpoint and area defense. He thought
that there should be discussion as to whether such a distinction
could indeed be made. Doty then suggested the following sub-
stitute wording:

(5) Can point defense of missile sites be considered
separately from ABM, and should such point defense be limited?
Schtukin said: Let us comnsider both hardpoint and "wider”
defenses. :

Kapitsa suggested:

(6) How does the capability of other powers affect
what the U.S. and the Soviet Union can do? When and if other
powers can be brought im, how would one go about it?

Rathjens suggested the following:

(7) Should there be a limit on research anddevelopment
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and testing of new systems, or should we merely limit their
operational deployment?

Millionshchikov then raised the question of control
and, further, the question of the possible stages of effecting
the operation. Would it be whole-hog or in pieces? He thought
the question of control should be thoroughly discussed. There
was also the question of the forum in which the matter should
be studied.

Doty then tried this formulation: what system of
control would be appropriate to each stage?

: Millionshchikov said no, there were two separate
questions -- first the gquestion of control and secondly, the
question of stages.

Doty then listed the items separately:
(8) The question of control.
(9) The question of possible steps.

Doty asked whether the list should be closed. Kapitsa
said that of course each side could add new items, and Ruina
said that certain items ought to be rephrased with some care.
Doty agreed, and said that the list he was reading out was only
illustrative. There was, further, the question of trying to
rephrase them so that they could be accepted by other nuclear
powers = or, Doty asked, was it too early to go to this?

Millionshchikov then suggested the item:

(10) Possible forms and scope of agreements. In
this connection, he raised the question of "the character of
the adherents.” What happens, he asked, if there is agreement
between the Soviet Union and the United States and other powers
do not agree? He thought this question should be given promi-
nence.

Doty zaid he supposed there was implicit agreement
that we should also assess the question of parity. He referred
to the many variable factors such as population dispersion,
numbers, weight, etc. He thought this question ought to be
dealt with., : :

Long said he thought all this was covered under the
item "equivalence.” '

Schtukin then suggested the following:

(11) what should the situation be for such discussion
to start? In the past, he said, we have said that we cannot make
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any progress until we get a better atmosphere. He referred
to Vietnam.

Doty asked whether the Soviet side could speak
further to this. He recalled that despite Vietnam, the two
governments had found it possible to discuss NPT. He wondered
whether the matters now under discussion were in a different
category? If we had to wait for an end to Vietnam, our time
scale would be very different.

After a long pause, Millionshchikov said he was
trying to run through the list in his mind and to think of what
ought to be added. He asked: have we mentioned the guantitative
levels at which agreement might be reached?

Wiesner said we were not negotiating. He wondered
whether Millionshchikov did not have in mind "the camponents
that make up a nuclear balance at different levels.®

Millionshchikov said of course we are not negotiating.
But if we are asked, or even if we ask ourselves, where we have
got, it would be necessary to include some approximate quantifi-
cation. He suggested:

(12) what quantitative levels can we talk about?

Vinogradov said he thought the point was to think about
the method of calculation. We needed to consider the unit of
calculating quantitative solutions.

{The list of questions was later revised by Doty
and Millionshchikov - See Appendix 2.)

U.8. = Soviet Relations

We then adjourned for coffee, and reconvened to
take up the item "Soviet Union -~ U.S. relations."”

Doty introduced the item by saying that the Vietnam
shadow does lengthen and it has become so big that perhaps it
is hard to imagine what relations could be like if it were
- removed. He recalled Kapitsa's reference to the problem of trade
between the two countries. Doty said he was no expert, but he
had the impression that there had been more progress in the trade
area than in disarmament.

Millionshchikov then said he would like to take the
opportunity to say a few words. First, he emphasized the private
character of the meeting and the importance of not releasing
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anything to the press. He assumed that his U.S. colleagues wo uld
respond to any press inguiries by saying that the American
participants are in Moscow on a purely scientific visit.

Secondly, Millionshchikov underlined that this discussion was
purely academic "on the level of Pugwash." We had had an
exchange of views. We were not ready to send these questions to
the governmental level. But we had had a business-like atmosphere
and a calm discussion.

Third, Millionshchikov said that as regards U.S.-Soviet
relations, he felt that sometimes we tended to deviate from the
main questions and to concentrate on details such as the question
of sending one scientist instead of two, or sending an exchange
gscholar for one month instead of three. More important were
the larger questions that shaped relations between our governments.
It is true , he said, that Vietnam casts a shadow. The U.S. is
behaving recklessly and this could lead to a serious deteriora-=
tion. This ought to be borne in mind. The U.S. should consider
this more important than merely getting negotiations going.

Millionshchikov then turned to the large question of
what determined bilateral relatioms. First, he mentioned trade,
which he said was limited to a negligible level because of the
unacceptable U.S. policy of discrimination. Of coursa, the
Soviet Union could get along without T.S5., trade, but this was a
major factor in determining relations between the two. Second,
he mentioned "the use of harbors and the question of shipping."
He referred to "unprecedented discrimination against Soviet
vessels.” He thought that some analysis of this and some
sharpening of public attention in the United States on such
questions would help relations. He said the improvement of trade
would also help the United States, and it was up to the U.S. to
try to eliminate cbstacles.

Kapitsa asked whether the American group would say
what they considered to be the main obstacles.

Wiesner said he hoped he would not be held responsible
for the details of what he had to say, because he was no expert
in this field. Prom his White House experience, however, he
could give some of the history =- which he did not necessarily
defend himself. He then of fered two comments. First, he thought
the trade embargo was related to the armaments question. It
dated from the time when the Cold War was intense, and it was
perhaps justifiable at that time. However, progress was being
made on trade when Vietnam cast its shadow. American opponents
of an increase in trade got good ammunition for their . arguments
from the Soviet policy of supplying arms to Hanoi.

Second, Wiesner said that he had the impression that
the kind of trade that the Soviet Union wanted needed credits,
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and credits raised all the questions that he had referred to
in a very intensive form. He said he knew much less about this
subject; he was speaking of his impressions only.

Kapitsa asked again: what do you want us to do to
help U.S.-Soviet relations?

Wiesner mentioned the ;mportance of broadening the
scientific exchange between the two countries. He said that on
the American side we had worked on our government on this matter
and we hoped the Soviets would work on theirs. Beyond this,
the Soviets could try to be helpful on Vietnam. Above all,
he thought they could help by making more intensive efforts at
disarmament. He thought that both sides should be willing to
take more chances on disarmament. Both should be bold. He said
that he said these things publicly at home and he hoped his
Soviet friends would urge the same thing in the Soviet Union.

Long took up the question of the exchange of people.
He said we would like to see the same freedom in this area that
we have with, for example, Italy, where we could contact individ-
uals and invite them without reference to the State Department
or to the Italian Foreign Ministry.

Khvostov and Rirel 'yanov then tried to steer the
discussion back toward more “"elementary” things, specifically
economics. Emel'yanov recalled that in 1946 the Soviet Union
had been devastated by the war and needed help in restoring its
scientific institutes. The Soviets had sent people to the U.S.
(our "war-time ally”) to pay hard dollars for badly needed
laboratory equipment. There were terrible difficulties. He
recalled speaking to the president of Westinghouse, who wanted
to trade with the Soviet Union, but the U.S. government intervened
and would not allow it. -

Kissinger responded to Kapitsa's question of what we
on the American side would like to see the Soviets do. He said
he would try to keep his remarks general and applicable to both
sides. He said he was afraid that on both sides people tend
to use the concept of peaceful coexistence as a tactic to defeat
the other side. Both sell arms to third parties, ostensibly
for ome purpose, but the arms are then used for some other pur-
pose. He cited Pakistan as an example. There were others. i
He thought that this practice could lead to very explosive situa-
tions and that this question should be put on the agenda.

Artzimovich then reverted again to the question of
trade and made a long, impassioned speech about the Soviets’
need for computers for scientific purposes and their desire to
obtain computers from the United States.
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Change by Dr, Jerome B, Wiesner on Page 47 of U, S, - Soviet Discussions
House of Scientists, Moscow, December 28-30, (for Professor Doty)

.. .that in the government he and others had worked hard to upderstand '
the question of computers and that he had favored freer policy but that

he realized, and no one could deny, that such a policy involved military
disadvantages- for the U,S. The ABM system illustrated this., Advanced
computers are an essential ingredient of an ABM system and in supplying
computer know-how we would be providing assistance for such a develop-
ment. It was on such grounds that many people believed that the export

of advanced technology should be restricted,
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Wiesner said this was a good example. He recalled.
that in the government he had worked very hard to get export
licenses for computers for Soviet scientists. The objection
had been that such computers would make a contribution to ABM.

Kapitsa then made a strong plea for absolute freedom
of scientific and medical exchanges.

Brown recalled that the original concept of this
Soviet=-American Disarmament Study had included the notion of the
long=term exchange of resident representatives on both sides.
This had not got off the ground, perhaps for good and sufficient
reasons. He hoped, howeaver, that it would one day be possible
to discuss the matter again and move forward with it.

Schtukin then referred to what Kissinger had said
about using coexistence to defeat the other side. He said that
in the Soviet view the two systems were competing systems, but
that under conditions of peaceful coexistence, the competition could
be shifted to peaceful ground where war would not be used as a means.

Doty then circulated to the Soviet partlclpants copies
of the GllpatrJ” article and McNamara's San Francisco speech and
Warnecke's speech. He then commented that the rate of change
in the military environment seemed to be faster than any rate
of study that we contemplated. He regretted that there had
been in recent years a "deterioration of contact.” Doty recalled
again that the United States had suggested talks at the official
level. He thought that there would be great advantage in getting
them started soon, particularly if this could be during the
remaining period of McNamara's service as Secretary of Defense.

Long said that with the list of questions that we had
assembled he had no doubt that we could have a good next session,

Millionshchikov said he thought that the visit of
his American friends had contributed to a useful, uninhibited
exchange of views. He looked forward to further "academic study”
of the questions that had been listed for discussion. He said
that after giving further thought to these matters, we could, no
doubt, use the "same channels" (that is, between Doty and
Millionshchikov) to arrange a next meeting. He could not say when
this would be, because he did not yet know how much time would be
needed to get prepared on the questions which had been listed,
some of which were new and extraordinarily challenging. Finally,
he said, we shouid thimk about where the next meeting should ‘be
held, but that also could come later.

Kapitsa commented that this bilateral meeting had
been far better and more productive than larger meetings.
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Millionshchikov agreed, saying that he thought that
that was the consensus. He concluded by saying "we will not
back down on ocur commitment to have further contact,” but he
repeated that he could not say anything more in detail about
that at present.

Wiesner said that we had achieved an open, free dis-
cussion that had been conducted on both sides without fear. He
thought this was a precious thing that we ought to try to
exploit.

Kapitsa said the most striking thing about the
meeting was that neither side had felt it necessary to make
compliments about the other. This proved we were friends,
Artzimovich said he feared for a moment that Kapitsa was
destroying the character of the meeting by paying a compliment,
but he noted that it had come after formal adjournment.
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Appendix 1

AMERICAN MEMORANDUM FOR DISCUSSION

The Limitation of Strategic Weapons

This paper is prepared to stimulate discussion at the meet-
ing, not as a definitive proposal., It is hoped that from the discus-
sion might come agreement to continue consideration of this important
subject.

In previous meetings of this kind as well as in official
meetings Americans have proposed agreements to prohibit the con-
struction of missile defenses because of the possibility that to do
so would stimulate the construction of more offensive weapons, etc.,
The U.S.S.R. representatives have preferred to consider limitations
of offensive and defensive weapons together and we agree that this is
the practical problem deserving our most serious discussion. It is
proposed that the following issues should be considered during the
course of the discussion.

I. Objective of Any Agqreement.

Of course one can say to limit offensive and defensive wea-
pons, but to what? I have always believed the ideal number was zero
but this is probably not the thing to focus on in these discussions.,
Let us assume that there will be missiles for the next few years and
possibly even defensive systems., The question is, given the desire on
both sides to minimize these forces and their costs, can we find a
technical basis for doing so? Can we imagine deployment arrangements
for both sides which are mutually reassuring that they do not require
continuing growth to achieve confidence? In fact can we find smaller
force levels which provide equal or greater feeling of security than
the arrangements each country is planning to have in about five years.
(Five years is chosen because that is about the minimum time required
for new systems to be built and installed.) '

II. Specific Issues
l. Define basic objective
Possible choices includes
Arresting the growth of offensive forces
Cutting Back to agreed levels

Establishing assured deterrents for both sides
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Specific Issues (continued)
Beginning a process of continuing force reductions

2. How can various weapons systems be related to each other
in defining equivalent forces?

Can one depend only on numbers?
How can size and accuracy be taken into account?

How can mobile vs, immobile, or hardened vs.
unprotected delivery systems be equated?

3. How can defensive systems be related to offensive systems?

Is it possible to define a deterrent if a comparable
defensive system exists?

Can limits of a total offensive-defensive system be
established by budgetary control? If so, how would
monitoring be done?
At what point should we consider some form of monitoring
or inspection within each country? 1In recent years we
have steered away from plans that required inspection
for we found S.U. did not like them.

Is this still the case?

6. 1Is there a role for international control and monitoring?

III. Specific forms of limitation

There are several cases to examine in a search for the desir-
able course to follow:

1) Let nature take its course. Build missiles and defensive
systemss costs will provide some limit.

2) No defenses plus a freeze at some date on offensive weapons.,

3) No defenses plus cutback in offensive weapons.,

4) Limit on offensive weapons plus limited deployment of
defensive systems,

Which of these deserve detailed consideration?
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Appendix 2

Revised List of Questions for
Future Study and Discussion

Can we find mutually acceptable limits on ABM defenses?
What is the correlation between ABM and Offensive Missiles?

Can there be agreement that both countries deploy their weapons
to the extent of possessing only a second strike capability?

To what extent are technical improvements compatible with the
limited levels that may be agreed upon?

Is it useful to consider two categories of ABM defenses (urban and
missile site}? If so, what would be the correlation?

What types of control would be necessary and possible?

What level of limitation could be agreed without involving
internal inspection problems?

What are the appropriate stages required to reach the reduction
which could be agreed upon?

By what ways and means should the problem be discussed?
What forms and scope of the agreement are possible?
What should the situation be for starting discussions?

What approximate, quantitative levels could presumably be
reached in the agreement? ’

What unit could be adopted in calculating the levels to be
specified?

Appendix

l) How does the continued existence and growth of other nuclear
powers affect what we can agree to?




Notes from SADS Meeting, December 28-30, 1967, F. A. Long

The group met in the House of Sciences in Moscow, starting December 28.
The US group was Doty, Wiesner, Rathjens, Long, Ruina, Kissinger and Brown.
The USSR delegation was large. It consisted of Schukin, Kapitza, Emelyanov,
Vinogradov; Blagonravov, Khvostov, Arbatov, Karentinkov, Millionshchikov,

all of these on the first row. In the second row was Gryzlov, Sokolov,

Vashleusky, Menshikov, Selnzev, Shelepin and Korneev. Our guide and secretary

was Porchatalin.

Millionshchikov, co-chairman along with Doty, started the meeting by
noting that they were in general agreement with the US draft agenda that had
been forwarded, that from their standpoint they saw some six items to be
discussed, the first three of which formed a group: analysis of strategic
security; nuclear freeze and cutback; holding ABM to a '"thin" deployment; how
to end the Vietnam war; how to make progress on non-proliferation; improvement
of US-USSR relations. We agreed that the first session would involve submission
of ideas on the first cluster of topics, that on Friday we would devote our
time to non-proliferation and Vietnam, and that on Saturday we would try to
return in a specific way to the first three.

Doty then led for the American group by giving an analysis of what he
thought was the current situation in strategic balance. He noted that it
was his impression we had been working for some time on the concept of a
stable mutual deterrence wherein each side haa a substantial second strike
capability, but not a first. The question of course is, is new technology

eroding this stability? ABM now looks feasible. There has been accelerated




buildup of the USSR forces, technology of multiple warheads is on the wings,
Chinese nuclear forces have built up rapidly and new systems, including mobile
ballistic systems in the Soviet Union and FOBS, as well as proposed new US
systems have been discussed.

?he impact of these various changes is an acceleration of the arms race
and as far as can be ascertained, an enhanced degree of uncertainty. Since
most of us now realize that nuclear weapons are impotent for use in normal
foreign policy affairs, i.e. to the real problems of a nation, the question is,
should we not view this with alarm? Doty posed two questions in conclusion. The
first is, do we agree that an arms race, with more resultant uncertainty, is
imminent? And second, what are the requirements of security? These summarized
in the third question, how can we stop and reverse this arms race?

Jack Ruina underscored and gave detail to several of the points Doty
made. In particular he discussed the characteristics of the US thin ABM
system, which consists essentially of quite long-range radars and missiles,
with an exo-atmospheric interception. Since it is comparatively small and
simple and clearly is penetrable by Soviet missiles, the question then is,
why do it? We stated that it is in response to a Chinese threat. Ruina
advanced the personal belief that, to some extent, it was a political response
to the USSR deployment. 1In fact he went on to propose that matching of

weapon system for weapon system is likely to be very common. Ruina went

on to note that the US, as a response to the Soviet éctivity, is working on

penetration aids, including such things as decoys and multiple warheads. His
fundamental conclusion was that offense and defense cannot be separated and

must be thought of as each counter to the other.




Millionshchikov underscored this last point and insisted that we must
explore both parts fully if we are to do something about the arms race.

Wiesner analyzed minimum deterrence. As a preliminary he made a specific
proposal that perhaps we should attempt to develop our thoughts with sufficient
clarity so that we could write a joint confidential letter to our governments
suggesting things for them to do. He then went on to analyze the question of
minimum deterrence. He noted that the US is eager to start the proposed
official talks on control of strategic systems and hopes that the official
talks can start soon. He recalled also how, in the earlier days, that inspection
had been troublesome and noted that as far as he was concerned, almost the only
feasible inspection concerns inspection by numbers. The question then is really
how do you count and how be persuaded your count is reasonably accurate and
how do you rate the effectiveness of the items counted? It was because of
uncertainties in counting and in verification that had led Wiesner earlier to
propose a minimum deterrence force of 100 or so missiles. He still thinks this
is a good idea. At the same time, he notes that if one has a very substantial
missile defense system, another possible stable situation is to reduce the
offensive missiles to zero, with the expectation that the defense system would

then give security against the few clandestine. He noted that this might

well be academic, but it represented one way to reconcile missile defense and

minimum deterrence.

This discussion continued with points made by Rathjens, Long, Schulin,
and Wiesner. One item discussed was the question of mobile missiles and why
it was that they represented an additional problem. The Americans stressed
both that there is a response and counter-response between offense and

defense. They also speculated on how one could, in the light of ABM, best

proceed to decrease offensive systems.




Khvostov stated that he was pleased that the US had re-evaluated its
thinking. He wondered what was deficient in the USSR proposals as earlier
advanced and thinks that if it is concrete proposals we are looking for, we
should turn to the Soviet draft treaty on disarmament which was submitted in
Geneva. There was some discussion of what was in the Soviet draft precisely
and this was brought to a head by Millionshchikov, who suggested that we all
try to bring in concrete proposals for Saturday morning. He summarized this
part of the discussion by noting that there was little chance for progress
unless there was an atmosphere of confidence between the US and the USSR and
he noted from this standpoint that the war in Vietnam is a calamity.

Doty interceded to urge that we try to return to the agenda and
specifically turn to an analysis of what are the security requirements on the
two sides, what technical analyses are needed to understand the situation and
finally, what steps can be taken when. He hoped we could have some concrete
ideas from the USSR on what we might do post~Vietném. Wiesner noted that
some more consideration on an effective international organization ought to
be part of the discussions and Long noted that more specific analysis of what

is the role of nuclear weapons would be useful.

Discussion then turned to the non-proliferation treaty. Long dis-

tributed copies of the UN Association article to the Soviet. Emelyanov

started the discussion by noting that the entire obstacle is in Article III and
the fundamental objection appears to be to use of IAEA. He is at a loss to
understand what other international group could be developed in the light of
the existence of this one and thinks as scientists we should put on pressure

for the acceptance of IAEA. Emelyanov vehemently subscribed to the




utilization of IAEA, insisted that only West Germany was, as usual, causing
trouble, that there was very little time left and that it was of the greatest
urgency that we get a decision soon. Wiesner, Long and others noted that

the problem, especially between the US and its allies, was whether one
absolutely settled on IAEA now or whether one merely settled on "international
safeguards" and ironed out the details later. We in effect pleaded that the ™
USSR should assist here in making it easier for the US to complete its
arguments and hoped that the treaty be signed now with these small points to be

settled later. Other contributions were made to this argument but all

agreed in emphasizing the importance of getting a treaty soon. It was agreed

that the US and USSR were very close and had common interests. Each side
pressed the other to yield the last inch to permit a treaty to be signed
and go ahead. Along the line, there were, however, discussions of the
difficulties which were in store in persuading many nations to sign, an
example being India, which has now become very reluctant; the other point
being some real doubt about durability of a treaty if the US and USSR continued
a vigoroﬁs rivalry and an arms race. Soon after these points had been made,
the session terminated.

The second session of the discussion had almost the same Soviet
group. Dubrinin came along for the first time. There was also a pleasant
man who stated he was Director of the Institute of Asian Studies.

Paul Doty was in the chair for this session. The topic was Vietnam
and Doty noted that there really were three wars under way or three separable
components. One was the guerrilla war with the NLF. The second was main
force North Vietnamese units fighting in South Vietnam, principally with US

units. The third component was the bombing in the North. In a somewhat




parallel way, Doty went on, one should think of three different US attitudes.
One was the attitude of the group of US participants in this meeting. A
second, and not necessarily similar attitude, was that of the US government.
Still a different attitude is that of the US public, an important point being
that this group of participants does not necessarily reflect the average US
opinion. Doty then turned the meeting over to the Soviet comments. These
came from almost every one of their participants: Millionshchikov, Kapitza,
Vinogradov, Emelyanov and Arbatov. As a group, the Soviet were restrained
and careful in their remarks. On the other hand it was clear that their
state of indignation and apprehension was very high.

Millionshchikov led off by asking, when will the US end this senseless
and dreadful war? The US, in his view, must withdraw. He felt that the
war is causing a sharp decline in US prestige, it casts a dark shadow over
US-USSR relations, and, among other things, greatly inhibits positive steps

toward arms control and disarmament. The obstacle to negotiations is the

bombing of North Vietnam and this must be stopped by the US. Millionshchikov

especially wondered whether the recent NFL political program is known and
publicized in the United States. He thinks this was a most constructive
step and represents a proposal from which negotiations would be possible.

During this discussion a number of specific questions were asked by
Soviet participants. These included, what does Westmoreland mean by
victory? What is the aim pursued by the US in the Vietnam war? Will
there be continuing expansion of it? Does the US see a permanent role for
itself in Southeast Asia? 1Is it trying to replace the United Kingdom as a
colonial power? 1Is there a new rigidity in the US position? And if not,
why are they unprepared to stop the bombing?

The detailed responses to this set of comments and questions was

given by Kissinger. He first answered several of the questions. He




answered the question as to why was US public opinion more effective in
influencing its government. Kissinger noted that in fact the US is strongly
polarized and he recalled that in a recent poll, 58% of the US noted they
wanted the US to "win the war." As to what was meant by a Westmoreland-type
military victory, he noted that it is Westmoreland's view that if the organized
military support in South Vietnam is destroyed, then the guerrilla effort will
collapse. Parenthetically, Kissinger noted that as these troops in South
Vietnam are pushed by the US toward the borders and toward the DMZ, there

is increasing interest in "hot pursuit." As to why escalation continues,

he noted there are two quite different explanations. One is the pressure
toward victor as defined above. The second is out of frustration, i.e.

if one simply doesn't know what to do, there is a tendency to increase the

level of effort. As to the US aims, he thinks they are well stated as

wishing to give the South Vietnamese a free choice of government, free from

outside interferences. He notes the difficulty in interpreting these phrases
but still thinks it needful. On the question of local war, Kissinger wished
to avoid historical analyses but did very briefly note that one of the things
which contributed to the situation in Vietnam was that the USSR under Krushchev
argued that wars of national liberation were to be supported by them, and
the United States felt that Vietnam was an example of this and hence had
responded with countermeasures.

The significant question, however, is not how we got into the situation
but where can we go from here? The fact that the United States has three
years of commitment to the area is a serious matter. Even though what we would
like is a rapid, honorable conclusion, it must be one which does not involve
humiliation of the US. Ending of the bombing is certainly a rapid way to

get talks started and get serious negotiations under way. There are many




reasons why the North Vietnamese and the US find it difficult to get together.
Overall the US is strong while Vietnam is weak. The US has broad, world-wide
obligations; Vietnam is necessarily only concerned with local. North Vietnam
must also avoid losing support of China. The consequence of all this is that
the manner in which negotiations are started is extremely critical, made the
more so by the profound mistrust which the North Vietnamese understandably
have.

! A cease fire is a difficult item because there is not a clean geographic
boundary. The situation is rather that there are areas which are held in the
daytime by the South Vietnamese troops and at night-time by the Viet Cong. No
boundary can adequately delineate this fact. With respect to the bombing, our
position has been and is that we will end the bombing if this is followed by
prompt negotiations. The North Vietnamese have in the past said rather similar
things, which suggests that the two sides should be able to get together. This
also implies there is a role for third parties and a particularly obvious
third party from the standpoint of the North Vietnamese must be the USSR. This
is almost self-evident, since Hanoi trusts the USSR and since to act as an
unofficial mediary it will be necessary for there to be a country with wider
knowledge than North Vietnam alone has.

The specific assurances which the US has insisted on is that negotiations

will start soon after a bombing cessation and that there be no increase in

infiltration during the negotiations. There is no difficulty with respect to a
continuation of fhe US presence since the US has publicly offered and expressed its
willingness to withdraw all troops within 6 months after an agreement is reached.
One point which does need to be made clear, however, is that the ultimate
government shguld be established by free elections. We clearly need help in

making this understood and ultimately carrying it out.




As a final point, Kissinger turned to the question of what is the

"absence of humiliation." Essentially it means that the US will not accept

a military defeat nor will it accept a new government imposed arbitrarily by
force of arms. It would accept a Communist-dominated government for South
Vietnam if it comes in by means of free political processes.

There was some discussion of these various points, some of it
hinging on the question of what more needed to be said to make it clear
that'negotiation would follow a cessation of bombing. The answer was that
North Vietnam always puts their position in the conditional case, i.e. they éay
that with bombing stopped negotiations "could" start. What we need is word from
somebody that negotiations will start promptly. There was also some discussion
of why the US feels strongly about infiltration not increasing and it was
explained that if during a bombing cessation there is an increase in number
of Americans killed, it is of great importance to the President that he be able
to say firmly that this is not due to an increase in infiltration. Were this
not possible, the bombing might necessarily have to be resumed.

There was also discussion of the possibility of war extending into Laos
and Cambodia. The Americans admitted that this was entirely conceivable if
the war goes on and if North Vietnamese troops use these countries as
sanctuaries.

Millionshchikov commented that he still found these discussions a bit
narrow. He remained interested in the broader questions of what are the
goals of the war and do they stand on a priority level with many other
problems like disarmament, USSR relations, etc. There were other points

made on the Soviet side of this sort, Vinogradov stating with vigor that this




horrible war to him implied that the US must be planning to stay. Several
Soviet also gave as their personal judgment that negotiations would surely
start promptly if the bombing stopped.

There was also further discussion of the role of a third party and
it was noted that, with respect to extension of war into Laos and Cambodia,
the Soviet Union could help greatly in revitalizing the International Control
Commission. This Commission in turn could, as it had been committed to
do, patrol the Cambodia and Laos borders and be sure that these countries

were not refuges for North Vietnamese troops.

The Russians did not respond to this directly but did emphasize that

North Vietnam is a sovereign state and even though the Soviet might attempt
to talk to them, they could not be sure of the answer.

This session terminated with the US on the one side saying that they
would report back the very deep and wide concern of the Soviets about the
war and will also take back all specific suggestions. In turn our request to
the USSR was that they should consider playing a greater role as a third
party in helping obtain successful negotiations and that they could also help
by recommending the revitalization of the ICC. On his side Millionshchikov
gave more explicitly the message which he would like to see us convey back.
It was roughly as follows: The USSR feels it necessar? to consider the view
of all of the Vietnamese people, including the North Vietnamese and the NLF.
He thinks that the new NLF program is democratic and progressive and ought
to be appealing to the US. The USSR thinks the Vietnamese people are entitled
to a peaceful settlement and one which involves no humiliation on their part.

Millionshchikov also pointed out that the successful role of Kosygin

Tashkent was not precisely parallel, simply because at Tashkent both the




Pakistanis and the Indians had a real full will to settle things. He is not sure
whether the same will to peace exists in the US situation.

Kapitza made the final statement by noting that the US had helped
settle the Russian-Japanese war in 1905 and that perhaps the USSR did owe
a favor back and should attempt to return the favor by helping in the present
situation.

During the evening which followed, Kapitza and Emelyanov both pointed
out privately that this session had given them a good deal to think about and
they thought a few more minutes on Vietnam the next morning would be
desirable. This request was agreed to and the Vietnamese discussion went
for almost an hour the next morning. Kapitza led off with a lengthy statement
in which he argued that in a basic sense the United States has already been

defeated in Vietnam and will never be able to obtain a true victory. He

developed this point by discussing the analogy to Napoleon's invasion of

Russia in 1812, where he won all battles but ultimately retreated in disarray,
i.e. true victory means that one must succeed both at the military level and
at the political level. He thinks that the US has been able to continue
having military influence in Vietnam but that its political influence is steadily
decreasing. Without both, there will be no true victory. He then went on to
paint a gloomy picture of the impact of the war on the US. He suspected there
will be further escalation but still with no victory. He feels that the
military influence on US policy and programs will increase. There will be
further deterioration of the United States economic position and specifically
on its balance of payments. Kapitza used all this to argue that a crisis was
rapidly approaching the US and that it will necessarily lead to the ending of

the Vietnam wér.




Arbitov made two interesting points. Oné was to ask Kissinger for specifics
on what cessation of bombing would look like, i.e. whether there were any
conditions. The second was to note that the North Vietnamese must be persuaded
to negotiate even though they are very suspicious. This, he pointed out,
would be very much helped by an act of good will on the part of the US. The
US replied to the first question that there were no conditions on the bombing
pause except for the expectation of prompt negotiations and no marked changes in
the rate of infiltration. It was also pointed out that the US appreciéted the
mistrust which Hanoi has but commented that that is why an intermediary seems
so important.

Millionshchikov pointed out that the main US point seemed to be é
search for a third party. Look at from the standpoint of the USSR, he felt
that the US must take some steps. It should stop the bombing and do some

other de-escalation. So far private attempts on the USSR side to assist have

failed. An intermediary can't help if the US does not have any will to change.

That is why Tashkent is not an appropriate analog. An intermediary must be
sure that a desire exists to meet the other side half way. This ended the
Vietnam discussion.

A further discussion of strategic forces was -initiated by Blagonravov
who pointed out that an ABM defense was only partial and would probably remain
so, whereas the offensive weapons were characterized by long-range, high
precision. Furthermore, he felt technology would inescapably continue to
improve both types of force. He saw no alternative but a freeze and cutback
into which ABM as a complex had to be considered as a component. He felt that
absence of trust was the most serious problem and felt that the important things
to do to get mére trust would be to obtain a settlement in Vietnam and to stop
procrastinatién on the non-proliferation treaty. Shukin also spoke in favor of

a coupling of ABM and offensive missiles for study. He felt that we needed more




detailed analysis and raised the particular question of whether ABM systems
could be kept thin.

Khvostov turned to the brief discussion paper which Wiesner had written
and which had been translated into Russian. The paper was one which simply
raised the questions which would need to be looked at carefully if one were
to get some kind of an arms limitation agreement on offensive and defensive
strategic forces. The paper concluded with a set of four alternative directions
we might go, ranging from doing nothing with an expected continuation and
acceleration of the arms race, to focussing either only on offensive systems'
or only on defensive systems to a fourth alternative, which was to attempt
to freeze and cut back on both offensive and defensive systems. Khvostov
concluded that of these four, only the last was sufficiently interesting to be
concentrated on. He also responded to a suggestion in the paper that sometime
we should discuss verification procedures. His feeling was that we probably
would to turn to this, but that it should be done last.

In two or three ways the US group attempted to press the Soviet to discuss

what was the Soviet strategic concept and what kinds of numbers of delivery

systems it felt were necessary. It was noted that the US has given information
out rather fully, both on their offensive systems and on the character of the
ABM which they expect to build. We have stopped building offensive systems,
implying that for the time being we have a limit and the question.is, is there
a similar Soviet limit and when do they expect to arrive at it? There was

no specific reply to any of the probings of this sort.




Millionshchikov responded in general terms, arguing that the USSR
pursues peace and has given many indications of its desire for peaceful
co-existence, He noted that in pursuing peace, the USSR differs from the
Chinese, who "indulge in aggressive talk.'" Millionshchikov agreed that
there shéuld be a detailed analysis of the arms réce. He said that we should
attempt to develop specific questions which need answering and then should try
to see how to conduct a study of these. He did, however, emphasize that the
question of trust entered importantly.

The US group responded to some of these points by noting that trust is
indeed an important ingredient, but that there were two others which needed
consideration. One was the fact that the military groups would necessarily
insist on the kind of secufity position which would not leave their countries
exposed in case agreements went awry. The other point was that one needed to
consider arms limitations from the standpoint of mutual benefit and this could
be analyzed even in times of strain such as the present one.

In the ensuing rather general question, the Russians two or three times
noted that we must look at the specifics and develop detail. The US agreed
and at the same time noted that we are curious about what are the components
of the problem which worry the Soviet. A particularly interesting point
was made by Kapitza, who first noted that the efficiency and reliability of
the missiles were critical components and might be of significant importance
beyond their numbers. He then went on to point out that highly urbanized

countries like the US were really more vulnerable to missiles and this was

particularly aggravated in the US side because of its concentration of

population. Since the US group had wished to make this point anyway, they

heartily agreed.




The US group, particularly Rathjens, returned to the fact that our
strategic forces have leveled off and the details of our ABM are clear;
that in contrast we are exceedingly unsure of Soviet intentions. The US
group pointed particularly to the FOBS development and the USSR
announcement of an intention to develop mobile, land-based missiles. For
.example, the FOBS looks to us like a first strike weapon; what do the Soviet
say about its uses. It was emphasized that the US and USSR must develop
procedures for better communications.

In further discussions, the Soviet referred briefly to the fact that
there is non-equality in that the USSR is surrounded by US bases. On the
other side the US noted that critical question was how to maintain a reliable
deterrence and pointed out that whatever other reasons there mighf be to
have an ABM, it would necessarily confuse and complicate analysis of strategic
deterrence, if for no other reason than the absence of communications, the
military would almost surely adopt a most conservative position, i.e. would

over-evalue the opponent's capabilities. Even beyond this, the question

of the "equivalence" of an ABM as compared with particular numbers of offensive

nuclear delivery systems is difficult.

It was also noted by the US that the question of confidence on the extent
of projected ABM is decidedly difficult, i.e. it is not easy to tell whether
a particular buildup is one which will terminate or is one which is a prelude
to a more extensive heavy force. The USSR responded by saying that this
question of what can be done to restrict ABM to "thin" deployment was one
of the points which they did want to discuss.

The question of equivalence of various kinds of forces was then discussed
at greater length, especially by Long, who went explicitly through the kinds
of forces which would need to be considered, i.e. ICBMs, IRBMs, MRBMs,

long range bombers, ABM systems, etc. He noted that from some standpoints




gross weight was a useful measure of and offered certain advantages over
numbers in comparing capabilities of missile systems: Hence the question of
this versus a simple number count needed serious exploration.

The ABM system however remained a somewhat confusing thing as the
Soviet thought about it. They were willing to agree with some of the points
the US had made. At the same time, there was a residuum of simple belief that
"defense is good." The USSR group had not thought through the question of
maintenance of assured deterrence on the one hand and the impact of development
of defensive systems on the other.

All of this discussion culminated in a belief that what we had to do

was to develop a list of quite specific questions which needed more careful

analysis. It was agreed that the two chairman would finalize such a list,
but a number of people contributed to it. As somewhat broad questions, the
following sorts of things were mentioned: What are the components of
strategic balance? 1Is the concept of assured second strike of continuing
relevance? If one has a limitation of weapons, based for example on numbers
or gross weight, can there be any restriction on improvements within the
agreed limitations? Also, can one make provision for confidence testing
within the limitation? Must one consider ABM defenses at missile sites along
with total ABM system or can they be treated separately? Of great consequence
is the general problem of analysis of the equivalence of various delivery
systems.

Further questions which were put on the list for consideration were:
How does one limit ABM? How does the capabilities of other nuclear powers
affect possible agreements between the US and the USSR? How can one bring

these countri€s into agreements?




Millioﬁshchikov emphasized that we must study what kinds of controls
if any, will be needed and, in particular, stated that there must be a
quantitative analysis with consideration of possible levels of freeze and
cutback. Several of the Soviet noted that if one is going to get into these
quantitative analyses, it is inescapable that one discuss the equivalence of
different kinds of systems. During this discussion the question of a next
meeting came up two or three times. With the many suggestions in hand,
the co-chairmen agreed to develop the final list of questions for future
discussion.

The final topic which was taken up by the group was Soviet-American
relations. The Americans noted that we were conscious that the Vietnam war
casts a shadow. On the other hand we noted that the United States had continued
to press toward detente with the USSR and the President had urged more trade.

In fact, some things had improved. Millionshchikov pointed out that the ease of
bilateral relations between the US and the USSR is determined among other things
by trade and that the US policy is one of discrimination. He noted that the
questions of disérimination against Soviet use of harbors is also unfortunate.
He thinks that the economic consequences are not truly major but still it is

an unpleasant business and should be discussed. We noted that the trade

embargo stems from the earlier, harder positions and that ?here had been

a tendency toward softening but that unfortunately the large amount of

Soviet supplies going to North Vietnam had come up and had hampered any

further softening. We also noted that credits were somewhat difficult to

get agreement én. On the Soviet side the conversation shifted from general

trade problems and discrimination to the particular point of scientific

v

apparatus, with the Soviet side arguing that to interfere with progress of

science by this kind of restriction was a great shame. Artsimovich carried




this farther by noting that the Soviet scientists see trade restrictions
specifically in terms of computers. He noted that some of the US computers

could be of real help to their research, but they can't buy them and as a result,
science is hampered. Kapitza picked this up and said rather broadly that science

should be international and that scientific apparatus should be excluded from all

kinds of restrictions of this sort.

Interspersed with this were some general remarks on Soviet-US relations.
The US, for example, noted that we ought to try to have more long-range visits
of people in each direction, to stay in each country for some months and study
disarmament in more depth with groups of the opposite nation. There was general
agreement to this. There was also some analysis of the concept of peaceful
co-existence. Kissinger pointed out that the direction that bureaucracy took
was sometimes a little tricky and he hoped that peaceful co-existence was not to
be used as a tactic to inflict damage on opponents. He noted parenthetically
that it was axiomatic that neither side could be destroyed without noticing it.
In his view both sides needed to analyze world political problems and then
cooperate in their solution. Arbatov answered this point by saying that in
the Soviet view, peaceful co-existence is a shift of ideological struggle to
emphasize the positive and that it is not really in any sense a threat but
rather is an attempt to build further bridges.

In his final intervention, Paul Doty noted that one is never sure in
a discussion like this whether the information exchanged has really been
complete and accurate. As a further aid, he turned over translations of
the Gilpatrick Article in the New York Times magazine of a few weeks ago and
also the recent San Francisco and Detroit speeches of McNamara and Warneke
respectively. He also noted that one of the world's basic problems is that
the military developments come along pretty rapidly and that our meetings

have been somewhat slow and at best can only act as a catalyst. He urged,




as had been done by two or three other US participants earlier, that each
group should stress to their government the need for the official meetings
which have been proposed for a discussion of strategic balance but which are
still in abeyance.

Millionshchikov made a number of terminal remarks. He pointed to the
question of the private character of the discussions and noted that he

thought there should be no release to the press other than something to the

effect that "the visit is for scientific purposes.' He thought that it was

not yet in order to develop anything formal to take to our government. [This

was in answer to an early Wiesner proposal that we might prepare a paper for

our governmenté?. Millionshchikov however felt that the meeting had been a

good and businesslike one and that the next move would be for each side to take
the questions that had been developed, study and do '"homework" on them, and

have another meeting soon. There was general agreement on this point. Several
of the Soviet emphasiized that the meeting had been very useful and that in
particular, it had been much more helpful than the larger Pugwash conferences
that some of them had had. Privately, members of the Soviet group madg it clear
that the various points of the discussion would be carried back to official

Soviet channels.
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Academician Millionshchikov,

Having realized only today that Feld will be
leaving tonight to meet with you, I have hurriedly
assembled some things that might be useful in our dis-
cussions in Moscow.

First, several of us were struck by how well a
recent article by Gilpatric reflected our own growing
sense of urgency. Hence I have had some copies made.
If you could distribute it to your colleagues they
would have some sense of what makes us think these
discussions are so important at this time.

Second, on the basis of discussion we have had
here I have written down in my own words a summary
statement of our concern and what we hope might be
accomplished together with a list of items or questions
that we hope we might discuss during our visit.

If you have time to look at these and send back
with Feld any comments that you have we would be most
grateful.

Most of us, including myself, intend to arrive
in Moscow from London on British European Airways on
the afternoon of December 27th. I am planning to leave
via Copenhagen on January 3. If it is convenient, T
would like to spend the 2nd in Leningrad, going and
returning by the night train. You should have all of
our plans shortly.

Please let Feld know if there is anything I
could bring.

Looking forward with pleasure to our meeting,
and meanwhile with best wishes to you and your wife.

I am sincerely yours,

(P. Doty)




We are concerned that political and technological
developments are driving both the Soviet Union and the
United States into a new round in the strategic arms race,

and that unless very deliberate and carefully thought-out

steps are taken we will find ourselves burdened with vast

new and unnecessary expenditures on arms and, worse,
moving into an era of increasing instability with great
danger to the world. Though it appears to be almost too
late to prevent this, we feel it imperative to try.

To this end we think it important that we attempt
to (1) arrive at an understanding of how we each view the
strategic arms race, (2) search for mutually acceptable
points at which the race may be interdicted and some
stability achieved, and (3) if there is some agreement on

this, explore how greater stability can be brought about.




New Technological factors that Destabilize the Strategic
Balance.

(;t K. New missile systems
Lj, F{. Ballistic missile defenses
‘). ﬁl- Penetration aids
Consequent uncertainty of performance: relation to
; G%* R deterrence.

IX. Factors Affecting Strategic Security

Asymmetry of the requirements for deterrence on

J (M the two sides

f:. 9 The Problem of Parity

Overreaction by each side to technological
‘J'ﬂl; “‘an R.' uncertainties and misreading of intent

P{ri(' Response to new nuclear powers
F:-Lﬂ The role of the Non-Proliferation Treaty
31T, What is Involved in Stopping and Reversing the Arms Race ?

To what extent can there be a common view of what
NAIVV- mutual restraints are possible ?

What principles should govern agreements on mutual
’F{ I)' restraint, limitations on offensive and defensive

missiles, and further steps toward disarmament ?

What technical step factors need be assessed in order

to discuss realistic steps on limitations and dis-

armament ?

Can we restrict numbers and/or kinds of delivery
systems ?

Can we find mutually acceptable limits on anti-ballistic
missile defenses ?

How do these two kinds of limitations interact 2

How far can we proceed depending only on unilateral.
verification ?

What concrete steps could be taken soon ?
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TO: SADS Members Ret. 9

Flle

SRS

FROM: B:.H. Brown

I send you herewith a copy of a letter
and enclosure from Doty to Millionshchikov. Bernie
Feld took it to London, where he and Millionshchikowv
are attending a meeting of the Pugwash Continuing
Committee.

Decenmber 8, 1967
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Mr. and Mrs. Henry Shapiro

Bureau (Msnager) of United Press
of America

Furmenova 3/5 kv 17
MOBCW, VDS eRe

Dear Henry and Ludmilla:

I have just found that dear friends of mine, Doctor

Jerome Wiesner, Provost of Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
and Doctor Jack Ruina, Vice President for Special Iaboratories,
M.I.T., along with Professor H. Kissinger and a couple of others
from the American Academy are coming to the U.S8.S8.R. There are
six in all. I particularly hope that Jerry Wiesner and Jack
Ruina can see you, though I imagine you would be interested in
H. Kissinger as well. '

Dr. Jerry Wiesner will arrive in Moscow at 6:00 p.m. on
December 27, Aeroflot from Paris. The others will arrive on the
2T7th about 5:00 DPem., BEA from London. They don't know where they
will be staying. I am giving them your phone number.

Sincerely yours,

Leona Baumgartner, M.D.
Visiting Professor of
Social Medicine

I1B:1n
Dictated by Dr. Baumgartner and signed
in her absence by L. Nelson.
bec: to Drs. Wiesner and Ruina
Mr. Shepiro's telephone numbers in Moscow are: ﬁ%tg
3

AIR MAIL
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TRANSLATION

Academy of Sciences

Moscow
dated Oct., 14,

received Oct, 23,
L NOy:

Prof, . Pi Doty

Department of Chemistry

12 Oxford Street - .
Cambridge 38, Massachusetts
U. 8.0 i i

Dear Professor Doty: -

I am very sorry, we didn't meet each other on Pugwash
Conference im Ronneby. Discussions were very lively there, and

I hope, very useful for all Pugwash association.

As I am informed, you and your colleégues are'goiﬁ§f£o~
come to Moscow at December 28 - 30, after pugwash. It would
be pleasure for us to have you and the other American scientists
about whom you have written as the guests of the Soviet Pug-
was Committee, As I see from our correspondence you.wiil
come with Long, Wiesner, Ruina, Kissinger, Browﬁ, Parsons,

Kistiakowsky, and Rathjens,

(signed) A. M, Millionshchikov

NoTZ: On November 14 Mr. Viadimir Paviichenko (212 PL 4=1234,
axt. 2553) authorized the addition of Carl Kaysem to

th@ Qroubde. i
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COW3A COBETCKUHX COUMAJNUCTUUECKUX PECNYBLJIHK
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B-71 Haysa

Mo Koyl

Al ceep:

Prol. B, Doty
Department of Chemlstry
12 Oxford Street
Cambridge 38, Massachusetts:
ey

yBacaemmm npomeccop Jdotu,

- Queds Kanb, uTO HaM He YAAJI0Ch BCTPETUTHCH HA Haryomcmoﬁ

HOHmepeﬁumm B PouneGn. [uckyccuu Ha KOH@epeéunﬁ'meV OUEHD
.OKABHGHHUMM Ny ﬂaﬂeme, HOﬂGdHHMM Aﬂﬂ uenem uaryo CKOTO
ABM%GHMH._'

' &ax MHE cmano W3BECTHO, B IEPUOL ¢ 28 mo 50 ﬂePaOpﬂ Bu

¥ Bauy xomners no Iaryomy CMONETE PUEXATH B MockBy. Mu Gygeu
pazu LpUHATH Bac m LPYTAX aMepUKAHCKUX YUEHHX, O KOTOPHX I
nucany, Kak rocreli CoBeTcKoro [1aryouwckOTo KOMUTETS. {EH . H, RO-
HAJ 13 Hawel nepemucin, BMECTE C Bamu NPEANONATANT N0ASXATH
Jlonr, Bussep, Pyusa, Kaccunrep, bpayr, T.[lapcosxc, {ueTsKoBC-

Kufi m  Palimxepc.

C yBaxeduewm, _ ¢ DAL BT /fe(-v—- T,
; s
Mo o MUTIMORINKOB
aKaeMUK




American Academy of Arts and Sciences

280 Newton Street

OFFICE OF THE
PROVOST,

NOV 1 3 1987

Brookline Station, Boston, Massachusetts 02146

Telephone 522-2400

Ref. to

File .

November 8, 1967

Academician M. D, Millionshchikov
Academy of Sciences of the U. S. S. R.
Lenin Prospekt

Moscow, U. S. S. R.

Dear Academician Millionshchikov:

I was pleased to receive your letter of invitation to visit the Soviet Union at
the end of December with the group of scientists from the American Academy, I
am happy to accept. Discussions concerning social forecasting and the problems
of the future can be a most useful form of cooperation between Soviet and American
scholars.

I look forward to seeing you in December.

Sincerely yours,

—

ol E R

i -/u#ﬁid-fk [-d-v{d—u_/a

Talcott Parsons
President




American Academy of Arts and Sciences

280 Newton Street
Brookline Station, Boston, Massachusetts 02146

_ Telephone 522-2400

Free translation of October 14, 1967 letter from Academician Millionshchikov

Dear Professor Parsons:

I received your letter and the copies of the exchanges with Soviet scholars

dealing with social forecasting and the year 2000. We would be glad to receive you
as part of the group of scientists who are coming to visit in December, 1967,
Social forecasting is not my speciality, but I would be glad to organize opportunities

for discussion with appropriate groups and individuals in this field.
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Prof, T.Parsons
President

‘American Academy oi Aris end Sciences

280 Newton Street
Boston, Maseachsetts 02146

U.S.As
\
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YBaxaemu# npodeccop Ilapcorc,
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i TIOJy I Bame oOVchMO E Koy nepenncxﬂ MeXLy AMEepUHaH-—

. CKO¥ Axrazemmefl MCKYCCTB K HayK C COBETCHKUMI YUESHEMY B, 06Jac-

TH COIMAJBLHEHX npeickrazamuii ¥ 2000 rozy. Mu Oynmem DalH IPUHATH
Bac B COCTABE TDYINH aMepUKaHCKUX YUYEHHX NpUest KOTODPO# Ipej-
noxaraeTcs B Iexadpe 1967 roza. Pasyueercs, 06I8CTH COIUANb-
HHX HayK HE fBISETCH MOSH CHNENUAJbHOCTEN, HO MH CMOXEM Opra-
EM30BATH JJIA Bac BCTDEW ¥ GEcelH C COBETCKAMA yJSibMH -
crienmayucTaMs B Bamel o6IacTH. '

Hexperne Bam,

-

iy P

BULIE~1DE SHIE HT B P
 AxajeMuy HayK Hel _ M/ 2
. axaleMuK (M. JL o MEANTKOHIMKOSB )
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Committee on International Studies of Arms Control A, '
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AMERICAN ACADEMY OF ARTS AND SCIENCES

TO: participants in Moscow Discussions

FROM: B.H. Brown

\ \

SUBJECT : Pravel Arrangements

I hope that you will let us know as sOoOn as
pessible your travel plans for Moscow. My secretary,
Barbara Wollison, will be glad to make reservations for you,
or you may wish to deal directly with Gabriel Reiner, Cosmos
Travel Bureau, 45 West 45th Street, New York, New York,
10036 (212 €I 5-7711).

We expect that the greater part of the group
will take a daytime flight from JFK to paris, leaving about
10:00 a.m. on December 26, spend the night in Paris at an
airport hotel, and leave December 27 at 12:15 p.m., On an
Aeroflot flight which arrives in Moscow at 6:00 p.m.

1f you prefer to leave later, ‘it would be
possible to fly from New York or Boston the evening of the
26th for Western Burcpe and transfer the next morning to
Moscow. In this event, it would seem best to connect with
the 12:15 £flight (Paris-Moscow) mentioned above.

A final altermative for anyone wishing to
leave at the latest possible moment would be an Aeroflot
flight, leaving Montreal at 3:45 p.m. OR December 27, and
arriving Moscow at 9:20 a.m. on December 28, the day the
meetings are teo begin. However, this iz not recommended
Because of the very late schegduled arrival in Moscow and

the possibility of delays.

Ty For an,early departure, there is a direct Air Canada
flight from Morireal to Moscow on December 23, leaving at
7:00 pom. and arriving at 1:00 p.m. December 24.

participants are authorized to travel first
class, but there may be some advantage in traveling tourist
on the transatlantic portion as planes are not apt to be
crowded and there is the possibility of combining several
gseats to get some rest. First class, however, is recommended
for the segment from Western Eurcpe to Moscow.

November 28, 1967
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AMERICAN ACADEMY OF ARTS AND scxmé:’ss

Committee on Intomtioml Studies of Am- Control

TO: Participants in Moscow Meeting

FROM: B.H. Brown

I attach a copy of Millionshchikov's letter
of invitation to the Soviet Union, along with transla-
tion, which you will need to send to the Cosmos Travel
Bureau with your application for a Soviet visa.

November 17, 1967




Mrs. Doris Eaton
- American Academy of Arts and Sciences
380 Newton Street

Brookline, Massachusetts

Dear Mrs. Eaton:

Enclosed are Dr. J. B. Wiesner's ticket stubs from
the Mowcow trip. The following were out-of-pocket expenses
incurred by Dr. Wiesner during their trip:

Taxi (home-airport) : $ 6.50
M' ‘..‘.c.-‘mt, 3.00
Hotel (N.Y.C.) 18.00
Breakfast 1.40
Hotel (Paris) j 20.00
Taxi (N.Y.C.) 7.00
Taxi (airport~home)

—$:50
Total $61.40

tfy&hﬁnmquttinsplﬂudoﬂthuuuto
Sincerely yours.

Barbara B. Wollan (Miss)
Secretary to Dr. Wiesner
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SCIENTISTS OF U. 5. |
AND SOVIET CONFER|

oW, Jan. 2 E

MOSCOW, "Jan. 2 (AP)—A
group of American scicn-l
tists neared the end of talks
with leaders of Soviel science)
today and one expressed plea
sure at being able to maintain
such contacts despite the war
in Vietnam.

Prof. Paul M, Doty .Jr., a Har-
vard University chemist and
leader of the seven-man non-p
governmental Ameérican group,|
said political questions such as
Vietnam and disarmament came
up informally and “in a friendly|:
way” in the talks.

He said views had been ex-
changed on the {inancing of re-
gearch and on efforts to forecast
_social developments. ;

The talks have involved par-
tiipants in past discussions in|
which unofficial representativesy
of the United States, the Soviet)
Union and other countries con-
sidered disarmament and other
world problems.

The Soviet group was led
by Mikhail D. Millienshehikov,
a vice president of the Acacemy
of Sciences. SRS

L L




Night leétter to J. Gvishiani

Will be in Moscow visiting Millionshchikov at Academy of Science. Would
like to see you.

Signed Jerome B. Wiesner
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November 29, 1967

OFFICE

Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner

Provost

Massachusetts Institute of Technology
6-215

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Dear Jerry:

PRO\

er
VOST]

6 Divinity AVENUE
CAMBRIDGE
Massacauserts 02138

QF THE
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This is to let you know the plans for the
Washington briefing preparatory to the Moscow meeting.
We will start at 2:00 p.m. Tuesday, December 5, in
Room 5941 of the State Department, where we will meet
Scoville and others from ACDA; Spurgeon Keeney from
the White House; Mort Halperin and others from the
Pentagon; and Ray Garthoff and Hal Sonnenfeldt from State.
We then go to Foy Kohler's office for a meeting at 4:00.
Thereafter the plans on Tuesday are not altogether clear,
but what we think we'll do is have Pete Scoville and
Spurgeon Keeney join us for a working dinner at the

Madison Hotel.

On Wednesday we have a tentative appointment

with Rostow at the White House at 10:30.

ments with Warneke at 2:00 p.m. and McNamara at 3

We will go
to the Pentagon in the afternoon, where we have appoint-

e 4

:00.

I tried to switch McNamara to Tuesday, which I under-

wa

stood would be easier for you, but unfortunately he

cannot make the change.

I hope you can join us for all or some of

the briefings.
changes in the schedule.

Sincerely,

Benjamin H. Brown

I'1ll let you know if there are any




URGENT

T0: Paul Doty, Carl Kaysen, Henry Kissinger, George
Kistiakowsky, Frank Long, Geoxge Rathjens, Jack Ruina
and Jerome Wiesner

FROM: B.H. Brown

We must schedule preparatory meetings for

the group going to Moscow for the meeting there e L)P'b\ ij«
PP

December 28-30. We will set up a two-day meeting in

Washingtoh an@ sometime thereafter a ons Yy ing 1n—(b_
Cambridge. Please have your secretary telephone my .
secretary (Barbara wollison, UN 8-7600, ext. 2112) as soon CQ @ |

as ana.i.b;_e and give her the following information: w P

period December 4-December 157

(2) what days would you be free for a cne-day
meeting in Cambridge the week of December 187

(1) what sets of two consecutive weekdays wouW
you be available to meet in Washington during the ot

It will be difficult to get all the group
together so please list all the possibilities and hold
them for the time being. We will let you know as soon as
firm dates are established.




December 12, 1967

Mr, Raymond Zim

Coxmos Travel Bureau, Inc.
45 West 45th Street

New York, New York 10036

Dear Mr. Zim:

Enclosed is Dr. J. B. Wiesner's visa application plus
three photos of Dr. Wiesner. Also enclosed is a copy of the
invitation.

- The arrangements so far are that Dr. Wiesner will leave
Boston at 5:00 p.m. December 25 and leave New York on a 7:00
p.m. flight for Paris. He will have reservations for the Hotel
Napoleon and will leave Paris on December 27 at 7:00 a.m. for
Moscow. Then, he will return on an evening flight from Moscow
to Paris again having hotel reservations at the Hotel Napoleon
and will leave Paris for Boston January 1. I assume because
of time difference you will arrange the hotel accordingly.

The flight from Moscow to Paris should be for December 30.

If there are any further gquestions please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Sincerely yours.

Barbara B. Wollan (Miss)
Secretary to Dr. Wiesner




45 WEST 45th STREET
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10036
GABRIEL REINER CIRCLE 5-7711
PRESIDENT Cable Address
“COSMOTRAV NEWYORK"
TELEX #62541

COSMOS A R aosest .

November 14, 1967

Dear Doctor:

Dr. Benjamin Brown of the Center for International Affairs
at Harvard advised us that you have been invited to visit
the USSR at the end of December.

Please complete the enclosed visa application and return
it to us with 3 fotos, indicating your correct passport
number and its expiration date under question k4.

Kindly also send us a copy of the invitation.

Please let us also know your overall travel plans so we can
prepare an itinerary for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

/

Raymo Zim
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AGENTS AND CORRESPONDENTS IN MAJOR CITIES THROUGHOUT THE WORLD.




EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
WASHINGTON

A

December 13, 1967

OFFICE OF THE
PROVOST

P |

DEC 19

Ref. to

{
|
?

Thanks for \vour note of Decemlaé-?%?fiwfe'-iﬁévé_—';:

already notified the appropriate people, and they
will be in touch with you.

All the best,

Robert Barlow
Special Assistant
to the Director

Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner

Provost

Massachusetts Institute of
Technology

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139




December 8, 1967

Mr., Robert Barlow
Security Officer
Office of Science and Technology

Washington. D.C.
Dear Bob:

In response to an invitation from Academician M, D.
Millionshchikov, Vice President of the Soviet Academy of
Sciences, a group of six from the American Academy of Arts
and Sciences Committee on Arms Control is planning to spend
about a week in Moscow., three days of which (December 28-30,
1967) will be devoted to informal exchanges of views on
problems of strategic balance andhhow to limit the arms race.

We have discussed our plans for the trip in detail with
State., ACDA, DOD, and White House officials and will of course
return for discussions following the visit. The other parti-
cipants are Drs. Doty. Kissinger. Long, Rathjens and Ruina.
I expect to stop in France on the way to or from Moscow.

Will you please take care of any arrangements needed in
view of the White House eecurity clearances I hold. Can you
also take care of my other clearances as well?

Sincerely yours.

Jerome B, Wiesner
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F THE
Dr. Domald Nornig, Chairmen PRCVOST,
The Preeident's Sciemtific Mrvigory Committee

Vashington, D. C. DEC 9+ 1887

Dear Dr. Bormig:

hmh&&mwhd&m-nﬂmﬂn
Mnmuthmnuiuu, and have susmariged herein the
vieve of our od hoc committee of educators.®

1. The Nation has an important commitment to the successful
development of nuslear emergy in at least three aress:

(s) Expanded use of muclear reactors to provide for the ecuntry's
increasing emergy needs, to sugment its water supplies, and
to alleviate air pollution. )

(®) Development of advenced reactors that will permit breeding
and more effective conservationm of resources of fuel for
*m- 5

(c) OContimued support of military aspects of nuclear processes,
imcluding weapone, rediation protection, and propulsion.

.2, Universities have the responsibility, through their greduate
nuclear engineering programe, to comtribute to these commitments
in several ways:

(a) Conduct of significant basic engineering research, especially
oa auclear processes, systems, safety, and nev concepts. .

(v) Bducation of future leaders in research, engineering,
operation, and management, involving experience with the
ismovative process in meaningful research,

(¢) Disesmination of public and industrial informetios oa
applications of nmuclear power and beneficisl radiations.

Programe for muclear engineering research in the universities

'Mthmuvmmmuytuhu effective then is
Decessary to meet the sbove responsibility. Im large measure,
we believe this situation stems from existing limitations in
support, particularly from Federal programs

lio r- m’ UG of wm,’ M. Mct, m] R. G. m' Texas
A& MN; W. R, Kimel, Kansas State U.; H. M. Mark, U, of Calif. (Berkeley);
G. Murphky, Iowa State U.; R. B, Uhrig, U. of Florida; L. E. Veaver, U. of
Arizons; W. Witzig, Pennsylvania Btate U.; M. B, Wymen, U. of Illinois,
R. L. Murray, N. C. State U,, Chairmen. : :




Dr. Donald Bornig -2 - Deceaber 19, 1967

(a) The NMational Bcience FPoundation tends to regard nuclear
engineering as the concern of the Atomic Energy Commission.
‘but has supplied modest funds for research in this area.

(b) In the Atomic Energy Commiseion, the Division of Research
has no engineering branch and has been unsuccessful in P
securing the allocation of earmarked nmm:m"? or e
of the Budget and Congress. The Division of Beactor engineer-
Development and Technology is limited to mission-oriented ing

support, and recently wes denied adequate funds for general
resctor technology.

<
It should be noted that the AEC sponsors research msply inm
nuclear phyrics, significantly in engineering, and negligibly
in nuclear engineering. The Divieion of Muclear Bducation
and Training is suthorized only to support training through
matching instructional equipment grants, the supply of fuel
for university reactors, and special graduate fellowships.

The nuclear industry of the United States is not yet
sufficlently profitable for nuclear manufacturers and utilities
to undervrite appreciable university research,

Preliminary estimptes indicete that funding of the order of
ten milliom dollars per year is required, ratber than the present
apparent level of about two million dollars.

The ad boc committee of puclear educators respectfully submite

the recommendation that the President's Sclentific Advisory Mtue
establish a panel to consider means by which universities can
effectively fulfill their roles of contributing fundamental
knowledge in the nuclear field and providing sound education for
manpower in future nationsl nuclear progrems. 7The principal aress
of inquiry would appear to be the present capacity and potential

in the universities, the appropriate funding level, and the proper
Federal Agency arrangements to administer such mm

Our oo-:lttu vill be glad to assist in such an mdum in any way
that you may designate.

Yours sincerely,

Raymond L. Murray, Head
Department of Nuclear Engineering
Forth Carclina Btate University at Raleigh




DEPARTMENT OF NUCLEAR ENGINEERING

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139

December

0, 1967

Dr. J. B. Wiesner
- Room 3-234

Dear Jerry:

On December 20, R. L. Murray (North Carolina), Hans Mark
(Berkeley), Wm. Kerr (Michigan) and I met with Donald Hornig,
Robert Barlow and Walter Baer of PSAC. Murray and I had pre-
pared in advance the attached letter, which served as an out-
line for Murray's introductory remarks and which was left with
Hornig. We had a frank, friendly and informal 90-minute
discussion.

Hornig was apparently satisfied that the present mechanism
for support of nuclear engineering research at universities left
something to be desired. He asked a number of the right
questions, such as: How many nuclear engineering graduates are
needed per year? To what fields of research could the uni-
versities contribute? Why hasn't the AEC been able to support
nuclear engineering research more extensively?

Our partial answers were: The present 450 graduates per
year doesn't appear to be enough at present, in view of the
high ratio of job offers to candidates. The fields of research
listed in the first paragraph of my letter to you of Nov. 17
were cited as examples of ones the universities could contribute
to effectively. I described the fragmentation of responsibility
for support of university research in nuclear engineering within
the AEC and gave a brief account of the various unsuccessful
attempts the GAC has made to persuade the AEC to do something
about it and the troubles the AEC has had in getting funds for
support of engineering research from the BOB and Congress.

Hornig expressed surprise that we thought he could be more
effective than the GAC in persuading the AEC that a problem
existed or in recommending a solution. I said that the GAC
had not had much success in getting the AEC to adopt the GAC's
views on any subject on which the AEC hadn't specifically asked
the GAC for recommendations. Hornig said that the GAC had been
very influential in some areas, and cited the Ramsey report on
high energy physics as an example. I agreed to bring up the
problem again at the next GAC meeting (Jan. 24-26, in Berkeley).




Dr. J. B. Wiesner

I stated that I thought the GAC would be quite willing to make
another attempt at persuading the AEC to provide more effectively
- for support of nuclear engineering research at universities, but
I doubted that much would come of it unless we had support from
his office also.

Hornig said he would think about our problem but did not
seem at all enthusiastic about forming a panel to consider it.
-He said that he thought our group of nuclear engineering educators
could make a much stronger case and suggested that we prepare a
report like the Westheimer report, "Chemistry: Opportunities and
Needs," for use in trying to persuade the AEC and other groups
about our potential contributions and present needs.

In a postmortem discussion we four university men found
it hard to decide whether preparation of such a comprehensive
report on nuclear engineering was the first or most important
thing to do. My own view is that the Murray Committee ought
next to seek a meeting with the Commissioners. If we can get
the AEC to request funds specifically for nuclear engineering
research, we should then meet with BOB representatives, and,
gerhaps individually, with our representatives in Congress on

he JCAE.

What tactics would you recommend?

Sincerely,

g 7} J
I lon -0

MB:EJM Manson Benedict
cc: Dean G.S.Brown
Prof.R.L.Murray
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