
Ronald Reagan Presidential Library 

Digital Library Collections 

 
 

This is a PDF of a folder from our textual collections. 

 
 

Collection: Blackwell, Morton: Files 

Folder Title: The Arms Control Association 

Box: 43 

 
 

To see more digitized collections visit: 

https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library 

 

To see all Ronald Reagan Presidential Library inventories visit: 

https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection 

 

Contact a reference archivist at: reagan.library@nara.gov  

 

Citation Guidelines: https://reaganlibrary.gov/citing  

 

National Archives Catalogue: https://catalog.archives.gov/  
 

https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library
https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection
https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection
mailto:reagan.library@nara.gov
https://reaganlibrary.gov/citing
https://catalog.archives.gov/


~-- - - - - -

The.Arms Control Associatioi.{; 

Volume 11 , No. 4 
April, 1981 

Reviving The ABM Debate 
Albert Carnesale 

Debates on strategic weapons never die , they merely fade away and return . The issue which sparked the first public 
involvement in a strategic weapon decision -defending ballistic missiles -Will return in the 1980's, for several reasons : 
heightened tensions between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, worries about the survivability of our Minuteman missiles, and the 
1982 review of those provisions of SALT I which severely limited the ABM. Dr. Carnesale explores the key issues which are 
likely to dominate this renewed debate. 

The 1972 Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems was perceived widely as the obituary for America's 
domestic debate over whether to deploy an ABM system. In 
light of the stringency of the Treaty limitations on the devel­
opment, testing , and deployment of ABM systems, termina­
tion of the debate was an understandable expectation . 

The ABM Treaty 

Embodied as the basic principle of the ABM Treaty is the 
undertaking by the Soviet Union and by the United States 
" not to deploy ABM systems for the defense of the territory 
of its country and not to provide a base for such a defense." 
An ABM system is defined as " a system to counter strategic 
ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory, cur-
rently consisting of . .. ABM interceptor missiles, . .. ABM 
launchers, . .. and . .. ABM radars." 

Under the treaty (as modified by a 1974 protocol) , each 
side is permitted one geographically, quantitatively, and 
qualitatively constrained ABM deployment-either at its na­
tional capital or at an ICBM deployment area. Technological 
innovation is inhibited by provisions banning the develop­
ment, testing, and deployment of "ABM systems or compo­
nents which are sea-based, air-based, space-based , or mo­
bile land-based" and of "ABM interceptor missiles for the 
delivery by each interceptor missile of more than one inde­
pendently guided warhead ." Moreover, the agreement pro­
vides that if exotic new "ABM systems based on other phys­
ical principles and including components capable of substi­
tuting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM 
radars are created in the future, " their deployment would be 
prohibited unless specific limitations were agreed upon 
through consultation and amendment of the treaty. 

The ABM Treaty is of unlimited duration . The two sides are 
to review the agreement at five-year intervals, but the treaty 
remains in force unless one or both of the parties takes 

positive action to terminate it . (Either party may withdraw 
upon six months notice " if it decides that extraordinary 
events related to the subject matter of this Treaty have jeop­
ardized its supreme interests. " ) 

The World Has Changed 

The world has not remained as it was when the Treaty was 
ratified on October 3, 1972. While the vital signs of the ABM 
debate have been obscured for almost a decade, it appears 
that the patient is about to be revived (either by resuscitation 
or by resurrection). Even the jargon has been transformed : 
the term anti-ballistic missile (ABM) system is now less fash­
ionable than ballistic missile defense (BMD) , though the two 
are used interchangeably to describe systems for defense 
against ballistic missiles. 

Most fundamental are the changes in the polit ical and 
military setting . A central characteristic of the American po­
litical scene at the time of SALT I was disenchantment with 
the war in Vietnam and an attendant hostility toward all 
things military, including ballistic missile defense. Ending 
the war, establishing an opening to China, achieving detente 
in relations with the Soviet Union , and limiting nuclear weap­
ons were high priority goals for the United States. Now 
America has emerged from its post-Vietnam era, the " China 
card " is firmly in hand , detente is viewed as a disappo intment 
(at best), the SALT II agreements have been rejected , and the 
Russians are seen as adventurous and expansionist . 

The balance of offensive strategic forces , which a decade 
ago tipped in favor of the United States, now is roughly level ; 
indeed, in the view of some this balance now tips in favor of 
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the Soviet Union. At the conclusion of SALT I the Soviets 
had not yet tested a MIRVed missile: now MIRVs of high yield 
and high accuracy are characteristic of the Soviet missile 
force. The numerical balance of defensive strategic weap­
ons-BMD and air defenses-remains much as it was a de­
cade ago ; that is, decidely in favor of the Soviet Union. The 
Galosh ABM system, with its number of launchers tor inter­
ceptor missiles reduced from 64 to 32, remains deployed 
around Moscow. Meanwhile an American ABM system at 
Grand Forks, North Dakota, has gone throu h Jh_e fu!.1 cys;le 
of having been constructed , operated , and dismantled . In 
the field of air defense , the Soviets continue to modernize 
their massive network of surface-to-air missile (SAM) sys­
tems, while the United States has tor all practical purposes 
completed the phasing out of its SAM deployments. 

The Basic Questions 

While the environment in which BMD-related decisions 
are made has been altered considerably over the past de­
cade, the important underlying issues have changed hardly 
at all. The key questions remain these: 

• For what missions (if any) are BMD deployments needed? 

• Would BMD deployments based upon the technologies 
currently available provide adequate protection against pro­
jected threats? 

• What wou!d be the effects of BMD deployments upon the 
strategic balance and upon strategic stability? 

• What would be the effects or BMD deployments upon 
America 's relations with its allies? 

• What would be the effects of BMD deployments upon the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons? 

• What would be the effects of BMD development, testing, 
and deployments upon the prospects tor arms control? 

It is useful to examine each of these issues, and to identify 
those considerations which have changed since SALT I and 
those which have not. 

For what missions (if any) are BMD deployments needed? 
At the time of SALT I several BMD missions were under 

consideration by the United States : a "thick" area defense 
for protection of the population and economic base against 
even a massive Soviet attack; a ' 'th in " area defense to protect 
against a potential Chinese threat or against accidental or 
unauthorized launches from any source ; and a localized 
defense of 8-52 bases and Minuteman silos. The thick de­
fense notion was abandoned because it could not be accom­
plished with the BMD technologies then (or now) available; 
the thin defense against a yet-to-emerge Chinese threat was 
unable to attract popular support; and the survivability at 
that time of the bombers and ICBMs was unquestioned. 
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Phased array radar for the PAVE PAWS system. ABM radars are 
similar in shape but smaller. (U.S. Air Force Photo) 

Estimates differed widely on the length of time over which 
the salutory survivability condition could be expected to 
persist, and ABM supporters came to focus primarily on the 
ICBM defense mission . 

Today ICBM defense is the only BMD mission to receive 
serious attention. Most analysts agree that by the mid-1980s 
the Soviets could have the capability to destroy in a first 
strike more than ninety percent of the Minuteman force, and 
there 's little relief in sight. Some form of shell-game deploy­
ment scheme for the MX missile might come into being in 
the early 1990s, but few would bet on it. Moreover, some 
analysts argue even that system might not be able to achieve 
acceptable levels of ICBM survivability without BMD. 

Would BMD deployments based upon the technologies cur­
rently available provide adequate protection against pro­
jected threats? 

Critics of BMD argued a decade ago that a BMD deploy­
ment would be inadequately reliable, excessively vulnerable, 
and cost-ineffective. They cited the inherent sophistication 
of BMD technology, the complexity of the integrated system, 
the inability (because of the Limited Test Ban Treaty) to test 
either the nuclear kill mechanism relied upon to neutralize 
incoming reentry vehicles or the effects of nuclear detona­
tions upon radar performance, the infeasibility of a full-scale 
test under operational conditions, and the potential vulner­
ability of the system to countermeasures such as saturation, 
decoys, chaff, electronic jamming, radar blackout, and ma­
neuvering reentry vehicles. The BMD proponents countered 
that deployment of a system (viz., Safeguard) based on then 
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BMD Technology-A Layman's Guide 
Jeff Porro 

Every public debate over a U.S. strategic weapon system-the ABM, the 8-1, the MX missile-has involved conflicting 
political arguments, budgetary choices, and judgments about sophisticated technology. For the layman, the disputes 
over technology have always been the most difficult to follow. If there is a renewed debate on the ABM in the 19B0's, the 
technical arguments will be especially intimidating because they will involve some of the most sophisticated technology 
the U.S. has, or is developing. With this in mind, the following attempts to describe the technology in simple, layman 's 
language. 

The article is, therefore, no more than an introduction. Those interested in going further are directed to articles by 
William Davis, Clarence Robinson, and Jonathan Medalia (see Bibliography). Much of the analysis here is drawn from 
Davis ' excellent work. Jeff Porro, however, is solely responsible for any mistakes of fact or interpretation. 

What It Does 

Ever since the superpowers began to deploy interconti­
nental ballistic missiles {ICBMs), defense technicians have 
been working on ways to prevent the enemy's ICBMs from 
reaching their targets. In the jargon of the 1960's, these 
defense-against-ICBM systems were ABM (Anti-Ballistic Mis­
sile) systems. In the 1980's, the arms control/national secu­
rity experts talk about BMD (ballistic missile defense.) 

What must a BMD system do to be effective against 
ICBMs? Modern ICBMs consist of a two or three stage rocket 
topped by a smaller payload , the " bus. " Inside the bus are 
one or more re-entry vehicles (RVs) that contain the nuclear 
bombs. The bus also carries " penetration aids" (see below) 
designed to fool radar. ICBMs are launched from silos in the 
ground. The stages of the rocket fire one after the other, 
then drop off , boosting the bus through the atmosphere, 
roughly the way Redstone rockets carried our Mercury as­
tronauts into space . The bus leaves the atmosphere, then 
travels-l ike a bullet-toward the target through space. 
While in flight outside the atmosphere , the bus releases the 
independently-targeted RVs which re-enter the atmosphere, 
proceed to their separate targets , and-if everything works 
right-destroy them. (Submarine-launched missiles, SLBMs, 
work much the same.) 

Faced with these incoming RVs, a BMD must perform 
three tasks : locating , discrim inating , and destruction . 

Locating . A BMD must , first, locate the incoming RVs. It 
must employ RADAR and other devices (see below) which 
can detect and track relatively small objects, travelling very 
fast (up to 16,000 mph in space .) 

Discrimination. A BMD system must then be able to tell 
which of these incoming objects are really RVs, and which 
are penetration aids: decoys, chaff , or something else car­
ried in the bus designed to fool the defense. This is done 
through a combination of very sophisticated sensing devices 
and advanced computers. 

Destruction. Finally, a BMD must have something which 
can destroy the RV. Usually (but not always, as we shall see) 
this means a BMD must have missiles of its own, " bullets 
which can hit other bullets " as President Kennedy put it. 

Now things start to get complicated and jargon must in­
trude. Question : to be effective, must a BMD stop all enemy 
RVs from reaching their targets? Answer: that depends. 

If you want what is called " area" defense, i.e. you want to 
protect large areas-like cities or airbases-from nuclear 
attack, you must knock down a very, very high percentage 

of incoming warheads. Area targets are large and they are 
" soft." {They don't have much protection from the effects of 
nuclear blast .) Therefore, RVs which come fairly close to an 
area target, say within a mile or two , can do catastrophic 
damage. 

For example , suppose the Soviets launched ten warheads 
against the centers of each of the U.S.' thirty largest cities. 
If a BMD knocked down 90% of these RVs, and the survivors 
missed the city centers by two miles, thirty cities would still 
suffer destruction greater than Hiroshima and Nagasaki . In 
other words, an effective area defense BMD system would 
have to be virtually perfect. 

If, on the other hand , you want " site defense," the problem 
becomes more manageable. " Site defense" means defend­
ing small military targets , especially missile silos. A silo has 
two advantages over a city. It is a much smaller target and it 
is much " harder." While a nuclear bomb detonated within 
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miles of a city center would do terrible damage, an RV would 
have to come very close to a missile silo, no more tha:n 
several hundred yards, to knock it out. A site defense BMD 
can , thus, ignore those RVs which will land far from a silo, 
and concentrate on those which will destroy the targets, i.e. 
direct hits or very near misses. Moreover, we could even 
afford to have some missile silos destroyed, as long as a 
certain percentage survive. 

Now that we have an idea of the tasks of an effective BMD, 
let us look at the current U.S. plans to accomplish theni . 

U.S. BMD Technc;,logy 
The Baseline Terminal Defense System. The Baseline Ter­

minal Defense System (BTDS) is the BMD system on which , 
according to the Pentagon , the most technological progress 
has been made. The key word here is " terminal. " The " ter­
minal " leg of an RV's journey is its return flight through the 
atmosphere , from re-entry until it reaches its target. The U.S. 
BMD effort has historically concentrated on this " terminal " 
phase because the atmosphere slows down RVs, produces 
RV wakes which can be detected, and filters out lightweight 
objects designed to confuse radar. Sometimes labeled " en­
doatmospheric," for inside the atmosphere, the BTDS is 
employed for site defense. 

Locating. BTDS locates the RVs with high-powered 
" phased array" radars. These are not the huge, swaying 
dishes seen in the movies. The dishes are too vulnerable to 
nuclear explosions. The BTDS radars are fixed , and relatively 
small. They are deployed in a kind of net arrangement, and 
are " modular," i.e. if one of the radars is knocked out, the 
net can still continue to operate. These radars are turned on 
when we have early warning of a Soviet attack. We get this 
early warning from our currently-existing system of spy sat­
ellites, some of which are stationed over Soviet silos. They 
can instantly detect the launch of a Soviet missile. 

Discrimination. A computer is used to discriminate the 
RVs from chaff and decoys. It decides when the incoming 
RVs should be attacked by looking at flight patterns, rates of 
fall , and other data. A computer is used because incredibly 
complicated and fast decisions are needed. Only when an 
incoming cloud of decoys, chaff and RVs is below 200,000 
feet (less than forty miles) does the atmosphere slow down 
the chaff and decoys so the RVs can be separated out. The 
incoming could (now separating into RVs and chaff) must 
be tracked, the RVs discriminated out, and the RVs destroyed 
within fifteen seconds. This requires data processing of tens 
of millions of computer instructions in a single second. 

It should be noted that some critics of BMD believe that 
the discrimination of chaff and decoys from RVs is a tech­
nical problem which has not yet been solved . 

RV Destruction. Once located and discriminated out, the 
RVs are destroyed by an upgraded version of the Sprint 
missile, a small, short range, extremely fast rocket carrying 
a nuclear warhead . 
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Exoatmospheric Defense. As complex as the technology for 
the BTDS is, it pales in comparison to that required for 
destroying RVs outside the atmosphere (exoatmospheric 
defense.) In exoatmospheric BMD, incoming RVs are at­
tacked in space at altitudes above 300,000 feet (about 60 
miles.) Attacking incoming RVs at this distance gives the 
defense more time-hundreds of seconds instead of fif­
teen-but makes the three tasks of BMD more difficult. 

Preliminary Locating. Current U.S. plans are to first locate 
the RVs outside the atmosphere with extremely sophisti­
cated optical sensors. These would be carried above the 
atmosphere by rockets when our intelligence gives early 
warning of a Soviet attack . Once outside the atmosphere, 
these sensors would survey the incoming RV cloud and give 
the defenders on the ground preliminary information on the 
numbers of RVs and where they are going . 

After this information is received, interceptor rockets 
would be fired toward the incoming RVs. These interceptor 
rockets will be required to perform extraordinary functions . 

Advanced Locating and Discrimination . First , each inter­
ceptor would carry miniature computers and small optical 
sensors. These would allow each interceptor to locate the 
RVs more exactly and discriminate them from chaff and 
decoys. 

Destruction . The interceptor rockets would also carry mul­
tiple kill vehicles, stacked on buses, much like RVs on ICBMs. 
These vehicles, unlike Sprint missiles, would not be nuclear­
armed . In the jargon, they will perform NNK-non-nuclear 
kill. They will destroy incoming RVs either by hitting them, 
or by releasing small clouds of fragments which will destroy 
the RVs. 

In order to appreciate the technology involved in such a 
system, we can compare it to BTDS. In the BTDS, the locat­
ing , discrimination, and destruction functions require equip­

continued 

BMD Optical Sensor (BMD Systems Command.) 
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ment that is housed in moderately-sized buildings. Exoat­
mospheric defense requires that these functions be per­
formed by the individual interceptor rockets, which are rel­
atively small. Very small components must perform very 
sophisticated tasks. The optical sensors currently under de­
velopment, for example, will be about one foot in diameter. 
{See page 4). . . 

As you might expect, the Pentagon 1s decidedly up~~at 
about our ability to develop the technology needed. Critics 
believe such technology is a long way off, at best. They also 
argue that the Soviets could defeat exoatmospheric defense 
with relatively simple coutermeasures, such as placing bal­
loons around incoming RVs. 

Layered Defense. Pentagon BMD planners argue that the 
best way to use an exoatmospheric system and an endoat­
mospheric system is to combine them . This is layered de­
fense . In it , the exoatmospheric BMD thins the incoming RV 
cloud . The BTDS would then have only to deal with the RVs 
which leak through . 

LoADS. If Soviet RVs are as accurate as the Defense Depart­
ment believes, BMD is one way to prevent U.S. missiles from 
being destroyed by a Soviet attack. Another is to make our 
missiles mobile , moving them around so the Soviets don 't 
know where they are. This is the idea behind the MX which­
according to current plans-will be shuttled around on huge 
vehicles, over special highways, between a series of protec­
tive shelters. To be sure of knocking out a single missile, 
Soviet RVs would have to knock out all the shelters where 
an MX could be hidden. 

As you might expect, Pentagon planners have thought 
about adding a BMD system to the MX. They call this MX­
compatible system the Low Altitude Defense System 
{LoADS.) 

LoADS closely resembles the BTDS system, with a number 
of important special features. First, LoADS units are to fit 
into MX shelters. Thus, some of the key component parts of 
LoADS have to be smaller than those of BTDS. The missile 
planned for LoADS, for example, is one half the size of the 
BTDS ' upgraded Sprint. 

Second, LoADS intercepts incoming RVs at a much lower 
altitude than BTDS {50,000 feet vs. 200,000.) That means that 
locating , discrimination , and destruction must be done 
within ten seconds rather than fifteen . Finally, all the com­
ponents of LoADS would have to be harder than the com­
ponents of a BTDS. 

Critics of LoADS point out that its deployment would 
clearly violate the provisions of the 1972 ABM Treaty. They 
also argue that LoADS could be beaten if the Soviets develop 
RVs which could maneuver, evading the interceptor war­
heads. 

Preferential Defense. Combining the MX mobile basing with 
LoADS brings us to another concept important to BMD : 
preferential defense. Sim ply stated, preferential defense 
means you use your BMD to defend a limited number of 
missile silos, not all. This increases the chance that the lirn­
ited number will survive. 

To illustrate, suppose we have ten silos and ten BMD in-
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terceptors. The Soviets de­
cide to attack each silo with 
two RVs. When the first wave 
of ten Soviet RVs arrives 
{one for each of our silos), 
we decide to defend all of 
our ten silos. This means we 
attack each of the ten incom­
ing Soviet RVs. All of our 
BMD interceptors are used. 
When the second wave often 
Soviet RVs arrives, our BMD 
is exhausted , and all our 
silos are lost. 

If, instead, we used pref­
erential defense, we would 
attempt to defend only five 
of our missile silos with our 
ten interceptors. With ten 
BMD interceptors we could 
defeat the two Soviet RVs 
targeted on the five silos we 
choose to defend . Five silos 

Experimental Interceptor for would survive. 
Exoatmospheric BMD (BMD Clearly, preferential de-
Systems Command) fense is well suited to an MX 

with BMD. Only the shelter containing the MX would be 
defended. But an attacker would have to assume that all 
shelters would be defended. To be sure of knocking out one 
MX, he would have to expend a great number of RVs. 

Simple BMD and Boost-Phase BMDs. The BMD technologies 
so far described are those into which the Pentagon is putting 
most of its current research and development efforts. There 
are two other kinds of BMD, which should be mentioned 
briefly. The first are " simple" BMD systems. Richard Garwin 
was the first to propose them as low cost, rapidly deployable 
ways to defend Minuteman. They include : putting nuclear 
bombs in Minuteman fields and setting them off to create 
erosive dirt clouds which would kill incoming RVs ; throwing 
up showers of simple projectiles-rocks-which would hit 
the RVs and knock them out ; and sending up showers of 
projectiles w ith simple homing devices. The Pentagon does 
not believe such devices will be effective. Proponents of 
simple BMD believe this is a self-fulfilling prophesy, because 
the Pentagon has never studied simple systems in depth . 

Finally, we have discussed BMD systems which operate 
after RVs have re-entered the atmosphere {BTDS and 
LoADS), and BMD designed to operate against RVs while 
they are outside the atmosphere (exoatmospheric defense.) 
Not surprisingly, some thought is being given to intercepting 
Soviet ICBMs even earlier, in the boost phase, before the 
missiles leave the atmosphere. This would involve a system 
of satellites and lasers which are, at present, little more than 
a gleam in a defense engineer's eye. 

Jeff Porro is Editor of Arms Control Today 
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current technology, despite its (in their view exaggerated) 
imperfections, would increase the cost (in deliverable offen­
sive warheads, and therefore, in rubles) to the Soviets of an 
attack against American land-based strategic forces and 
would vastly complicate Soviet calculations of the effective­
ness of such an attack. 

The basic arguments of BMD opponents and proponents 
have changed little in the intervening decade. BMD tech­
nology has improved , but the current and projected threats 
are more fo rmidable than before. 

What would be the effects of BMD deployments upon the 
stra tef} iG-ealance ar:id upon strategic stability? 

BMD affects the operational uti l ity of strateg ic offensive 
forces . To be useful in a retaliatory role , the forces should 
be capable of surviving an attack and subsequently pene­
trating to designated targets in the homeland of the adver­
sary. The survivability of one's ICBMs and to a small extent 
one 's heavy bombers could be enhanced by one 's deploy­
ment of a defense against ballistic missile attack, but de­
ployment of BMD by the adversary would degrade the pe­
netrabil ity of all of one 's offensive weapons: ICBMs and 
SLBMs directly, and bombers and cruise missiles indirectly 
(by affecting adversely the execution of precursor ballistic 
missile attacks upon the air defenses) . 
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The tension between survivability and penetrability is at its 
worst with area defenses, for such defenses degrade pene­
tration to all retaliatory targets, counterforce and counter­
value. The tension is at a minimum when defenses are limited 
geographically and qualitatively to localized protection of 
ICBMs, for then penetration to countervalue retaliatory tar­
gets such as cities is unimpaired. Indeed, BMD deployments 
which enhance the pre-launch survivability of offensive stra­
tegic forces without degrading their ability to penetrate to 
countervalue targets would , in principle, enhance strategic 
stability. 

What would be the effects of BMD deployments upon Amer­
ica 's relations with its allies? 

How an American BMD would affect relations between the 
United States and its allies has been and continues to be 
unclear. The anti-BMD argument is that an Amer ican defense 
would be viewed by our allies as an attempt to make their 
homelands, rather than our own , the targets of choice. The 
pro-BMD line is that reduced Ameri can vu lnerabili ty wou ld 
be attractive to our allies because it would increase our 
willingness to risk escalation of a war that might start else­
where (e .g., in Europe.) 

The effect on our allies of Soviet BMD deployments is 
more easily seen. The missile forces of the United Kingdom 
and France now can penetrate with high confidence to vir­
tually any target in the Soviet Union . If the Soviets were to 
deploy BMD at levels significantly higher than now permitted 
by the ABM Treaty, the British and French independent de­
terrent forces could be neutral ized. 

Continued 

LoAD Defense Unit 

Shelter 

From "MX Missile Basing," Office Of Technology Assessment, U.S. 
Congress 
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What would be the effects of BMD deployments upon the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons? 

Any direct connection between perturbations in the mag­
nitude or structure of the massive strategic arsenals of the 
superpowers and the acquisition of nuclear weapons by ad­
ditional countries remains elusive. BMD opponents maintain 
that American and/or Soviet BMD deployments would be 
viewed as further steps in the arms race and , therefore, 
would undermine the Non-Proliferation Treaty. They note 
that in Article VI of the Treaty each of the parties-including 
the United States and the Soviet Union-" undertakes to pur­
sue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating 
to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date . . . " 
They hold that the non-proliferation cause is more likely to 
suffer than to benefit if the ABM Treaty-the principal ac­
complishment (for better or worse) of more than a decade of 
SALT-were to be scrapped . Moreover, they maintain , BMD 
deployments would signal the superpowers' intention to 
monopolize not only the ability to attack with nuclear weap-
0ns, but also to remain invulnerable to such an attack-a 
signal which is likely to be counterproductive. The propo­
nents of BMD argue that BMD deployments by the super­
powers would reduce incentives for proliferation by reduc­
ing the felt need for independent deterrent forces and by 
rendering small offensive arsenals useless against the 
heavily defended nations. 

What would be the effects of BMD development, testing , and 
deployments upon the prospects for arms control? 

BMD-related activities consistent with the provisions of 
the ABM Treaty are uni ikely to affect the prospects for further 
arms control , but there can be no doubt that abrogation of 
the Treaty would be a devastating blow to arms control­
one from which it would not soon recover. The fuzzy areas 
are those which involve attempts (whether or not successful) 
to modify the Treaty. 

A fundamental arms control objective of the United States 
is to achieve meaningful constraints on Soviet arms. Such 
constraints are not available gratis. The price to be paid by 
the United States for constraints upon the Soviet threat is 
the acceptance of constraints upon American forces . The 
benefit to the United States potentially to be derived by re­
laxing or eliminating the current constraints on BMD is the 
deployment of defenses that would enhance the survivability 
of our ICBMs. The potential cost to the United States is the 
deployment by the Soviet Union of BMD systems that could 
threaten the ability of our strategic offensive forces-ICBMs, 

Please turn to page 8 

The ACA Board 
The Arms Control Association is pleased to announce two 

additions to the Board of Directors: Dr. Marshall Shulman, 
a distinguished analyst of the Soviet Union, former Special 
Adviser to the Secretary of State, and currently professor at 
Columbia Un iversity 's Russian Institute; and the Honorable 
Gerard Smith, SALT I negotiator, and former Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 
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11 Dupont Circle, N.W. • Washington , D.C. 20036 

The Arms Control Association is a nonpartisan national 
membership organization dedicated to promoting public un­
derstanding of effective policies and programs in arms con­
trol and d isarmament. Formed in 1971 by a group of con­
cerned individuals with extensive experience in the fields of 
arms control, disarmament, and national security pol icy, the 
Association seeks to create broad public appreciation of the 
need for positive steps toward the limitation of armaments 
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ABM Debate 
__________________ _,-ram page 7 

SLBMs, heavy bombers, and cruise missiles-to penetrate 
to (at least some of) their targets. In the end , our overall 
assessment of any proposed arms control accord-includ­
ing a modified ABM Treaty-should be based primarily on a 
weighing in the balance of these benefits and costs. 

In this light it is interesting , if not remarkable, that absent 
from Amer ica's extensive publ ic debates over arms control 
and BMD has been any sustained consideration ofthe im­
plications for United States security of Soviet BMD deploy­
ments and programs. Rather, the debates have focused al­
most exclusively on the pros and cons of American BMD. 

The near-term American interest in BMD deployment is 
confined to systems for defense of ICBMs. To deploy such 
defenses at a meaningful level would require modification 
of or abrogation of the ABM Treaty. In either of these events, 
the Soviets too would be free to deploy BMD. Only in the 
case of modification of the treaty would Soviet BMD be 
subject to mutually agreed constraints, and the revised con­
straints would be less stringent than those currently in effect. 
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The Choice 

Choices must be made among realistic alternatives. A 
world in which the United States has strategically important 
BMD deployments, while the Soviet Union does not , is at­
tractive to Americans, but in all likelihood is unattainable. 
Similarly, a world in which the Soviet Union has important 
BMD deployments, while the United States does not, would 
be unacceptable to us. In the real world , either both nations 
will have significant BMD deployments or neither nation will 
have them. 

The ABM Treaty, with its severe constraints on ballistic 
missile defense, represents a joint Soviet-American selection 
of a world in which neither side has a meaningful defense. 
To move from this non-BMD world to one in which both 
sides have extensive BMD deployments would be to gamble 
for high stakes : one possible outcome could be enhanced 
strategic stability, but another could be disastrous instab ili ty. 
The burden of proof rests on those who would have us make 
the move. 

Albert Carnesale is Professor of Public Policy at the Center for 
Science and International Affa irs (CS/A), John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Harvard University. An earlier version 
of this paper was presented at a symposium at CS/A on "U.S. 
Arms Control Objectives and the Implications for Ba llistic Mis­
sile Defense," sponsored by the Ballistic Missile Defense Ad­
vanced Technology Center. 
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Common Sense About (Ballistic Missile) Defense 

H. L. Mencken once stated that to every human problem 
there is one simple solution-and it is always wrong . Ballistic 
missile defense (BMD) is the simple " solution" to strategic 
instability. 

BMD means strategic instability. If a magic wand were waved 
installing an effective BMD around U.S. and Soviet missile 
s ilos, strateg ic stab ility might be enhanced. But a real-life 
transition to a defense-dominated balance would be more 
unstable than the era we are living in now. 

If we and the Soviets decided to amend the ABM Treaty 
and deploy a defensive system , the result would be an arms 
race in which the Soviets might take an initial lead. Their 
BMD research and development, plus their extensive air de­
fenses, suggest they can have an impressive system in place 
sooner than we could. (Soviet BMD might not, in fact, be 
terribly effective , but our defense planners would have to 
assume it was.) 

If that happened , the worries we now have about Minute­
man vulnerability would pale next to doubts about our over­
all ability to deter a Soviet attack. We would no longer be 
sure that our missiles and bombers could deliver an effective 
second strike. 

Even if the U.S., not the Soviets, took the intial lead , we 
would still face more dangerous problems than we do now. 

At the very least, the Soviets would be prompted to build 
more missiles and add more warheads. Moreover, while a 
Soviet ABM might not be effective against our strategic 
forces, it could work well against the nuclear forces of 
France, Britain, and China. We have a continuing interest in 
ensuring that these forces can get through . 

Arms Control is stabilizing. The way to avoid th is unstable 
offensive/defensive escalation is to use arms control. En­
hancing the survivability of U.S. strategic forces can best be 
achieved by limiting the potential threats to our forces from 
the Soviets. SALT I froze the numbers of Soviet strategic 
systems. SALT II limited the number of warheads which the 
Soviet could throw at our ICBMs. Future arms control could 
do more. 

We've placed our faith in technology before, with results 
no one wants to repeat. In the late 1960's and early 1970's, 
we thought going ahead with MIRV would create a more 
favorable strategic balance. SALT I, th us, allowed MIRV tech­
nology to go forward . The result has been what some call 
the new strategic problem of the 1980's-Minuteman 
vulnerability . 

Creative arms control is clearly a more reliable (and inex­
pensive) method of dealing with strategic problems than 
erecting a technological facade of security. 
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Washington Forum '81 

Organizing For Arms 
Control Symposium 

The Washington Center for Learning Alternatives, an in­
dependen t, non-profit educat ional organ ization is pleased 
to announce a two week summer prog ram symposium on 
Organizing for Arms Control. The intensive study program 
will be held between August 16-29, 1981 in Washington , D.C. 

Dr. Robert Osgood of Johns Hopkins University, School 
for Advanced International Study and Dr. Shelton Williams 
of Austin College will lead a dynamic symposium that will 
introduce students to the nature of the Arms Race and to the 
U.S. government 's response to it. It will also expose students 
to various inst itut ions in the United States which contribute 
to the making of Arms Control Pol icy. Included among these 
are: The National Security Council , The Department of State, 
The Department of Defense, The Arms Control and Disar­
mament Agency, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
Brookings Institution and the Arms Control Association. 

Selected topics include : Origins and Current status of 
SALT, The spread of nuclear weapons beyond the present 
" Nuclear Club ," Congress and Arms Control and China's 
role in superpower arms control negotiating. 

Undergraduate and graduate students are invited to at­
tend . Costs include a $25.00 non-refundable application fee 
and IF LIVING IN WCLA HOUSING: $160.00 program fee ; 
$120.00 housing fee ; $35.00 security depos it ; and $15.00 
apartment maintenance fee. Students NOT LIVING IN WCLA 
HOUSING pay : $185.00 program fee plus the non-refundable 
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For additional information and/or an application , call or 
write: Richard A. Sockol , Washington Center for Learning 
Alternatives, 1705 Desales Street, NW, Washington , D.C. 
20036 (202) 659-8510. 
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Autumn, 1980 

In Concor.d, Massachusetts on May 18, 1980, Elizabeth H. Alcaide delivered a sermon 
entitled: 

"THE I.C.B.M. & THE KINGDOM OF GOD." 
She planted a mustard seed when she said, "Let's find a way to get rid of ONE NUCLEAR 
WARHEAD safely and completely, Let's do it unilaterally. Let's do it NOW. And let's 
do it as a simple symbolic gesture of faith: no more, but no less." 

We, as a group of citizens, are convinced that the UNITED ST A TES has far more 
NUCLEAR weapons than are necessary to defend the U.S. from any threat by any other 
nation or group of nations. 

We believe that our own arsenal of OVER 31,000 nuclear weapons now stockpiled presents 
a GREAT DANGER of accidental nuclear war. 

SIMPLE STEP 
On July 4th, t980 we took the FIRST STEP in the proverbfal journey of one thousand miles. 
We assembled at the historic OLD NORTH BRIDGE in Concord, Massachusetts and 71 
citizens and tourists from as far away as Gettysburg Pa., Belgum & Japan signed the first 
petition in our drive for · ONE LESS BOMB. 

We have formed the ONE LESS BOMB COMMITTEE, with the purpose of petitioning our 
government to REMOVE and DISMANTLE one nuclear weapon. 

The goal of the campaign is to gather one MILLION signatures by JULY 4th, 1981, and 
take them to the President of THE UNITED STATES. 

We hope you will join us in this symbolic act to show · that we are capable of TURNING 
THE CORNER, of altering our pattern of thinking, of providing a link to the next step, 
and the next ••••••• on our journey towards peace. SIG~ the petition. CIRCULATE it among 
those you meet every day. 

Our committee was 
ecumenical in scope. 

One Less 

ONE LESS BOMB CQMMITTEE 
formed at the First Parish in Concord, Massachusetts and is 
If you would like more petitions or infomation please write us, 

Bomb - ·SS I Hayward Mill Rd. , Concord, Mass. 01742 

People of any age may sign the petition and you do not have to be a citizen of The United 
States. 

FUNDS URGENTLY NEEDED FOR PRINTING AND POST AGE 
Middlesex Institution for Savings 

64 Main Street - Concord, Mass. 01742 
ONE LESS BOMB - Account number 94963 - A non profit orginization. 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
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PLEASE c.opy thi.b pe.ti.ti.on. 

Fwm: _____________ _ 
GOAL 

ONE MILLION Si.gnalute.o by July 4th 1981. 

"ONE LESS BOMB" 
WE THE UNDERSIGNED, ALARMED BY THE GROWING THREAT OF GLOBAL DESTRUCTION, ASK 
YOU, THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES AND COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF, TO TAKE THE 
FIRST STEP TOWARDS DISARMAMENT BY ORDERING THE DISASSEMBLING OF ONE NUCLEAR 
BOMB, 
The United States now has a stockpile of 31,000 nuclear warheads. Three NEW bombs are constructed 
every day in the United States. 

NAME STREET TOWN OR CITY 

Pie.a.be. te.tu-rn a.b o0on a.b 6We.d to: 
fli.za.be.th H. Aka.i.de. 0'f. BW Montague. i.n c.a.'f.e. 06: 

ONE LESS BOMB COMMITTEE 
551 H,u;wa.td /v\i.U Rd. - Conc.o'f.d, Ma.bba.c.hube.ttb O 17 42 

FUNVS NEEVEV 
Mi.ddte.oe.x Inbti.tuti.on 6ot Sa.vi.ngb - 64 Ma.i.n St'Le.e.t - Conc.o'f.d, MA. 017 42 

Ac.c.ount numbe.'f. 94963 - One. Le.M Bomb 

STATE 
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FIRST STEP TOWARDS DISARMAMENT BY ORDERING THE DISASSEMBLING OF ONE NUCLEAR 
BOMB, 
The United States now has a stockpile of 31,000 nuclear warheads. Three NEW bombs are constructed 
every day in the United States. 

NAME STREET TOWN OR CITY 

Plea.be. 'C.e.turn a.o o0on a.b M,Ue.d to: 
Eliza.be.th H. Aic.a.ide. 0'C. Bi.U Monta.gu.e. in c.a.'t.e. 06: 

ONE LESS BOMB COMMITTEE 
551 HcuJWa.'C.d MW Rd. - Conc.o'C.d, Ma.Ma.chu.oe.ttb O 17 42 

FUNVS NEE.DEV 
M.i.ddie.!Je.x lnotau.t.i.on 6o'C. Sa.vingb - 64 Ma.in St'C.e.e.t - Conc.o'C.d, MA. 017 42 

Ac.c.ou.nt nu.mbe.-1 94963 - One. Le.ob Bomb 

STATE 



CONCORD, MASSACHUSETIS, THURSDAY, JULY; 11181 (Ull P5 127-760) Entered .. Second 
Cl.au Matter al ..,,ton, Ml\ 0217~ 

Twenty f}vp Centi , ;, _ .. ---·- _____ :..:.,;. ___ _ 
Call for 'one less bomb' going oµt on the 4th 

\ , • ' • , ; \ \ I ! . _.,I • ~. ,· 

; William Porter 

!'he liS ~overnmcnt has thousands of 
11d1:ar ll 11 mhs. Mor~ than enou~h. t:t.11 
: 11 il':-i and must experts agree , to obliterate 
H_\' e111.?my . A local group has been gather­
q.: sig natures on petitions for the last year 
, k ing I ht governm·ent to dismantle just one 

1 h11se n udcar born bs . 
l'lia1 grollp - -t he One Less Bomb Com­

: ttt t·t· will wrup up its current camµai~n 
.11, ,rdo _v, lndtpendence l.lay, July 4 , with a 
·n·111011y at I he Old North Bridge be~in­
'"K u1 ~:, Ii 0 . 111 . 

1 
· Independence Day Service of Cel• 
ebration and Renewal, marking the 
yea r-long effort of the "One Lei8 
Bomb" petit ion campaign , a•king 
Preside nt Reagan to dismantle one 
nuclea r warhead ; Dr . Jonathan 
Fine , chairman of the - National· 
Executive Comm ittee of Physicialljl 
fo r Sucial Responsibility, and oth­
l"rs will speak; •tarts at 9:46 a .m. at 
the Old North Bridge; all are 

4 we lcome; for information call 369-
16465. I 

Saturday 's event, ·orgttnizers say, is to be 
on " Independence Oay Service of Cele bra ­
tion and Renewal .I' Speaking on behalf of 
the " One 1.,ess Bom b" drive will be Dr, 
Johnathan Fine, cha·irman of the National 
Execu-tive Committee of Physicians for 
Social Respons ibility . · 

The idea to petition for "One Less Bomb' ! 
originated five years ago · with Elizabeth 
Alcaide's dttydream . 

Alcaide , a sludent.m ini ~l~ria l as~it1Lant at 
the First Parish Ch urch , said her vision was 
of a ship at sea. 

"There were two groups of people on the 
ship, one from the United States and the 
uther from Russia, but really the whole 
wurld was reprnsented ," she said . "Behind 
each group was a pile of bombs. Carter 
stood in front of one, and Brezhnev stood in 
(ront of the other. It was strangely peaceful. 

"I saw some children pull the tarpaulin 
from one of the piles of bombs . They 
dragged t.he bomb to the edge of the ship 
and threw it overboard. The adults looked 
at each • other in astonishment. The other 
group did the same thing - threw a bomb 
over the side. The suggestion to me was that 
you could do it again and keep on ooing it. " 

Alcaide descri bed th·e reverie to some 
friends, and on May 18 of last year at t he 
First Parish , she incorporated it in a 
sermon. "I felt it would be a great advance 
for humanity to dismantle one of these 
(n uclear) weapons of unima11inable destruc-

. - ~ / 

tiun ," she ·said . " It wasn 't a very co~furta­
ble sermon, but it eeems to be the moat 
pressing religjpus issue of all time.". 

Through her discourse, entiPed "The 
ICBM and the Kingdom of God ," Alcaide 
suggested that a way be found to "get rid of 
one nuclear warhead 11afely and completely 
in the full cons•~iousne88 that it is a 
symbolic 11esture of faith ... And a growing 
momentum of public opinion -American, 
Soviet and Third World opinion together­
will demand that it be done aaain and again 
and yet again." · 

Soon after · Alcaide'• sermon wa11 deliv­
ered , the "One Less Bomb Committee" waa 
formed to petition the government to 
dismantle one nuclear weapon. The petition 
reads "We the undersigned, alarmed by the 
global threat of wo.rld destructioo, aak you, 
the president of the United State&, to take 
the first step towards diaarmament by 
ordering the disassemblinlf of one 'nuclear 
bomb." · 

The petition alleges " The United States 
has a stockpile of 30,000 nuclear warheads," 

.and concludes by statin& that "Three new 
born bs are constructed every day -in the 
United States." · · · . 

The document was signed by 71 citizen• 
and tourists lit Concord Bridge last July 4, 
and later was distributed to every state 
through churches around the country. 

The committee, while "oonvinced that 

th~ ~nife~ ~~~B _f8J .,.~f :i;~e P,u~lear 

weapp11• than are neceuary to defend the 
US from any threat from any other nation or 
11roup of nations," huped the petition would 
11arner a million signitures ·by July 4, 1981, 
and planned to deliver them to the presi­
dent . (The Reagan administration has 
requested ,222.2 billion for defenw •pending 
next year, an incresae of $U,2 billion over 
fiscal year '81.) · · , 
· . Alcaide said the propoaal drew approxi• 
mately 4,000 written reapon1111, and indi­
cated 23,000 people, at least one from each 
state, have 1igned the petition. The commit­
tee (of which Alc11ide i• a member) ia 
working out a ltrategy for approachin& 
President Rea11an, with the help of Senator& 
Paul Tsonga& and Edw,rd Kenneqy and 
Congreaaman Jamea Shannon. 

A New York City man aent the committee 
a letter 1aying he loved the "one leu bomb'' 
idea, 11nd adding, "My wife will not reat 
until. •he haa Ronal~ Reqan 1i1n that 
petition. II I • I 

A ·former Carlisle resident wrote from 
Franklin and uid . the simplicity of the 
euggestipn "ia· ao eloquent; Only ill Con-
cord." ··· · 

In Waahin.gton, a Pentaaon apokeaman 
said the US' lntercontlntental 8alli1tic 
Missie (ICBM) force is primarily adroduct 
of· tht technoloc of the 19608, an added 
the newest of thoee weapona were deployed 
i'1 1~7:z. On th• other_ hand, he indii:ateq. 

;.;~ ., f~~~!~! ·-'"' --~" 
Call for 'one less bomb' 
going out ~n !!!~ if!.J __ 

~b-~--------- .. ,. ,..., , T~ According to Bill Montague, co-chair P 9flffe worl§ is worth saving, we will 
of "One Less Bomb, " the petitions have- have to start somewhere," said Mr. 
already been signed by people from all , Montague. 'This somewhere is as good 

Continued troni Pae• 1 i 
ht bulk of the Soviet ICBM force 1 
,as been developed within the put 
lecade . 

The Russian ICBM force is faat 
,ecorqing " larger, more powerful, 
nd more accurate," the spokes-
1an sai d . " We no longer are 
ss ur ed of the slim margin of 
dvantage over the USSR, but we 
r~ ':'_~t-behin~ _them," he added . 

T he "One Less Boml>" petition 
s_ a nece•aary firat step toward 
li sarmarmament, Alcaide says . 
·We feel that if the president 
,ould go along with this in a 
,ositive way, then other countrie• 
,ould respond ." 

At any rate , according to Al­
aide , " We are on the brink of huge 
,calaLion of nuclear arms. Not to 
,y no to it is reall>' juat a way of 
,ying go alwad." · ., 
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~ •One Less Bo~b. 

t I 
• . ATIONAL DAY OF PEACE ' 
6 'fJ /',•~1#/A l,J. 

CAMPd 
10BILIZATION ·!O~ SURVIVAL 
1.3 Se 11,r• n-. 
/1,,,_. ~~~ ,~ / ,A(" . -

I 
over North America and several as any. The greatest goal is not the task; 
countries overseas . it is to start. I would like to say we have ,~ 

tarted ." 
1
,, 

AJJ ind,ependencf! da1J'Jll11ii~f pe(J-ce 
!JY W illuim Porter 

·" How Ion~ can we go before 
history repeat• itselr?" asked Dr. 
J ohnathan Fine of the small 
group gathered at the Old North 
bridge last Saturday - Independ­
ence Day- to condemn the nu-
clear arms race . . 
;' ·Fine, a specialist in internal 
m edicine and publ ic health, and ­
cha irman of the National Execu­
tive Committee of Physicians .for 
Soc ial Change, .was referring to 
the probability,- greater than mo•~ 
tealize, he says, that nuclear 
,weapons will be. used again ip the 
near future . · 1 

Fine was the featured speaker 
for the ceremonies to celebrate a 

Or. J onalhlln l'inl! 

year-long effort initiated by a 
local tommittee Lo collect •i1P1a• 
turea ori a petition · asking the 
_president to ·dismantle : one nu.­
clear bomb in a symbolic 11e11tute 
of faith . 

. Fine. noted that 35 years have 
paSlllld since the atom ic bombs 
were -~ropped on Japan and ·t.hat 
200 armed confrontations loave 
ensued with " no world war three 
,a_nd no nuclear war." 
, · But now, according to Fine, 
"Two- bitter rival~ pouess be­
twe&n them 50,000 nuclear weap-· 
ons, and are manufacturing 101• 

OQO_ more durin& the 1980'1. '' 
Tod11y, Fine ·said, aix nations 

po88e~~ nuclear wea-pqna "poised 
in a con,tant atate of readinei8" 
and add;d "'20 more may join the 
nuclear ch1b in the next two 
decade,." · · 

He hypothesized the blaat from 
a single one',111egaton· nuclear 
bomb over a city such as Boston 
would immediately kill between 
200,000 and 500,000 people and 
cause an equal n~!llbet i;>{ "linaer­
ing" death&. 
. A professor of physics at MIT 
has estimated 17 such bombs 
would' Ile used in an attack of 
Boston, I\CCOrding 'to Fine: 
· Fine added, "I realize now that 
good men and evil technology 
threaten civilization ... that se­
crecy shrouds - nuclear weapona-
and torture ." . 

The 1pecial observanc.e for the 
holiday waa sponsored by the One 
Less Bomb Committee of Con­
cord, .' tlie Nuclear Freeze Com­
mittee and the Phy11icians for 
Social Responsibility . 

The ceremony was "in celebra­
tion or our freedom to speak to 
each other, and particularly to 
our government. " said master of 
ceremoniet1 Marvin Drake from 
Acton , reprtaenting the One Le,;s 
Bomh Committee. · 

' '·. Dorla Smith holda protHt' aign at One LeN Bomb ceremoniea 
Saturd•r at the Old ~ fridge. (Photoe by AM AhHrn) 

. • , ... · .. , t; . . 

Drake , presently -an en11ineer, tee will 1end ita petition with over 
fornilerly a college profe8l<Or, and 20,UOU 11i11nat ures collected over 
once a researcher for the military, \he la•t year to the president 
said the sei:vice wa11 a atep toward asking him to di&Qlantle one 
reducing "the threat of nuclear nuclear bomb. · 
war to ourselves and our children, '1Thia symbolic act," accurding 
and advancin& the,cau .. of to Drake, "ii the firat step away 
peace." . 

Tht! Onf-' L t~s ~ Ht11nh ('nm rnil . 
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, o.;eth Aic.ide read• eome of the letter receiYed by the One LeN 
➔ ComminN from aH ovttr the county during Ila rear-long petitioft 
-•~ campaign._ Carla Montague waita to read 80rne othen al 

. rorday'a --. (Photos by Ann Ahearn) 

ear Brother or Sister, 
r ? C 

Continued from PA98 1 
from nuclear war and nuclear accidenta." 

Drake said . the Nuclear F'rffze Committee 
"seeka a bilateral freeu on the manufacture and 
deployment of nuclear weapona by the United 
Sta tee and the USSR, before the number of ouch 
weapon• grow• beyond that which we can 
control." 

The Phy1ici101 for 1ocial reapon■ ibility, 
Drake uid, an .. _kine to educate people on 
the horrors ol nuclear war and to show that we 
cannot survive auch a w-ar." 

"I am deeply concerned and afraid· that 
sooner or later the leaden of the world will make 
a mistake, that they will le.a their tempera; at 
that moment, we will all be loet." Drake said. 

Rev. Dana Greeley of the Fint Pariah Church 
lauded the effortl of the One Let■ Bomb 
Committee, which met on the u.me spot a year 
ago and collected 71 aignatUNII to kick-off the 
campaign. Greeley said he alao "would certainly 
commend thoee who are promotinr the idea of a 
moratorium or a freeu on nuclear weapona," 
and he queationed both the wisdom of and need . 
for continued production of nuclear weapon■ . 

An ancient adage ha.I it, Greeley uid, "that 
the way to begin any long journey ia to take the 
firat ■tep." The dismantling of a single bomb 
would be that symbolic fint 1tep, accordifll to 
Greeley "toward a MDe pc»ition oi cooperation 
and negotiation." 

"I rebel every time J read in the ne,npaper ar 
Mlmewbere that 1uch and iuch ii being done in 
our national intereat," Greeley continued. The 
national intereat, he uid, . "ii a very narrow 
intereat. It ia humanity'• intereat for ·the future 
that we should bear in mind." 

Greeley noted the United Statea ia the only , 
country to have dropped e nuclear bomb ao far, 
and concluded that "everything we can do -in the 
name of peace could not compensate for tha 
dropping of thoee nuclear bomba and for the 
manufacturing aince then o( nearly 30,000 of 
them." 

Concord, Massachusetts on May I 8, I 980, Elizabeth H. Alcaide delivered a. sermon 
· :tied: 

"THE I.C.B.M. & THE KINGDOM OF GOD." 
-= planted a mustard seed when she said, "Let's find a way to get rid of ONE NUCLEAR 
;.. RHEAD safely and completely, Let's do it unilaterally. Let's do it NOW. And let's 
· it as a simple symbolic gesture of faith: no more, but no less." 

., . as a group of citizens, are convinced that the UNITED ST ATES has for more 
CLEAR weapons than are necessary to defend the U.S. from any threat by any other 

: ion or group of nations. 

•= believe that our own arsenal of OVER J 1,000 nuclear weapons now stockpiled presents 
GREAT DANGER of occidental nuclear war. 

Bill Montague of the One Leu Bomb 
Committee read the petition and said that 
al~nough the goal was to draw one million 
signaturea by laat Saturday, he was happy with 
the approximately 20,000 that had been raised. 
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~ 0 ~u Monta,ue read a statement he said wu 

made ·on July 5, 1961 by General Douglu 
MacArthur before a congresaional committee on 
the Phillipinea. Mont&ille quoted the general u 
&aying, "Global war has become a Frankenstein 
that would destroy both aides. It contain■ the 
germ of a double suicide." 

~ -
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Leo Cunningham, a Concord-Carliele High 
School student who Drake introduced u one of 
Jut year'• "impromptu speakers," pointed out 
the economic imprudence of continued produc­
ton of nuclear weapons, and said th_e money 
would be better spent in other ways, on social, 
health and environmental program., for exam­
ple. 

"If we all sign the petition today," Cun­
ningham said, "maybe the Soviet Union would 
aee what we are doing "" a first step. would talk 
witb WI about why we shouldn't have bombs. 
and all countriea could take apart their bomb•. " 
He added. "We could have the world peace that 
everyone is talking about 80 excitedly." 

Members of the One Le98 Bomb Committee 
then read letters received from people around 
the country concerned about the proliferation of 
nuclear weapon■ . One wrote from California; "I 
am 83 years of age, and I look forward to seeing 
the year 2000 AD-, wi,en I will have had life in 
three centuries. · l certainly don't want any 
interference from atomic bombs. Send me some 
petitions quickly." 
. The committee brought along a cardboard 
model of a three megaton nuclear bomb, which 
w.aa taken apart by Acton'• Brad King, a self­
defined "inventor" ilnd "back door engineer." 

AccordinR- to Drake the teal thing could 
destroy the city of Boston, and "some -of ua 
standing here," as well . 
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We hope you will join us in this symbolic ac_t t~ show that _ ~e are ~apoble of TURNING 
THE CORNER, of altering our pattern of thinking, of prov1d1~~ a I ink to the n:xt step, 
and the next ....... on our journey towards peace. SIGN the pet1t1on. CIRCULATE it among 

those you meet every day. 617-369-8751 
ONE LESS BOMB COMMITTEE 
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Our committee was formed at the First Parish in Concord, ~assachusetts_ and is c:--=:, 
ecumenical in scope. If you would like more petitions or infomat1on please write us,-:: -L:::~-6=-c-~::;,__~-,-~-.r ... ~~~-cr<u'""l-::---,.. 
~ __ One Less.Bomb - 551 Hayward Mill Rd. , Concord, Moss. 01742 ~ -- ·· ... ... - , 

SIMPLE STEP 
)n July 4th, 1980 we took the FIRSJ STEP in the proverbial jo.urney of one thousand miles. 
'le assembled at the historic OLP NORTH BRIDGE in Cori.cord, Massachusetts and 71 
: itizens and tourists from as for .away as Gettysburg Po., Belgum & Japan signed the first 
.)eti tion in our drive for ONE L'ESS BOMB. 

o:::..;..-,,/r-/ ft9fif4,-:ae-.. _P,_~ Ii=:s; ks-t~ 
~ Q, fi,,t./#'tr d'THE FIRST M~'----9-rl ~ -£> . .l.4.a g__ _ . _ Ftom D-t. He.le.n Caldi.c.ott'J, book Nucle.a.'t Ma.dnu1i (~e. 94): 

'. a2 . '7T _ I / . ~ ~J£41.- nSome.one. mw.t make.. the. 6-i·tl,t move. a.JJJO,JJ 6-tom de.at.h a.rui towa.ui.11 Li6e.. Vo w, 

- ~ ~ 

Ve hove formed the ONE LESS .13QMB COMMITTEE, with the purpose of petitioning our 
; overnment to REMOVE and DISMANTLE one nuclear weoegn. ,_. 

~~d -~ -- Z/ 'Ceal.lJJ have. anqthing to lo~! We. a.-te. doome.d i6 we. don't - but we. ma.J:J 1ia.v, .. 
...,,-, 7 · .t:/. ~/.. - - / the. lw.man 'ULC.I!. i6 we. vo: The. e.Umination 06 rw.cle.a.-t we.a.poM !>hou.M be. c 

· ~ £/ · ~ NATZOJ.JAL GOAL. I be..lie.ve. that the. Ru.liliian pe.opie. a.-te. &o n-tighte.ned ,,, 
~- _/ ./~ nucle.a.-t wa.-t that: thl!..!f would he.a.ve. a. mome.ntow, ~gh 06 -te.Ue.6 and wou.M w a.;•;. 
._,-~~.,,, the.it own Le.a.de.u to ocUow Ame-tic.a.'~ mo'!.a.L i,i_!t.i.a.t.ive. towa.ui nuc.Lt!.a.t ~ :-



VEAR CITIZENS 

Will qou. he.tp cu bt gathuing Mgnatu.-te.o 60-t the. d.io<Uoe.mb.iing 06 ONE NUCLEAR 
BOMB? 

Enclooe.d a.-te. oe.ve.-ta.l petiti.ono ia.-tge. a.nd oma.ll. We. will mail qou. a.o many tU qou. 
w.ill -te.qui-te.. 

Thi.o i.o a. nati.ona.l pe.titi.on duve. ota.-tte.d i.n Conc.o-td M<U~hu.oe.tto on Ju.J.y 4th 
1980 at the. O.ld No-tth B-ti.dge.. 

WE HOPE YOU WILL HELP. 
FUNVS a.-te. needed. Ple.cue. mail wha.te.ve.-t qou. c.a.n a.660-td to: 

ONE LESS BOMB 
#94963 

Mi.ddle.oe.x Inotitu.ti.on 60-t Savi.ngo 
64 Ma.i.n St-te.e.t 

Conc.o-td, Mcuo. 017 4 Z 
(A non-p.,:o6f.t o-tguii.za.ti.on) 

OUR OBJECTIVE 

Ou.-t obje.c.ti.ve. i.o to ga.the.-t ove-t 1 MILLION oi.gnatu-te.o by Ju.J.y 4, 1981, to be. 
deli.ve.-te.d with pubii.c.ity to the. P-te.oi.de.nt 06 The. United Sta.tu, de.ma.nduig the. 
d.ioa.ooe.mbiuig 06 one. nu.de.a.-t bomb tU a. FIRST STEP in the. only di.-te.c.ti.on we. c.a.n 
ta.ke.. When thi.o i.o a.c.c.ompliohe.d we. wi.ll a.oil. the. RuoMa.n Government to do the. 
oa.me.. 

THE FIRST MOUE 
F-tom V.,:. Helen Caidi.c.ott'o book. Nu.cle.a.-t Madne.oo (pa.ge. 94): 

"Some.one. muot ma.k.e. the. 6i-tot move a.wa.q 61:om de.a.th a.nd towa.-tdo li.6e.. Vo we. 
1e.ally ha.ve. a.nythi.ng to lo.tie.? We. a.1.e. doomed i.6 we don't -- but we. ma.q oa.ve. 
the. huma.n 1:a.c.e. i.6 we VO. The. e.Umi.na.ti.on 06 nu.cle.a.1. we.a.pono ohoui.d be. a. 
NATIONAL GOAL. l believe. tha.t the. Rcuoian people. a:te. .tio 6-tighte.ne.d 06 
nu.cle.a.-t wa.1. tha.t they would he.a.ve. a. mome.ntou.o Mgh 06 -tdie.6 a.nd would wa.nt 
the.i.-t own !e.ade.u to 6oUow Ame-tic.a.' o mo-ta.l i.niti.a.ti.ve. towa.-td nu.c.le.a.-t d.io­
<I'tma.me.nt." 

Tha.nk. you., 

ONE LESS BOMB COMMITTEE 
551 Ha.qwa.1r.d Mill Roa.d 

Conc.o'f.d, M<Uoa.c.hcuetto O 7 7 42 




