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SAXON: Yes?

Q?): A nunber of the speakers have alluded very briefly to things they

t hought woul d be destabilizing and | would like to ask Don Kerr if he would
comment on things which he feels might, let us say, have a very good chance
of being stabilizing.

KERR. (One of the argunents that has been nade about certain defensive
capabilities is that they woul d be destabilizing. The presunption, | think,
is that they would be very very effective and, in fact, offer a country the
opportunity to launch an attack and defend agai nst the counter attack. |
don't believe such systens are likely to exist in any short tinme. | do
believe that there are cases where it would be nore stabilizing to have sone
limted defense capability for our strategic forces, perhaps coupled with
sonme deceptive basing, and that way avoid the cost and nunmbers of offensive
systens, yet be able to assure the ability to carry out U S. retaliatory
policy. There may be other possibilities for stabilizing changes,
particularly since, as nany as aware, we're investigating not only nuclear
weapon systens that m ght be used as defensive weapons but al so non-nucl ear
approaches to this same problem Wether or not they will succeed, | don't
know. But to sone degree they might, through some nodest defensive
capability, again allow a stable offensive bal ance at | ower nunbers of
weapons. The nost inportant stabilizing thing, in nmy view, however, is this
question of the eyes and ears, in particular our warning and intelligence
satellites and other sensors, and the whole systemthat provides that
information to the national command authority. | think that we have to take
every step we can to preserve those assets including possibly negotiating
ASAT treaties, other treaties that m ght occur to us, to provide the
opportunity for both the United States government and the Soviet governnent
to be as well inforned as possible in order to term nate any possible
conflict as soon as they could.

SAXON:  Yes, Professor (Robert) Marshak.

MARSHAK: | think that the Director of Los Alanbs has certainly presented a
very bal anced point of view here, and we've heard very different points of
view, and I'd like to follow up on sone of your ideas. It seens to ne that
the fact that we now are in a stage, whether it's overall parity or not (I



happen to believe that there is overall parity), but | think that this
purpose it's a good approxi mation. Having reached that point, it is well
taken now | think that one has to think about defensive nodes in order to
nove back the offensive capability. Wether its to what you call a saturable
|l evel or a lower level, it is sonething that could be worked out. M
guestion conmes to this. Howin the present situation where you have the
various types of negotiations going on and you see the need, so to speak, for
an integrated systemof dealing with these problens-- not only in terns of
nucl ear arns control but certain efforts whether it's anti-tank, anti-
conventional nodes, and so on-- could you give sonme features of a blueprint
that you would now, see |I'd be very interested to see how you nove your
thinking into the present reality.

KERR: That's a very, very tall order and |'mafraid | can't respond to the
question as fully as | would like to. First of all, Prof. Bethe has
accurately portrayed sone of the institutional reasons why this is difficult.
The Laboratory has been trying very hard to overcone sone of those

i nstitutional problens. W've done so through sponsoring conferences |ike
one we did about a year and a half ago on the future of conflict, in
Washington jointly with the Georgetown Center for Strategic and Internationa
Studi es, where we attenpted with many serious political mlitary scholars to
join our technical know edge and di scuss what one mnight prepare to do for the
nost likely conflicts this country would face in the 80s. W' ve also
participated in some of the joint congressional study groups on United States
mlitary strategy and al so another study group on arms control in the 80s,

bi partisan in both cases, and have brought to those studies our technica
know edge not just in the nuclear and non-nucl ear weapons area but al so what
we' ve |earned in nore than two decades of providing technical support to one
of our arnms control treaties-- nanely the Limted Test Ban Treaty-- through
the VELA of satellites and their successor systens. There aren't that nmany
opportunities for technical people to interact at the policy level in arns
control and weapon system planning. W try to find those that we can enter,
and we try to do so standing on what we know technically and not specul ating
over much about things where we're not well informed. | hope we can continue
to do that and becone nore effective at it. At the sane tinme, our present

i nvestigations, for instance, of conventional weapons for the Departnent of
Def ense have grown substantially; the DOD is now the | argest single sponsor
of the Laboratory other than the Departnment of Energy. And nost of our work
for themis on properties of high explosives, the application of sone of our
t heoretical and experinmental capabilities to problens |ike arnor penetration,
and sone farther out applications of accel erator technology to possible beam
weapons. So that gives you a sense of what we're trying to do at this point
intime. Wether it will change in the future depends, | think, in part on
our technical credibility and how well we do in terns of entering sone of
these other circles.

SAXON: 1'mgoing to take advantage of my position here to ask a question. |
have one, and these last two in a way lead to it. W' ve heard discussion of
a devel opnent of new defensive nmethods which would involve on the one hand a
massive effort over decades in order to perfect such a system- many unsol ved
techni cal problenms-- and on the other hand concern expressed about the
destabilization of such systens as they beconme effective. M questionis, is
this not the kind of problemwhich ought to be worked on internationally? W
have found exanples in the past where it's to our best interest to attack
probl ens together even with the Soviets or the Chinese. This seens to ne a
case in which maybe it's the world community of scientists that ought to be
asked, and this ought to be an international effort which | see no reason why



as we devel op these defensive techniques, if stabilization is inportant, why
there is anything which needs to be conceal ed but rather ought to be reveal ed
to everybody as one goes forward. |'d like to ask Dick

GARWN: Well, that's sonething which |'ve been proposing for sonme years and

that nakes it neither right nor wong but not new | think that we ought to
work on ...

KERR. |'mnot sure which | prefer. (Laughter).

GARWN: | think we ought to work on these nilitary technol ogies ONLY openly
and jointly. And | go farther than Edward, | think, because | think we
shouldn't work on themunless we are willing that the Soviet Union have them
as well. Had we done that with MRV we would not be in the present situation

where we feel our |and-based forces are vulnerable. That's really a test of
whet her the government regards this as truly stabilizing or just states that
its stabilizing in order to sell the program If it is truly stabilizing for
both sides to have it then let's give it to the Soviet Union, let's get the
advant age of getting sonmething in return-- some access to their prograns if
possible. But if it is truly stabilizing they ought to get it when we do
Now | think that the President is ill-served by a Secretary of Defense who
nmsinterprets his words fromthe nodest interpretation that Edward Tell er
given them- nanely a hope that sonething can be done to nove from
retaliation only-- to "no doubt that we can have |eak-tight defense, not only
agai nst ballistic mssiles but against cruise mssiles.” As Hans Bet he says
it's the bureaucracy that gets in the way. And here at the top of the
bureaucracy you have an initiative fromthe President which is imedi ately
nmsinterpreted, and | don't very often see Casper Wi nberger going back on
his public word. So | think it is nbst unfortunate to nake these perhaps
carefully considered interventions and have them so grossly distorted in the
begi nning. Wile | have the floor, | really do believe that Hans is right
that the right thing for this Laboratory and Sandia and for the marvel ous
initiatives available in the weapons |aboratories is to turn to conventiona
def ense, where there is an enornous anpbunt that can be done. And | don't
think that Don's proposal-- to earn credits with the Defense Departnment and
maybe we'll nove into a nore inportant position-- will do. W ought to go to
the President, as many of us as can get to see him and say, "M. President,
you have a weak defense because the bureaucracy is doing its thing in every
little part, and what you need is to concentrate on the ends, not the
prograns."” (Appl ause).

SAXON:  Edward.
TELLER: In a discussion of this kind (is the mcrophone working?) | think

it is much nore inportant to enphasize the points of agreenent than those of
di sagreenent. And | think through our discussion and also now the phase of

agreenent is obvious. | would strongly advocate to start this international
cooperation with those people with whom we have cooperated and wi th whom we
know we can cooperate, and I will not try to discuss in detail or object to

anything else, except | would like to tell of an experience which Dick and
have shared in Erice | ast sumer.

The Conference was opened by Zichichi saying, "the politicians have nessed
everything up. Tine for the scientists to take over.” | tried to respond by
sayi ng, the scientists would be excellent provided they have information. In
a situation where secrecy prevails and where the scientists can't talk to
each other about the facts, the scientists are no better-- conceivably to



nmake a crazy statenent-- even poorer than the politicians. Remarkably enough
there was no objection to that. There were Soviets present. Velikhov was in
agreenent, everybody was in agreement. W discussed for three days. W
coul d agree about nothing else, but there was a concrete proposal to be
signed, let's decrease secrecy. At that point Velikhov stood up and said, if
we cannot agree on anything else, to agree on secrecy nakes no sense either.
(Laughter). It seens to ne that there are people with whomit is nore easy
to col | aborate than others.

SAXON: Back there.

NORM LI NGER(?): |1've heard very little mention of third powers and smal |
powers with rather little at stake perhaps, and | would like Dr. Garwin to
comment on the possible advantages or criticisms of small defensive systens
agai nst third, fourth, whatever powers, with rather little at stake.

GARWN: [|'mvery nmuch agai nst the spread of nucl ear weapons, and | think one
of the main features of a reduction-- substantial reductions to a thousand
war heads and a conprehensive test ban-- would be the | everage that it would
gi ve the nuclear nations to oppose further spread of nucl ear weapons,
especially to people who are irresponsible or to terrorists. But it's likely
that they will not attack with ballistic mssiles. They will snuggle nuclear
weapons; they will nmake threats; they will attack a Iinted defense sonepl ace
where it doesn't defend. So | really do not believe that it has anything to
do with the kind of systemthat we are tal king about now. Typically it
requires... it was one of the argunents nade. Let ne tell you howthis
works.  You want to deploy a system or sonmebody says, let's contenplate.

And they go to the smartest people around, and they say, "give nme argunents
for or against." And Jereny Stone at a recent meeting discussing the MX
nostly for the Defense Departnent said that when he was at Hudson Institute
he could think of 20 argunments in a single day. Then you only take the ones
for-- the other you forget about-- and you put themin a big long list. You
try them Sone of themwork, sonme of themdon't work. Never m nd whether
they are true, but sone of themsell and sone of themdon't. And those are
the ones we hear, year after year after year. And the argunent that a
defensive systemif it's good for nothing else will be good agai nst

i rresponsi bl e nations with few nucl ear weapons is one of those. (Laughter)

Q?): A question which I'Il direct to Don Kerr. Wat do you think that the
role of the public's opinion in influencing governnent policy in these
questions should be or actually will be?

KERR. | wish you had asked a politician. | think in an orderly world that

the public's expression of opinion can conme |largely through the way they
vote, the way they try to communicate with their el ected representatives, and
the ways those representatives in turn act when they deal with | egislation.

It strikes me that one of the problens we have in the current debate depends
very much on what Edward had to say, and that those who are fornming opinions,
groups in the public, are doing so on the basis of inadequate or very poor
know edge. Mainly because our governnent's policies are such that the
specific information that nmight allow themto nake choices is denied them
And so | would argue very strongly that to make our denocratic system work
and in order for public opinion to informthe political process we should do
a great deal to reduce the secrecy that surrounds many nilitary subjects. A
case in point is President Carter sone years ago nmade a clear and

uncl assified statenent that the United States depl oys and uses surveill ance
satellites-- in particular, inmaging satellites. Yet we have never seen in an



unclassified situation satellite imgery. Yet it would be one of the npst
convincing things for those of us like me who think in pictures to see the
real hardware rather than the artist conceptions that are in the Red Book
sitting before Dick Garwin. And so for our process to work, the information
has to be better so that citizens can in fact behave responsibly.

(VICTOR) WEI SSKOPF: | amnot a weapons expert and npbst of the discussions
today were actually dealing with weapons here and there-- defensive and

of fensive. O course | could not but agree heartily with what Don Kerr said
just now and what Edward Teller also said, that we nust have | ess secrecy so
that, | would say, people like nme could participate better. But I amworried
about such di scussions because | think they are not general enough. Edward
Teller said this norning that the Russian, the Soviet governnment is bound and
decided to take over the world and make a world Krenlin governnment. Well

that is perhaps true, but is this a constant of nature? He hinself said we
must try to get to the children of the people who are now in power there.

And | believe this is something very inportant and however we do this because
the attitude **|t hurts the finger to press all the tinme. (Laughter)** of
the U S. governnent, nore and nore, and | would say in particular the one we
have now, is different. It is alnpbst as strong as the other-- nanely it is
our purpose to destroy the other regime. It is an "evil enpire.” Now
certainly there are many nany evil things there and | amthe first one to
enphasi ze this with respect to the dissidents and with respect to the way our
col | eagues are treated over there. That's one thing where history really has
changed and that it is no | onger possible by force or even by threat of force
by armanments to change a hateful regime. The Hitler reginme | think was the

| ast one that was possible to change by force. Therefore we have to think
not only about new defensive weapons and of fensi ve weapons but about ways and
neans to deal with that very situation which is the situation which we face--
namely how can we actually get a change in the governnment on the other side.
And sone changes al so in our governnent because | think these are necessarily
connected. This is a very difficult question and in particular it needs a

| ot of patience and tinme because we cannot of course relax our defenses in
the meantinme. But at the same tinme, and that is often contradictory, we have
to show clearly to the other regine "we are not out to destroy your country."

I nmean, after all, the other regine has tremendous difficulties-- i mensely
greater than the ones that we have and the whole Wst have. As you know j ust
as well in Poland and in Afghani stan and wherever you | ook and al so inside
Russia. Now in order to... and also the ideology that has driven them it has

even has even driven themfar(?), is decaying under the pressure of these
difficulties and under the pressure of tinme. So | do believe that it is nore
i mportant even than to speak about our strategic plans for the future-- be

t hey defensive or offensive-- to speak about our (how shall | cal

"political" is too narrow a word but | will use it anyway) politica
nonnilitary ways of trying to change the situation. That is how- and for
this we scientists are not necessarily better trained than others-- but to
this we also have to contribute and say "there is the inportant point."

(Appl ause)

SAXON: 1'mgoing to rule that a commrent rather than a question and as a
matter of fact | intended in any event to encourage fromyou coments as well
as questi ons.

(HAROLD) AGNEW | wanted to support what Di ck and Hans have sai d about the
future role of Los Alanps in conventional weapons. But | wanted, perhaps, to
chal l enge Hans's logic on the profit issue. Industry exists ... (Laughter).



SAXON: Just a minute here. That's unfair. You're the only one who has had
experience on both sides. (Laughter).

AGNEW Industry exists to nake a profit, and regardl ess of whether Los

Al anos or Livernore or Sandia or industry does the R&, R&D is a | oser.

I ndustry will do the production. The reason Los Al anos should be involved in
this particular area is not because they're non-profit, it's because their
peopl e are superior. Thank you. (Applause).

Q7?): I'dlike to ask a question that's really related to several of the
others and it's nore of an ad hom nem one. One of my unhappy experiences
going to Europe in the 50s and 60s was McCarthy behind ne. But one of the
things that | |earned was how nuch they appreciated the Marshall Pl an, but
superi nposed was the begi nning of a "plague on both your houses; better red
and dead." Now there are enough people here with European backgrounds and
travels and stuff, I'd just like to ask how strong is that feeling now toward
our stance and what we are trying to do, or how inportant will it be in our
future activities over there?

SAXON:  Any nmenber of the panel prepared to coment. Edward?

TELLER: Just a very small conponent. There has grown up in Gernmany, which
is one of the npst stable of the countries, a badly destabilizing group-- the
Greens, the Gruenen-- anti-technology and anti-U.S. | ran into themthree
years ago at their very begi nning when | was giving lectures in Tuebi ngen al
of which were going reasonably well except when | faced the G eens. And |
was quite accustormed to being criticized for the hydrogen bonb, for a few
other things, but | was there criticized as a Hungarian Jew for sonething for
whi ch | have never been criticized before or after. And that is for
nurdering the American |Indians. (Laughter). Now the Green Party had an
enormous wite-up in the Press. They were taken very seriously and
fortunately in the recent election in Germany they did not do very well. And
dangerous to nake predictions, they don't seemto be really |eading opinion
in Germany and | believe that Germany and ny general experience is Europe
remai ns open for strongly cooperative possibilities. And this | would Iike
to see exploited as soon as ever possible.

SAXON:  Anot her comrent? Yes back there.

Q?): This is quite a sinple question which I'll address if

___possible to both Dr. Teller and Dr. Bethe. Let us assune the existence of
some cost efficient defensive systemsuch as Dr. Teller alluded to. Wat do
you estimate to be the probabl e Soviet response to an Anerican deci sion
unilaterally to deploy such systen?

BETHE: Well if such a systemis possible and if the United States would try
to deploy it unilaterally, | amafraid that the Soviet Union would take every
possible step to negate that system And there are, of course, nany
possibilities. If you have, for instance, |lasers in space then as Dick Garwin
has pointed out they can be attacked by other weapons in space and | do not
believe that a space war would renmain isolated and would remain a space war.
In fact, what would we do if we depl oy such weapons in space and then the
Russi ans attacked them which they presumably would do. Wul d we consi der
this grounds for declaring all-out war on Russia? Probably not. Wuld we
consider it as a signal that we can attack any Russian satellites? Possibly
yes. And | think even if the grizzly bear doesn't know, | amterribly

di sturbed by this conplete open field for action and counteracti on which



woul d presumably ensue in that case unless, of course, we have a previous
agreenent. |If we had a previous agreenment then things mght be very
different but that would nmean a conpletely different political attitude such
as Victor Wi sskopf has described-- an attitude of accommodation, of trying
to understand each other. Then the depl oynent of these defensive weapons

m ght not be destabilizing but then we don't need those defensive weapons

ei t her.

TELLER: |I'mglad to use the opportunity to try to deflect unique
concentration on space wars and star wars. That space is inportant, "and
Hans and | have agreed, as least in one respect, it is extrenely inportant,
that space is inportant is clear; that defense is nuch nore general and can
be enpl oyed and used in many ways should be equally clear. Now, what would
the Soviets do if we deployed unilaterally defensive efforts? The fact is
that the Soviets NOW are depl oyi ng defensi ve weapons around Mdoscow. No secret
about it, remarkably enough. Less well known is the fact that they have very
wi despread research on defensive weapons. And Dick Garwin has nmentioned that
as soon as there was a leak on x-ray lasers in the Anerican Press, the Sovi et
Press answered pronptly describing in detail what Aviation Wek shoul d have
said. (Laughter). | believe the response to a poor defense is to be
prepared to override it. The response to a good defense is to inmtate it. |
am therefore very anxious, not just for a defense, but for a good defense.
And good defense | hope will bring the reasonable response fromthe Sovi et
Uni on-- reasonable fromtheir point of view- that we also want to be
defended. And if then defense proves stronger in both sides this may turn out
to be a stability not based on treaties but on technology and | aws of nature.
Now there is a slight difference between Hans and me about the | aws of
nature. According to himsuch a good defense is excluded; according to nme it
is not quite excluded and we should | ook at it.

SAXON:  Yes?

(Wman's voice): M question is to all of you because there is an age
difference and | want an answer that is not based on hope, not on w shful

t hi nki ng, but on logic and scientific logic. Please raise your hands if you
honestly believe that your grandchildren have a good chance of dying of old
age. (Laughter).

SAXON: Ot her questions? Conments? Over there.

MORY(?) POMGRADS(?): |'m Mry Pongrads(?). | ama local politician. |

t hought that Dr. Agnew had a rmuch better political remark here. W do have
to have confidence in our | eaders and when it conmes to these classified itens
there are nmany things that we can't know. And | have a great concern about
questions that-- or answers to questions-- that essentially go, "well we
still have the submarines." And | would ask Prof. Bethe if he can't describe
to me the vulnerability-- it would seemto nme that if you could knock out

sil os, perhaps you could knock out communi cations to subnmarines. Perhaps you
can't answer that in detail. Wuld you express to ne your confidence with
regard to vulnerability of our ability?. W tal ked about eyes, don't knock
out eyes, and we tal ked about ears. |'mbringing up another sense, the
tongue. Can we.. do you have confidence that we can comuni cate to our
submari nes. Thank you.

BETHE: I have confidence, but | think Dick Garwin knows much nore about this
than | do.



GARWN: Well | think it's very inmportant to discuss how limting secrecy is
and how not limting. | think everybody on this panel has approximtely the
same access to all this information. W may differ in judgnent and w sdom
but we just about know all there is to know. (Laughter).

TELLER: | profess (that). | don't. (Laughter)

GARWN: In the sense of having the library. However. And you can see that
total access, if that's a good approximation, still does not settle disputes
So | don't want to delay naking decisions until that nillennium when
everybody has access to all information. It will not solve the problem
significantly. Furthernore what we need to do is to nmake available all the
uncl assified informati on which exists and in accessible form And | do that.
"Il give you a paper which is going to be published in Internationa

Security called "Defense Against Strategic Submarines." The question of
comuni cating to the subnmarines is discussed in a paper | published January
of 1980, | guess, in International Security titled "Launch Under Attack."

And 1'm rmuch nore favorable toward | aunch under attack than Don is and

agree with Edward about the necessity of expanding the nunber of satellites,
havi ng decoy satellites, having dark but operable satellites, defining the
weapon systens, these observation systens, which are military but they are
not weapons in space, so that they are nore readily supported by decoys. So
one has |l aser crosslinks and ways to get the information to the ground even
if there is a concerted attack on ground stations. The answer to all that is
yes, we can communi cate with our submarines. Even if the Soviets do

everyt hing they can our conmunication capability to the submarines is going
to be about on a par with our ability to comrunicate with the nmissiles. This
is gradually known in security circles as well, because these matters are not
wi dely available in the sense that Air Force does not go out of its way to
expl ai n how can one communi cate with submarines. They go out of their way to
expl ain the great conmuni cation we have in peacetinme, incidentally, with our
mssiles. But if you imagi ne comruni cating with Densepack-- that gone but
not rmuch | anented system- in which you would imagi ne a hundred silos tilted
at crazy angles after a nuclear attack-- some of them stuck 10 nmeters down
farther into the ground, sone of themsticking out-- and conpare those
upended submarines in a plowed over field with comruni cating with your
regul ar submarines whi ch have been goi ng about their business, it's really a
har der problem So, yes, the answer is conmunication to submarines is okay--
can be inproved because the Soviet Union will no doubt continue to try to
attack the neans by which we comunicate. And if we do... if we work on al

t hese things which are essential until we are satisfied with themin the
limted amount of technical horsepower that we have and the |inited budget,
we'll find that we don't have enough to spend on what in my youth used to be
called (and | think we never really understood what it neant) pipe dreans.

SAXON:  Yes?

Q ?): There has been a | ot of discussion about space and defense. But seens
to nme that the people in Europe who are in the streets and t he Congress of
the United States right now are deliberating over sonething very different
which is a total cessation of nuclear arnms or weapon devel opnent. | think
the basic reason for that is assuming that the whole thing will wither on the
vine by the time our grandchildren are around. And that seens to nme to be

potentially very destabilizing given the verification problens. | guess |I'd
i ke each of the panel nmenbers to comrent on whether this is a viable point
of discussion and whether this will becone nore inportant in the years to

cone.



SAXON: This is an invitation to the panel generally. Any of you would care
to comment on that?

BETHE: | consider the nuclear freeze not as sonething that should be taken
literally. But | do consider it as an extremely inportant popul ar novement
expressing the opinion that the arns race has gone far enough; we shoul d
stop; we should, of course, in nmy opinion, we should nake whatever snal
changes are appropriate but on the whole we should stop. In particular, |
consider it very paradoxical when it is clainmed that in order to negotiate
reduction in armanents we have to build up our armanments. |t doesn't nake
any sense to ne whatever. | didn't go into the question of what we should do
in proposing arns limtations, | only said it has to be different. 1In ny

opi nion, the very carefully devel oped SALT-11 Treaty was an equitable treaty.
It was a treaty which was agreed to by both President Carter and by the
Russians. |If we could overcone the election propaganda of 1980 and coul d get
back to the SALT-11 Treaty, | think we would find the Russians quite prepared
to go down-- to do what both the President and nost of us would like-- to
reduce the levels of the SALT-I1 Treaty. And it has been shown that this

woul d actually fulfill sonme of the President's ainms better than what has been
proposed in the U S. proposal. But | didn't fully answer what you said.

do not think we should stop all weapons deploynment. | do not think we should
stop, for instance, the cruise mssiles on bonbers. | think these are very

i nportant to preserve the bonber leg of our triad, and if two | egs of our
triad are good then (nanely submarines and the bonbers) then the third | eg

(nanmely the missiles) will also be invul nerabl e because the Russians will
know perfectly well that any attack on the |and-based nissiles will be
suicidal. But | think it is inportant to keep that second |l eg (nanely the

bombers) viable and | believe the cruise nissiles are inportant for that
purpose. So | do not agree with the freeze novenent taken literally but | do
agree whol eheartedly with its purpose and if you want to have a popul ar
novenent you cannot make the distinctions that | can nmake here with an
educat ed audi ence. | cannot expect that all the 220 million Americans wll
understand the distinctions that you can understand. So therefore | think
the freeze nmovenent is a good thing but we shouldn't take it conpletely
literally.

SAXON: Edwar d?

TELLER. | agree with the freeze novenent nuch nore if you assune that it
does not nean what it says. (Laughter). Even so, | have to... | do not agree
withit, | think it is stabilizing except for one positive point. The freeze

novenent is in nmy opinion enotionally based on a very sinple fact. Mitua
assured destruction is no policy. And as President Reagan has said, we nust
| ook for other alternatives, and it is quite clear which one he neant and

whi ch one | am supporting, but the reason to look for an alternative, for
some way to arrive at mutual assured survival, this | think is sonething on
which we all can agree. There is one point | would like to put in because |
amafraid that otherwise it would go uncontradicted and it should not. And
that is that our submarine forces are invulnerable. They are. You know why?
Because the possibility of finding them and destroying are kept so secret
that the Navy does not know it itself. For the short tine, 7 years, while
was serving on the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board and we got
nore information (I got nore information) about what the Soviets are doing--
Dick, I amcontradicting you that all of us have access to everything. |It's
simply not true. (If it's there then sinmply | would not understand it)(?).
At least | wouldn't. But in this period | got thoroughly convinced that



there are a nunber of real possibilities to destroy the submarines. No you
see there is a difference between Hans and nme whi ch has exi sted approximately
for the past 60 years. (Laughter). And it's not connected with weapons. It
is that Hans al ways was nore doubtful about things that one can acconplish in
the future like increasing the energy froma cyclotron or whatever else. You
see, it's always wonderful to say this cannot be done. Defense cannot be
done. Subnarines cannot be destroyed. Please be careful and accept al
statenments it cannot be done with a grain of doubt and restrict themon the
statenment that the perpetual notion nmachi ne cannot be done.

SAXTON: Brief comment Dick.

GARW N: Yeah, well, | just wanted to respond that maybe Edward doesn't know
how much some of the other people know (Laughter).

TELLER: | know what | don't know.

GARWN: [|I'mnot sure of that either. (Laughter). Because in this
particular case, and this is inportant. | hate to contradict such an
experienced inventive person. | really ought to tell-- this is the
opportunity of a lifetime-- the conment that Enrico Ferm nmade to me one day
in 1951, | guess, when Edward had cone back to Chicago, his home base (nmaybe

1950) for one of his visits. And as he left Enrico said admringly, he said,
"You know, Edward is the only nmononaniac | know with nore than one nmania."
(Laughter). But in this particular case | studied submarine basi ng of MX
nmssiles, and | refused to do that unless the Under Secretary of Defense,
Bill Perry, would give ne and my col |l eague, Sid Drell, a letter-- an
unclassified letter-- asserting that he had given us access to all of the

i nformati on which would allow us to nmake up our independent judgnent as to
whet her the subnarines were vul nerabl e or invulnerable. Not the day-to-day
Sovi et operating capacity, but the technol ogy which was avail able on their
side. Now | may have done this inperfectly. Sonetinmes | don't do a perfect
job. But | do have this letter which | will neke available to any of you
showing that at least | had access to this information

SAXON: Last question. Prof. (Robert) Marshak. O a comment.

MARSHAK: It seens to ne that we' ve reached the point now, this is 1983 and
we were here 40 years ago, and right after the war we all hoped to get

i nternational control of atomic energy at a time when the Russians didn't
have the A-bomb. Now at this point when there is basic parity in the MAD
doctrine. MAD is the policy. Dr. Teller is right, it is the policy at this
point. But nowif we start on a track now for new policy, MAS, nutually
assured survival, it seens to nme at this point we ought to try again to do a
Baruch type plan and that our governnment should chall enge the Russians to
join in international negotiations of the type that didn't work in '45 for
reasons we think we now understand; for reasons which we could no | onger
accept on the part of the Russians. And your renmark about Velikhov-- you
know wel | that Velikhov is heading a group that is talking to the Anericans,
that there is an interest in nore than just dropping secrecy and | think the
way now to pick up on the Russian behavior of the past few decades with
Sakharov and Gorki-- the father of their Hbonb is in Gorki in exile. The
way to pick it up nowis to challenge themto a serious discussion on this
next round which is going to take several decades. To argue that we shoul d
do it with the NATO alliance at this point-- of course they should be

i nvolved-- but that's not the problem And at this stage in 1983 when so
many of these negotiations |ook as if they are going down the tube, we have



to do something spectacul ar, significant, and involve the international
scientific conmunity.

SAXON: Thank you. 1'mnot going to be so rash as to try to sunmari ze what
we' ve heard over the last two hours, but | am going to make one genera

stat enent which may be nore a statenent about ne than the external world.
I'"'mthe kind of optimist that finds the basis for optimsmin where we stand
at the noment with respect to these terrible threats that face society and
the reason is this. |If | reflect back on the situation three or four years
ago, our people in this country, and to a | arge extent sone of the European
countries, were preoccupi ed al nost exclusively with nuclear power as the
great threat to the welfare and totally ignoring the question of nuclear
weapons. President Carter, following a path which had been started under

Ni xon, pursued continuously under Republican presidents and Denocratic, canme
to propose agreenents and there was absolutely no resonance in this society
at all or across the world. |If there had been any even a renpte echo of a
resonance that woul d now be produced we woul d have had those agreenents. And
so with all the dangers, and all the threats, and all the worries, and al
the lack of detailed informati on and knowl edge, nonetheless | find in the
present circunmstance in this concern a renewed concern in the points of view
that those of us ny age first cane to grips with 40 years ago, | find some
basis for optimism | thank you all. Please join nme in thanking our
speakers. (Appl ause).
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