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Mr. Plackett's recent book, Atomic Weapons and East-West Relatlions, illustrates

the hazards confronting & most sble analyst in dealing with the piecemeel infor-
mation available to the general public. Mr. Blackett, a Nobel prize-winning
physicist with vartime experience in military operations research, mustered a
lucid summary of the public informetion avallable at the time of his writing on
wveapons for all-out var., He stated:
« "It is, of course, oonceivable that some of the facts have been kept so

. sesret that no public judgment of military policy ean have any great

significance; in fast, that the military authorities have up their

sleeve some invemtion or device, the possession of which completely

alters the military situation. On reflection we can see that it is

y  fairly safe to disregard this possibdlity."#

&ﬂ'—‘u)\y his evaluation of the use of intercontinental ballistic missiles

_‘ bomber bases shows that it was not at all safe to "disregard this possi-

.Q Only a few pages further on, he said:
"It has recently been stated that some new method has been devised

¥ vin America by which the H-bombs can be made small enough to be
4 oarried in an intercontinental missile. This seems very unlikely."##

-
Mr. Hlackett's book was published in 1956. It is now widely known that inter-
continental ballistic missiles will have hydrogen warheads, and this fact, a
secret at the time, invalidates Mr. Blackett's caloulations and, I might say, much
of his optimism on the stability of the balance of terror. In sum, one of the
serious obstacles to any widespread rational juigment on these matters of high
policy is that critical elements of the problem have ‘o be protected by secrecy.
However, o@dﬁanﬁulp‘lmlui-_-mmu\homusm
can be fairly firmly based, and based on public informatiom.

.Bmhn, op. cit., p. 3.

..Ibid., p. 53.
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desp pre<dpuinik sleep, ' t is wreng -n\u nearly universal acceptance is
terribly dangarous. Though deterrence is not enough in itself, it is vital.
‘ First, even if we can déter general var by a strenuous and continuing

oﬂcr's,\tn- vill not be the whole of a military, much less a foreign policy!

-
Bueh a policy would not of itself remove the danger of accidental ocutbreak
orut the damgge in case deterrence falled, nor weuld 1t be at all adequate
‘ -
4 fOor crises en the periphery. Moreover, to achieve deterrent balance will

»

cﬁqlq- pev risks requiring insurance -- in any c:m, some foreign policy

reoripatatien.

o v “ﬁ;-. deterring general var in both the early and late Sixtiee will be
‘ulﬁ\ct best, and hardest both for ourselves and our allies vherever we use

3 forces \“ pear the enemy. '

\';')-‘t‘\ A ganarally useful vay of cemcluding & grim argument of this kind would be

A 20 affirs that we bave the resources, intelligence and courage O maks the

carrect decisions. That 1s, of course, the case. And there is a good chance

that we will do se. But.perhaps, as a small aid tovard making such decisions

more likely, we should centemplate the pessibility that they may not be made.

They are hard, invelve sacrifice, are affected by great uncertainties, concern

Rajters in which much is altogether unknown and much else must be hedged Ly

secrecy; and, sbove all, they entall s nev image of ourselves in a weorld of

persistent danger. It is Dy no means certain that we shall meet the test.









