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[33.26] While steps were being taken to reduce the danger of East-West political conflict, the arms 
control negotiations now underway should be expanded in scope and they should be accelerated 
in time.  There should be both a short-term agenda and a long-term agenda, and the short-term 
arms negotiation agenda should stress early completion of the START treaty, rapid progress 
toward the re-structuring and the balancing of NATO and Warsaw Pact forces in Europe at 
substantially lower levels than at present and large reductions in tactical nuclear forces.  Such a 
short-term programme would greatly improve crisis stability, but after it was completed, and I 
think it could be completed by roughly 1995, NATO and the Warsaw Pact will retain thousands of 
nuclear warheads and NATO strategy will continue to be based on the first-use of those weapons 
under certain circumstances.  So the danger of nuclear war, the risk of destruction of our society, 
will have been reduced but it won’t have been eliminated.  Now, can we go further? 

[34.35] Surely the answer must be yes.  More and more political and military leaders are accepting 
that major changes in NATO’s nuclear strategy are required.  Some, by no means a majority, but 
some are going so far as to state that our long-term objective should be to return, so far as is 
practical, to a non-nuclear world.  As a matter of fact, Gorbachev has proposed that the US and 
the Soviet Union aim at achieving the total elimination of nuclear weapons by the year 2000.  But 
the genie is out of the bottle.  We cannot remove from men’s minds the knowledge of how to 
build nuclear weapons and therefore, unless technologies and procedures can be developed to 
ensure detection of any steps toward building even a single nuclear weapon by any nation or any 
terrorist group, and I think such safeguards are not on the horizon, unless they were possible an 
agreement for total nuclear disarmament will almost certainly degenerate into an unstable re-
armament race.  And thus, despite what appears to me to be the desirability of a world without 
nuclear weapons, an agreement to that end does not appear feasible, either today or for the 
foreseeable future.  But, if NATO and the Warsaw Pact and the other nuclear powers, particularly 
France, Britain and China, were to agree in principle that each nation’s nuclear force would be no 
larger than was needed to deter cheating, that is to say deter secretly building nuclear weapons in 
violation of an agreement not to do so, how large might such a force be, the deterrent force?   

[36.20] Policing an arms agreement that restricted each side to a small number of weapons is 
quite feasible with current verification technology.  The number of warheads required for a force 
sufficiently large to deter cheating would be determined by the number that one’s opponent 
could build in secret without detection.  Now, I know of no studies which point to what that 
number might be.  The fact that there aren’t any indicates how little thought has been given to 
this subject.  But surely the number wouldn’t exceed a few hundred, say at most 500, and very 
possibly it could be far less, possibly in the tens.  Such an agreement could be achieved only over a 
period of years; possibly by the year 2000.  But shouldn’t we set it as our ultimate objective?  
Shouldn’t we lay out a series of steps to move toward it?   

[37.14] As we move in that direction, and as we complete as well Gorbachev’s plan for 
restructuring and reducing conventional forces, I believe that US defence budgets can be reduced 
significantly.  I think, if we are to proceed down that path, and if we proceed successfully we can, 
within 6 to 8 years, cut US defence expenditures as a percentage of GNP roughly in half:  say, from 
6% of GNP to 3%.  And in 1989 dollars, in 1989 GNP, that would mean a reduction of $150 billion 
per year, which could be spent on addressing the very, very severe human and physical 
infrastructure needs of both our nation and the nations of the Third World.   

[38.04] So much for the vision.  There are very serious criticisms that can be made of what I have 
outlined as a desired programme.  After forty years, any attempt to shift relations between East 
and West as dramatically as is implied by a programme to end the Cold War is, by its very nature, 
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uncertain of accomplishment, potentially risky and likely to be highly controversial.  And I can 
think of six major criticisms, very severe criticisms that can be made of what I have proposed.  
Each of these is worthy of consideration.  In my opinion, each can be rebutted.  I am not going to 
take the time tonight to lay them out for you or to rebut them, with one exception:  I want to deal 
with one that you hear every day.  Gorbachev is likely to fail and if he fails his successor will 
reverse his policies, placing a complacent West in a position of inferiority.  Now I think it’s 
probably correct to say that the majority of US-Soviet scholars believe that Gorbachev will fail.  As 
a matter of fact, Marshall Goldman who, as you may know, is the Associate Director of Harvard’s 
Russian research centre, has expressed this sentiment and he has said, in his words, “I think 
Gorbachev has about a year left.”  And at least some Soviet officials are equally pessimistic.  But, 
while noting the difficulties that Gorbachev faces, we should recognise that he has diagnosed the 
problem correctly.  They are in a hell of a mess.  And there’s no alternative, in my opinion, to his 
political and economic reforms if long-term economic crises and resultant political disorders are to 
be avoided.  So if Gorbachev fails, and he may, his successor will face the same problems and to 
solve them he will ultimately have to move to the same solutions.  Now it is correct to say that 
that successor may take a step back, he may conjure up foreign devils to focus the attention of his 
people, to unite them in support of whatever policies he proposes to introduce, and that may 
pose a risk for us.  But in the long run, in my opinion, he will move to the same programme that 
Gorbachev has laid down and it is very likely, therefore, that for the next decade or two the Soviet 
Union will move in the direction laid down by the General Secretary. 

[40.43] But suppose I’m wrong?  Suppose that isn’t the case.  Suppose that there is a collapse of 
Perestroika, both nationally and internationally and a resumption of political conflict and military 
confrontation.  Can we protect ourselves against such an eventuality?  I think the answer is clearly 
yes.  As nuclear arms agreements bring reductions in nuclear forces and add to crisis stability, and 
they will, there need never be a weakening of our nuclear deterrent and, concurrently with the 
changes in the nuclear forces, it appears very likely that through unilateral actions of the kind 
Gorbachev has already taken and through bilateral agreements the present numerical superiority 
in offensive capability of Warsaw Pact conventional forces will be reduced.  We are bound to 
benefit from that.  And, in addition, there is a high probability that we can agree on what are 
known as ‘confidence building measures’, which will greatly reduce the danger to the West of 
surprise attack.  So, together, these actions should give the West high confidence that we can 
move down a path which provides hope for termination of the Cold War without incurring 
unacceptable risks in the event we fail to achieve that objective. 

[42.04] As I began these remarks I pointed out that the Cold War, this continuing series of political 
conflicts, each one of which carried with it the risk of escalating to military conflict, has existed for 
over forty years.  It is inconceivable to me that we should be content to continue on this present 
path of East-West confrontation for another forty years.  The risks of military conflict with 
disastrous consequences to our society and the dangers, as a matter of fact, the dangers of 
erosion of public support for such a policy are increasingly great.  We in the West do have an 
opportunity; as I have said, I think it’s the greatest since the end of World War II.  We do have an 
opportunity to formulate and to seek to establish a new relationship.  We can do so from a 
position of strength.  If our hopes aren’t realised, we will have lost nothing.  If we succeed, we can 
enter the 21st century with a far more stable political relationship between East and West, with a 
totally different military strategy, one of mutual security instead of war-fighting, with a vastly 
smaller nuclear force of few hundreds in place of 50,000, and with conventional forces in balance 
and in defensive rather than offensive postures and, therefore, with a dramatically lower risk that 
our nation will be destroyed by unintended conflict.   

[43.30] And with such a change in East-West relations, the long-term outlook for the United States 
will be brighter, I believe, than at any time in this century.  As a nation we are in the forefront of 
technological change and we do have the largest common market in the world; a market of fifty 
states, in effect fifty nations, and we do possess a flexible, skilled, highly mobile labour force, 
albeit in need of large investments in continuing education and training.  We do have strong 



capital markets, we have adventuresome entrepreneurs, we have stable political institutions and 
with these strengths the US is uniquely situated to move into the 21st century as the strongest of 
nations in a multipolar world, a world in which there will be a far lower risk of war than at present.   

[44.18] I think it is true, as Paul Kennedy said, that in the 21st century the relative power of the US 
will be less but no nation will have greater power and, in absolute terms, we will be far stronger; 
far stronger economically, socially, politically, psychologically and there need then be no 
divergence, as I believe there has been, between our ideals, between our belief in representative 
government, individual liberty, economic and social advance of all our peoples.  No divergence 
between our ideals, on the one hand, and our international behaviour. 

[44.53] If the US and its allies are bold, if together we dare break out of the mind-sets of the past 
four decades, we can help reshape international institutions, as well as relations among nations 
and we can do so in ways which will lead to a far more peaceful world and a far more prosperous 
world for the nations of both East and West, and North and South, and surely that must be our 
objective.   Thank you very much. 

Questions 

[45.21] I am John Mack, by the way.  I’m Academic Director of the Center.  This relates to your 
observations that you have made a number of times that our response to the Soviet initiatives, to 
Mr Gorbachev’s dramatic changes, has been too slow or insufficient.  Now, in comments at 
Harvard’s Kennedy School, Andrei Kortunov of the Soviet Institute for the United States and 
Canada reflected on Gorbachev’s December 7th address to the United Nations.  He attributed the 
breaking of new ground in that address, the recognition of global inter-connectedness, to a 
process of ‘political maturation,’ that was his term.  He said this:  “We have lost the arrogance of 
power typical of every young, dynamic nation.  Khrushchev came to the United Nations as a 
soldier against imperialism.  Gorbachev came as an engineer to construct a new world order.  We 
lost our ideological zeal and gained political responsibilities.  Our world is united, not divided into 
hostile systems.  We learned the hard way; in the high seas of the Caribbean, the streets of 
Prague, the mountains of Afghanistan, the conference tables of Moscow and the rice fields of 
Russia.  We learned for all mankind what it has not been easy for mankind to know.”  My question 
is, do you think there is something in the American psyche or the American political culture which 
makes it particularly difficult for us to learn in the way that Kortunov was describing, to grow in 
terms of political maturity, to change the way we are? 

[47.27] RSM:  My God, that’s a question for you!  You are the psychiatrist, not I.   

JM: You know psychiatrists just ask questions, we never give answers. 

[47.35] RSM:  Well I’m foolish enough to try to answer.  In the first place, I don’t believe it’s 
political maturation of a young society, as apparently he indicated; I think it’s necessity.  Breaking 
out of mind-sets is very, very difficult, at least it is for me and I don’t think I’m unique in that 
respect.  I think it’s difficult for the Soviets to break out of mind-sets, and they had a mind-set and, 
you know, if I look back at how they thought and why they thought it, I can understand how that 
mind-set developed.  I will just give you one illustration:  we think of them as always aggressive; 
they are the ones that consistently threatened the West, we never threatened them; there was no 
basis whatsoever for building up the military power they did.  Now, without in any way justifying 
their political behaviour, don’t misunderstand me, I don’t want to get in an argument on this 
point, but I do want to stress this:  if you had been sitting where they sat, and you had seen what 
we were doing, and you knew what we were thinking, or what some of us were thinking, you 
would have been scared to death.  And I’ll give you one illustration:  we had, in the early 1960s, on 
the order of 5,000 nuclear warheads, strategic nuclear warheads, to their roughly 300 and, while 
President Kennedy and I did not believe that gave us a first-strike capability, there were individuals 
in the US who thought it did and who, in any event, said we should have one if we didn’t have one 
there, for God’s sakes let’s get more and have one.  And this was rather common knowledge in the 
halls of the Pentagon and, moreover, it was even in writing.  A reporter came to me two or three 



years ago and he said, “What do you have to say about this?” and it was a very highly classified 
document that I had written for President Kennedy, labelled ‘Top Secret: Eyes Only’ and in it I said 
(it was dated November 1962) and in it I said (it was related to the budget that was to go to the 
Congress in 1963) and in it I said “Mr President, I am recommending X for strategic forces and this 
is contrary to the recommendations from the Air Force, the Air Force believes we have, or can 
attain and should have, a first-strike capability and therefore they recommended 3X, and I think 
they’re wrong, putting moral considerations aside, I don’t believe we have, or should have, or can 
attain a first-strike capability and therefore I strongly recommend against it.”   I said, “My God, 
how did you get hold of that?”  He said, “Well, under the Freedom of Information Act I forced its 
declassification through a court.”  Now, the Soviets didn’t see that piece of paper in 1962, I’m sure 
of that, but the piece of paper reflected the conventional thinking at that time among some 
people and I am certain the Soviets knew that.  Now if you had been sitting in their shoes, and you 
saw we had 5,000 to their 300, wouldn’t that have affected your behaviour?  And if that had gone 
on for 20 years, wouldn’t you have some mind-sets?  And I think they have had it, and I don’t think 
it’s “political maturation” of a young state at all that caused them to change, not a bit; it’s 
necessity.  It’s some education, I’ll come to it in a minute, or some maturation, but it’s the 
economic necessity.  They cannot address their underlying economic problems without a shift in 
resources.  Now, that’s not enough; it’s not a sufficient, but it’s an absolutely necessary condition.  
And, in a sense, it gives me heart because, as I suggested to you, if Gorbachev fails, and he may, he 
may fail in the sense that it’s going to be very, very difficult to show to the Soviet people 
substantial economic advance quickly, and they may not be patient enough to wait them out, to 
get the benefits which I think ultimately will result.  The Soviets have followed quite a different 
policy than the Chinese.  In 1979, when I was meeting with Deng Xiaoping to negotiate the re-
entry of the People’s Republic into the World Bank, Deng Xiaoping told me that they were going to 
introduce their ‘responsibility system,’ which is their Perestroika, first in the agricultural sector.  
Why?  Because, difficult as it is to change policies, economic policies, to restructure an agricultural 
sector, it’s a heck of a lot easier to do it there than in the industrial sector.  He did.  He introduced 
it there in ’79.  From ’79 to ’84, he had an increase in agricultural output of roughly 8% a year 
cumulative, and that filtered through the whole society, and by ’84 he had provided to almost 
every Chinese citizen, rural and urban alike, a tremendous increment of gain and that today, even 
in spite of all the riots, that today is a foundation for support of his people at a time when they are 
beginning to see some of the costs of restructuring: the corruption, the inflation, the 
unemployment, the income inequalities, but they have a gain so most of them will go along with 
it, I suspect.  In the Soviet Union they don’t have the gain.  He didn’t introduce it first into the 
agricultural sector, perhaps he thought he couldn’t, in any case he didn’t, and they don’t have a 
great gain and it’s going to be difficult to get one, and if he doesn’t get one, the people may lose 
faith in him, lose confidence in him.  But I come back to the point, I don’t think it is political 
maturation; it’s economic necessity, number one.  Number two, as was implied by one term that 
you referred to, I think he said something about Caribbean experience, I do think the Cuban 
experience, of the kind I outlined to you, has had a major impact on their thinking.  It should have 
on ours’.  Suppose we had struck Cuba, as many of us wanted to.  At one point, I think, the 
majority of the members of the Executive Committee advising President Kennedy, the majority at 
one point wanted to see the US strike Cuba with an air strike, later to be followed by land and sea 
invasions.  Suppose we had done so, and suppose the Soviets had responded militarily as, in 
Moscow a few weeks ago they indicated that they would have, how would we have responded?  
Suppose they had struck Turkey, where does it end?  Who knows?  Who wants to start down that 
path in a world of 50,000 nuclear weapons?  I don’t.  I don’t believe they do.  We shouldn’t, and 
we ought to reduce the risk of doing so.  

[Questioner] I have a question along somewhat similar lines.  I am struck by the paradox that such 
daring and dramatic proposals to end the Cold War should have come from the Soviet Union, from 
a bureaucracy that we have come to regard as corrupt and ossified, and we meanwhile have the 
spectacle of a dynamic, creative democracy like the United States appearing embarrassed and 
stalling in the face of these creative kinds of proposals.  And I’m wondering, you mentioned the 



term mind-sets, I wanted to direct your attention more to certain institutional arrangements in 
the society, I was wondering to what extent you think that has to do with the enormous and 
powerful vested interests in this country that President Eisenhower warned us against, which rely 
on the Cold War to sustain their power and their influence.  I was wondering how you think a wise 
leader in this country would deal with the opposition that those vested interests might mount 
against a programme of ending the Cold War and how such a leader would deal with the economic 
dislocation which might ensue from the diminishment of military spending.  

[56.06] RSM:  Well, first, in a sense I think these revolutionary changes that we have referred to, 
that Gorbachev has put forward, may well be easier in a non-democratic society.  It’s fascinating 
to me to speculate on how Gorbachev came to where he is, holding the ideas he does, and I have 
never really heard Soviet scholars or anyone else give a really good explanation of that.  I think it’s 
really clear that he’s not the first person to hold those ideas; Andropov, for example, apparently 
had somewhat similar thoughts and was beginning to move in that direction and to a considerable 
degree, Gorbachev, I guess, is a protégé of Andropov.  But, in any event, it’s remarkable that those 
ideas did develop in a man who, not only became a leader, but having developed in a man who 
became a leader, I can see how one could introduce those more quickly, more forcefully, in a 
dictatorship than in a democracy.  A political leader in our society is limited by public opinion.  If 
you don’t believe so, try to run in this state without opposing a tax increase.  You know, if you 
want to look at an interesting election, look at Elliot Richardson’s primary campaign.  He probably 
could have been elected in the general election; hell, he couldn’t get the Republican nomination 
because his opponent said to him ‘I defy you to state publicly that under all circumstances you will 
oppose a tax increase’.  Elliot refused to do that; he lost the primary.  So it is difficult for political 
leaders in our society to move unless there is some basis of consensus behind him.  Now I don’t 
agree at all that the military-industrial complex (and I think that’s what you are alluding to) is a 
restraint on a President.  I am not certain of what I am about to say, but I have heard it said by 
people who should know, that those words, the ‘military-industrial complex’, were inserted into 
that Eisenhower speech at the end of his second term by a speechwriter.  I don’t believe at all that 
Eisenhower felt constrained by the military-industrial complex.  He felt perfectly confident of his 
judgement versus theirs and, to the extent that his judgment was supported by the people as 
contrasted to the military-industrial complex, I don’t think he would have hesitated to move in 
opposition to the military-industrial complex.  Certainly Kennedy didn’t.  We cancelled the B-70 
aircraft project when there were 40,000 people working on it in 24 states and when it was fully 
supported the Senate and House Armed Services Committees, by the Appropriation Committees 
of both Houses and by the majority of the Senate, Senators and Congressmen, and clearly it was 
supported by the military-industrial complex.  We cancelled it and it stayed cancelled.  So I think 
that the institutional structure of our society, as contrasted for the minute with this democratic 
population and set of democratic institutions that we have, the institutional structure is not a 
major limiting force, but the mind-sets of our people are limiting.  I do not believe that today 
Congressmen who, in opposition, to one party, in opposition to the President, vote for a tax 
increase and vote to limit social security benefits, even to the extent of just taxing them, much less 
reducing the cost of living formula, I do not believe they can be re-elected.  And yet I tell you that, 
from the point of view of equity and from the point of view of economic necessity, we must move 
and ultimately will move in those directions.  What’s stopping it?  Not institutions, certainly not 
the military-industrial complex, but rather a general feeling of lack of consensus and support.  It’s 
a very powerful force.  And in this situation, therefore, we must try to move our people, and we 
must hope that our political leaders will give guidance and direction to this effort; we must try to 
move our people to recognise both the danger of the past 40 years and the opportunity to move 
away from it in the next 40 years.  And that’s what we have Presidents for; Roosevelt was right, 
the Presidency is a bully pulpit.  We need to use it for that. 

[Questioner]  I would like to congratulate you and thank you for that brilliant statement of a 
response to Gorbachev that’s worthy of the name.  I suspect that many of the people here in the 
auditorium fully support the vision that you outline, as I certainly do.  And so I would like to follow 



up on the questions you have already been asked by asking if you could think with us a little bit 
more out loud about the process by which the United States might come to take the kind of 
leadership role that you described, and that it could take, and let me just add a few more 
dimensions to that question, that same question that I have really heard from the two previous 
questioners.  Although we have seen individual weapons systems stopped in the United States 
over the last several decades, several by President Carter, we haven’t seen a President who was 
free to cut more than 2 or 3, maybe 5%, of military spending – the most we got at the end of the 
Vietnam War – because there was that lack of consensus.  We don’t have political parties like 
there are in Europe which seem to be able to devise new party platforms on which the President 
and members of Congress can run.  Somehow, the political leadership of the country, both the 
executive and the Congress, seem to be on the defensive on this issue.  It is very hard for the 
United States, perhaps because it is number one, I think, to stand up and say there is a better way, 
a different way, not just in terms of one weapon system, or 2% of the military budget, but in terms 
of the basic way that the international system is being run.  I think that the challenge you have 
held out is far greater than any this country has faced since World War II and I wonder if you could 
help us think about a process by which the kind of leadership we need might come about.  

[1:03.34] Well, we have an administration which is elected for at least four years, and a House for 
two, and a Senate for longer periods, so we have the people on the scene right now that are going 
to have to deal with this in the near term, and I’m moderately optimistic that they’ll deal with it 
effectively.  I have said, rather facetiously but with some truth behind it I believe, that Gorbachev 
may save us from ourselves, and I don’t say that facetiously, I don’t say it in a ‘smart-Alecky’ 
fashion, but if I am correct in believing that he is moving from necessity, that he’s got to do what 
he is doing …. (as a matter of fact, one of his people said to me last week, he said ‘You know, 
whether or not you go along with some of these things, we are going to do them anyhow).  Now 
let me digress a moment, I’ll get back to the question because it’s a very good question, but let me 
digress a moment to say that I don’t believe most of us understand that military parity is not a 
level plane, it’s a band, and the band has width, and as long as your forces in relation to your 
opponent’s lie within the limits of that band, you have equivalent security with what you would 
have at any other positions in the band.  And I think Gorbachev understands that and that’s why 
he gave up 4 warheads, 4 nuclear warheads, to every one of ours in the INF Treaty [Intermediate-
Range Nuclear Forces Treaty 1987], and that’s why on December 7th he said to the UN, ‘I am taking 
500,000 men and 10,000 tanks out of my forces.’  That’s why he had Shevardnadze say last week, 
‘I am taking 500 nuclear warheads out’; because he continues to lie within that band and I think 
we are going to learn that lesson fairly soon.  I don’t think we understand it quite as clearly as he 
does yet, but there are opportunities for us to move in that direction.  In any event, he is drawing 
us along.  Now I think it is true that he gains in terms of propaganda advantage when he makes 
these moves and we don’t respond, but quite frankly I don’t think that is his objective.  I don’t 
think he’s fighting a propaganda war here.  It’s much more serious for him.  It is a war to 
reorganize his own society and it’s very, very difficult, and he must do what he is doing, and I think 
it is going to ultimately draw us along.  And I suggest, to answer your question, that we should 
move on two fronts concurrently: the political front and the arms control front, because there will 
be that synergistic relationship, and some progress on one will give us greater confidence to move 
on the other, and let me illustrate by saying this:  I think we have been paranoic (and when I say 
‘we,’ I don’t mean the Reagan Administration, I mean all of us, and for a long period of time in this 
country), paranoic about Soviet penetration of this hemisphere.  How can you explain our actions, 
some of which I was part of, against Cuba for example and the Bay of Pigs in the early ‘60s, how 
can you explain that the majority of the American people believe that Nicaragua was a security 
risk?  How can you explain that?  Now there was never any indication that we thought it was a 
security risk because the Soviets were going to put offensive arms there; the Soviets, in effect, 
were prohibited from and agreed not to introduce offensive arms into this hemisphere as a result 
of the agreement to terminate the Cuban Missile Crisis in October ’62, and since that time, with a 
few minor actions on the fringes, there has been no introduction of Soviet offensive arms in the 
hemisphere.   There never should be any; if there is any, we ought to just destroy it and we have 



the power to do so.  Now assuming for the minute there are no offensive arms in the hemisphere, 
how the hell can you think of Nicaragua as a security risk?  But we did!  Maybe you in the room 
didn’t, but if you didn’t, you’re unique because the majority of American people did.  Go back and 
read the Kissinger Commission Report and read the names of the individuals who signed that.  
Those were responsible citizens; they were wise individuals.  I think they were totally wrong, but 
that doesn't mean they weren’t responsible, it doesn’t mean they weren’t wise; it just means they 
were captives of this mind-set.  Now, what I wish to suggest to you is, I think we have an 
opportunity to break out of that and, if you read carefully, what Baker reported of his meeting 
with both Shevardnadze and Gorbachev last week in Moscow, I think you’ll see the beginning of it.  
And you’ll see the beginning in an extremely important area – the Western hemisphere.  What he 
says is, what he said to the press was, ‘We discussed regional conflicts, we discussed superpower 
intervention in regional conflicts’ and in effect, these aren’t quite his words, but in effect we 
began to move toward a recognition that neither one of us should intervene in regional conflicts 
and that the Soviets, neither directly nor indirectly, should support subversion of established 
governments in the hemisphere.’  Now, if you can move further down that path, it will give us 
immense confidence that the Soviets are moving toward change, and if at the same time we move 
forward on START, it’s going to be difficult, it’s not going to come soon, but I would think the 
probabilities are very high we’ll have a START agreement within two years, and that will be, not a 
50% reduction, it will be 35 or 40%, and more importantly it will be a move toward increasing 
crisis stability.  If during that same period we make progress, I don’t think we’ll have an 
agreement, but if we make progress toward a restructuring of conventional forces in Europe and 
toward restructuring at substantially lower levels, this is going to build up confidence.  It will lay a 
foundation for shifting this mind-set.  So I’m moderately optimistic.  I just think we need to speak 
out – all of us – and stimulate debate.  I don’t think the people in this room are at all typical of our 
society today.  You ought to come with me and go to some places, and I won’t identify it because I 
would insult some of our fellow citizens, but I was on a radio programme not too long ago, a call-in 
radio programme from another part of the country, and we went on about 20 minutes and it had 
to do with my last book, Blundering into Disaster, which was really quite a radical book in one 
sense, and the master of ceremonies said, ‘Well, I’ve listened to what you have said’, after about 
20 minutes, and ‘I think I agree with most of what you said but, you know, a person called in to me 
a few minutes ago and said that you are a member of the Council on Foreign Relations,’ he said, 
‘that can’t be true.’  ‘Well,’ I said, ‘Yes, I am.’  ‘Well,’ he said, ‘I should have known that before and 
I really am surprised and disappointed,’ but he said, ‘It was also reported that you are a member 
of the Tri-lateral Commission.  Now surely you are prepared to deny that?’  I said, ‘Oh no, I….’  He 
said, ‘That’s a Socialist outfit’.  I said, “Oh no, I like to associate with such Socialists as David 
Rockefeller and Henry Kissinger!’  Now this is the God’s truth; that actually happened on an open 
radio programme.  And don’t misunderstand me; I don’t think that my thinking is superior to the 
thinking of the person on the other end of that telephone.  He was conditioned by his 
environment; I have been conditioned by mine.  But I must recognise that he thinks that way, and 
he and I have got to talk more, and you and they have got to talk more, and I think that’s the 
lesson we should draw from the situation our nation is in today, and I think that’s the only way we 
are going to deal effectively with this opportunity that I believe we face.   

[Questioner] I never thought I would be here to applaud you for taking a leadership role in calling 
for an end to the Cold War, as I opposed your tenure as head of the Department of Defense under 
Kennedy.  But my question is this, first I have many things that I disagree with, with what you said 
and as you developed your explanations, you were leading towards the question of mind-set and 
how some members of the American public have a misperception.  I would encourage you and I 
would encourage members of the audience to look to books such as Noam Chomsky’s new book, 
Necessary Illusions, and Michael Parenti‘s book, Inventing Reality, because I think a lot of 
explaining needs to be done as to why consensus in this democratic society didn’t succeed in 
stopping the war in Vietnam, didn’t succeed in getting a freeze passed.  I wonder whether on your 
list of six reasons why the Cold War will have difficulty ending is in fact that the media represents 
the interests of a limited part of our capitalist society and have screened out from the American 



public a long list of American interventions, a long list of American hostility to unions and Socialist 
governments, and so forth.  I am sure you are privy, and people on the Tri-lateral Commission are 
privy, and the Kissinger people, to the large number of events that we have involved ourselves in 
in interfering in the world.  Could you step forward you’re your peers who know about this history 
and help disarm the anti-communists in this country by telling them, Glasnost-wise, what we have 
really been up to over the last four years. 

[1:14.12] Well, I don’t think the media, maybe I read a different sample of it than you do, but I 
don’t think the media have failed to discuss the actions of our government.  Perhaps they put a 
different slant on it.  You read about intervening in Grenada; I don’t think there’s any fact about 
Grenada that the media didn’t disclose.  I happen to take a totally different view of what we did in 
Grenada than the majority of our people did.  If you look at the popularity of the President, if you 
look at the public’s view of our intervention in Grenada, it was extraordinarily favourable, and I 
don’t think that’s a reflection of what the media did or didn’t do.  It’s a reflection of the way our 
people viewed the Soviet threat.  Now, what was it that was said about Grenada?  It was said, now 
this is a tiny little place, a tiny little island, a tiny little population.  I think the largest number of 
Cuban troops that were alleged to be there was on the order of, wasn’t it 800, I have forgotten the 
figure, it was a very tiny number.  But what was said was that, by God, they were building a 
10,000-foot runway, and what would they do with a 10,000-foot runway?  Well, they had said that 
they needed it for jets to bring tourists, and God knows they need tourists, there’s no question of 
that, and you needed a long runway to get the jets in, that was truthful also.  But we said, Oh No, 
they’re going to use the 10,000-foot runway to bring Soviet MiGs and Soviet bombers in there, 
and therefore we should go in to Grenada.  Not true.  Well, we said we had been invited in by the 
government, or we went down there to save the lives of the medical students, or some other 
damned thing.  But, essentially, we went in there because it might be a 10,000-foot runway for 
Soviet aircraft.  Now, number one, I doubt there was ever any Soviet intention to use that runway 
for Soviet aircraft; but number two, if there had been, I would have been the first to say bomb the 
damn things, you know, you can take them out with one strike.  But don’t go to war over it, and 
don’t invade an island, any other nation, unilaterally.  But I don’t think it’s the media that caused 
that; it’s us.  And we’re not going to change the media, and if we have to wait to change the 
media, to imaginatively respond to Gorbachev’s proposals we’re in a hell of a mess.  I don’t think 
we’re that badly off.   

[Questioner] If you could speak to two issues: (1) the current Soviet-Chinese meetings that are 
going on and will it create a thaw … 

[[1:17.15] I’m sorry, current Soviet what? 

[Questioner] The Soviet-Chinese meetings that are going on, and is there a thaw that will result 
from that, yes and no and why, and (2) also the satellite countries, Eastern Europe, and do you see 
the Walls coming down, the Berlin Wall, the fences came down between Austria and Hungary.  Do 
you see the Eastern Europe countries being integrated with the Western Europe in the future?  

[1:17.45] Well, first, with respect to the Soviet-Chinese meetings, I think in a sense this was to be 
expected; there has been movement in this direction for some time.  I happened to fly from 
Beijing to Moscow about three years ago and it was fascinating to me because on the plane were 
some members of the Bolshoi Ballet; it was the first time the Bolshoi, or the first time any Soviet 
ballet had played in China for, I think, 25 years.  And also on the plane were Arbatov who, as you 
may know, is the head of the North American Institute of the Soviet Union [Institute for US and 
Canadian Studies], and Yevtushenkov and I noticed today that Yevtushenkov was running 
yesterday in that re-run of the race for the Soviet Congress.  He is a, I wouldn’t say a dissident 
poet, but quite a free-wheeling poet.  In any event, it was obvious then, and these were the first 
times that Yevtushenkov and Arbatov had been to the Soviet Union [China] as well, so it was 
obvious then that contacts between the Soviet Union and China were resuming.  And I think we 
should have expected it.  And I think that you can’t isolate a major power in this new world.  If we 
are going to have collective security, it has to be collective, and certainly, the great powers must 



participate in collective security, must support it and must accept the restrictions that collective 
security is going to impose on all of us, if we have it.  And therefore I think, for the Soviet Union 
and China to be meeting to begin, because they are not by any means going to end, the break that 
occurred many years ago.  I think it’s highly desirable.  I think it’s in our interests.  There isn’t any 
China card.  I think we are realising that.  Some of our leaders have said it within the last several 
days.  So it was to be expected, it’s desirable, by itself it’s not going to be a complete change in 
Soviet-Chinese relationships.  I think what the next step may be, what I hope it will be, will be a 
realignment of Soviet Union-Japanese relationships and that’s going to be even more difficult than 
the realignment of Soviet-Chinese relationships.  There is absolutely no way, in my opinion, to 
change the Soviet-Japanese relationships substantially without resolving the issue of the conflict 
over the four northern islands, and that’s going to be very, very difficult.  But I think it’s a 
necessary move, to move in the direction, to make progress in the direction that I’ve talked about, 
a system of collective security.  All of these are desirable.   

[1:20.42] With respect to Eastern Europe, I’m not an expert on Eastern Europe by any means, and I 
don’t think anybody in the world, neither in the Eastern world nor the Western world, has really a 
very clear view of how the relationships between East and West, and particularly Western Europe 
and Eastern Europe, should evolve in the years ahead; whether, in the short run, tearing down the 
Berlin Wall would be a plus or a minus to those who are interested in reducing conflict between 
East and West.  I think it’s still open to question.  I would suggest to you that, for the near term, 
and by near term I’d say 5 to 10 years, our objectives should be to encourage liberalization within 
the Eastern European countries without endangering the security of the Soviet Union, and I 
suspect that that’s the direction that they and we will move in.  I hope it is. 

[Questioner]  Mr McNamara, I am asking for a bigger, bolder vision, and I thank you for your vision 
of great de-escalation, but I still hear a lot of military strategy talk and I’m wondering if it’s naïve 
for us to think about the inter-connectedness of all things and of all life, of holding the Native 
American vision, Fortunov’s vision, the feminist vision, I could go on and on, the Russian and 
Canadian scientists’ vision who are working together, of the global imperative that we see 
ourselves as one, and we need articulate, humanitarian politicians such as yourself to name this 
vision.  And you ask where does a man like Gorbachev come from; perhaps he comes from the 
collective.  Perhaps he is an angel of peace that is now wanting, of peaceful relations.  As long as 
we project an enemy out there – a ‘them’ and an ‘us’ – there will always be one.  Is this too naïve?  

[1:22.44] Yes.  Now, you know, this is a very basic question and it saddens me to say yes.  It is 
naïve, and let me tell you why.  I walk to my office every morning, and this nation is the richest 
nation in the world today, no question about that, I walk to my office every day through the 
wealthiest sectors of Washington: two miles, down Massachusetts Avenue, down Connecticut, 
across Lafayette Park, which is directly in front of the White House, and then to my office down 
next to the Willard Hotel, and in the course of that every morning I pass, at a minimum, fifteen 
beggars.  And in Lafayette Park, directly across from the White House, I see at least, and in the 
overhangs of the buildings, those red buildings that Jackie had so much to do with, developing 
beautiful red buildings on the side of Lafayette Park, I see at least sixteen homeless.  And when I 
walk home every night, at 6.15 in front of the White House, in Lafayette Park, in the middle of 
winter with snow falling, there will be a food wagon distributing free food, a private food wagon 
distributing free food.  Like last middle of December, I counted, on a snowy night when snow was 
falling, I counted 50 people waiting out there for food.  And if our people tolerate that, I think it is 
naïve.  I shouldn’t say naïve, that’s the wrong word, it sounds condemnatory and I don’t mean it 
that way.  I think it’s visionary to think that humanity is going to think of themselves as one.  I used 
to in theory, I had one of God’s loveliest creatures as a wife and I used to infuriate her because I 
said Jesus Christ was wrong (we are religious people, at least in our own terms) and this would 
infuriate her.  I said, look, for two thousand years he, or we, have been trying to teach each other 
to treat each other as brothers, and we haven’t gotten that far.  And when you have 50 [voice 
breaks] hungry people in front of the White House and you have 15 people homeless, and I mean 
literally homeless, now these are people with snow on top of them … as a matter of fact when 



[Andrei] Sakharov was over here, he came over as part of a group that I am associated with, and 
we had meetings with this group in the National Academy of Sciences, which is directly across 
from the State Department.  To get there, you have to walk in front of the Federal Reserve and in 
front of the Federal Reserve are two grates, and Sakharov was here in the latter part of November 
last year and it was snowing, snow on the ground, and on those grates every morning there were 
homeless people; wet, cold, hungry, and it saddened me that we brought the Soviets into the 
National Academy of Sciences, in effect, across the bodies of the homeless.  So we have got a heck 
of a way to go in this society to take care of our own and we are a long, long way from helping the 
rest of the world to take care of theirs.   

[Questioner]  What prudent measures do you believe that the United States should take to 
facilitate the removal of illegitimate communist totalitarian regimes?   

[1:26.15] Ah, that’s a wonderful question.  Let me repeat it.  The question was this: what measures 
should the United States take to facilitate the removal of illegitimate communist regimes.  And I’ll 
tell you what I think.  We should not take any measures unilaterally to facilitate the removal of 
…[applause] Before you clap, before you clap think this through because it’s not going to be easy.  
What I really think is necessary, and nobody has done this so far as I know, a study should be 
made of all, I mean all, the unilateral actions by the Soviet Union and the US in the post-war 
period.  Do you mean to tell me by your clapping that you would oppose the US unilaterally 
removing Samosa in Nicaragua?  You know, Samosa (I was going to say ‘screw it’, I shouldn’t say 
that here) but Samosa was one of the most brutal human beings to lead a nation that I have seen 
in my lifetime.  He deprived the mass of his people of the very substance of life, and many of them 
died.  Nicaragua today is not primarily a function of Soviet and Cuban intervention; it is a function 
of the failure of the elite of that nation for decades to deal with the interests and the needs of 
their people and finally their people, supported by others, rose up and threw them out.  But it 
wouldn’t have happened without US unilateral intervention.  Are you opposed to that?  I am.  And 
that’s pretty damned difficult to say.  But I hasten to add, I would not be satisfied with standing by 
and seeing a Samosa stay on the scene long, and therefore, instead of acting unilaterally, I want to 
see organised a system of collective security which would act effectively in such a situation.  That 
is going to be very, very, very difficult.  I have talked to some of the leaders of this hemisphere in 
recent months and, you know, they’re rather reluctant to do that.  Now you have seen them 
organise, in a rather ad hoc way … well, first let me say that the OAS [Organization of the American 
States] has been totally moribund since Galo Plaza [Secretary General, 1968-75] left which was, I 
guess, in ’67 or ’68.  Absolutely moribund.  Hasn’t done a damned thing.  And you say, well, it’s 
because we prevented them.  Not at all.  I agree, we weren’t very constructive at times, but 
neither were the Latins willing to step up to these problems.  They are not very effective today in 
dealing with Noriega.  But that doesn’t mean, in my opinion, that we should intervene unilaterally 
with Noriega.  I hope to heck we don’t.  I don’t believe we will.  I don’t believe we should.  But 
neither do I think we should tolerate a Noriega forever.  We must find some substitute for 
unilateral action.  Now the question related to illegal communist regimes but I’m as concerned 
about dictatorships of any kind; the Right or the Left.  And I think that the burden of proof is on 
me, or all of you if you agree generally with the direction I’d like to see our nation move in, that 
the burden is on us to fashion a system of collective security that will be effective.  We talked 
about Nicaragua, we talked about Panama, what about South Africa?  And I could name some 
other countries if I wouldn’t insult some of the leaders of the world.  There are illustrations all 
over the world of nations that are operating under systems of government that act contrary to the 
interests of the majority of their people.  Our foreign policy should be directed toward relieving 
those conditions and addressing those situations and it’s going to be very, very, very difficult to 
think through how to do that.  But because it’s difficult should not be a justification, in my opinion, 
for unilateral military action.     

[Question] Why do you think the industrial-military complex of the United States does not 
constrain the President or the Congress in reducing defence spending? 



[1:31.04] Well, ok, I’ll tell you.  I don’t think so because it didn’t constrain me, and I don’t think 
they need constrain any President or Secretary of Defense.  I cancelled the B-70, I shifted the 
Kennedy from nuclear to non-nuclear power, I cancelled the Skybolt, I cancelled aircraft carriers, 
airplanes, you name it.  And, sure, there was opposition.  I remember one of them took an ad in 
Time Magazine.  There was tremendous opposition, there was blood on the floor, but we went 
ahead and did it.  The constituency of the President is not the military-industrial complex, it’s the 
American people, and no amount of money from the military-industrial complex can buy an 
election.  And no amount of money, contributed to PACs, or whatever it is, is so important to a 
President that he need pay much attention to it.  So, don’t try to put off on the military-industrial 
complex our problems.  They are not responsible for it; we are, you and me, and don’t forget it, 
and not just us, but all of us.  Don’t ever forget that people were listening to that radio 
programme who believed that the Tri-lateral Commission and the Council on Foreign Relations 
which, those of you who know about them, are really establishment organisations, are centres 
that are eroding the strength and the foundations of this society, and that doesn’t have a damned 
thing to do with the military-industrial complex.  It’s us, so we have got to change ourselves, and 
it’s going to be very, very, very difficult.   

[End] 
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