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FOREWORD

This two-volume publication brings together for the use of private 
citizens and Government officials important postwar documents re
garding negotiations on the international control of atomic energy, the 
reduction of armaments and armed forces, safeguards against surprise 
attack, the problem of nuclear weapons tests, various problems of 
outer space, and related questions. It includes some material on major 
political issues—such as German reunification and collective security— 
in order to provide the context for a number of disarmament develop
ments and to show the close relationship between these political issues 
and the problem of disarmament.

All the papers in the collection have previously been released, but 
this is the first time that some of them have been made widely avail
able. As will be observed, the number of papers selected for the 5 
years from 1955 through 1959 is much larger than for the preceding 10 
years. This is because the developments of recent years bear more 
directly upon the current negotiations in this general field and because 
recent years have witnessed intensified discussion of nuclear testing* 
safeguards against surprise attack, and outer space.

The documents are arranged chronologically. Volume I covers the 
years 1945-1956 and volume II the period 1957-1959. The complete 
table of contents, a brief list of abbreviations, and a list of principal 
commissions and other organs are included in both volumes. At the 
end of volume II appear the following additional aids for the reader:
(a) maps of the principal aerial inspection zones proposed by the 
two sides, (b) a bibliography, (c) a list of persons who have figured in 
the disarmament discussions, and (d) the index.

The collection was prepared in the Historical Office (Bureau of 
Public Affairs) of the Department of State, G. Bernard Noble, Di
rector, by the staff of the Officer in Charge of Policy Studies, Richard
son Dougall, under the immediate direction of Edwin S. Costrell, 
Chief of the Area Studies Branch. The staff of the Special Assistant 
to the Secretary of State for Disarmament, Philip J. Farley, was 
closely consulted during the preparation of the work. Robert W. 
Lambert of the Area Studies Branch compiled the papers, prepared 
the bibliography, and annotated the documents, with the assistance of 
Mary P. Chapman and Darryl Rekemeyer. The list of persons and 
the list of principal commissions and other organs were prepared by
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Miss Chapman; the maps by Robert Hodgson of the staff of the 
Geographer and Stephen Koczak of the Functional Intelligence Di
vision; and the index by John J. Lee of the Division of Publishing 
Services.

Technical editing was done in the Division of Publishing Services 
under the immediate direction of the Chief of the General Editing 

r Branch, Dorothy M. Hine, by Joseph J. Moriarty, Ruth L. McKinnon, 
Mary M. Ackall, and other members of the staff. Valuable assistance 
in the procurement of United Nations texts was received from Alace
31. Harvey and Dorothy B. Thomas of the Reference and Documents 
.Section of the Bureau of International Organization Affairs.
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1945
1. Joint Declaration by the Heads of Government of the 

United States, the United Kingdom, and Canada, No
vember 15, 1945 1

1. We recognize that the application of recent scientific discoveries 
to the methods and practice of war has placed at the disposal of man
kind means of destruction hitherto unknown, against which there can 
be no adequate military defence, and in the employment of which no 
single nation can in fact have a monopoly.

2. We desire to emphasize that the responsibility for devising 
means to ensure that the new discoveries shall be used for the benefit 
of mankind, instead of as a means of destruction, rests not on our na
tions alone, but upon the whole civilized world. Nevertheless, the 
progress that we have made in the development and use of atomic 
energy demands that we take an initiative in the matter, and we have 
accordingly met together to consider the possibility of international 
action

(a) To prevent the use of atomic energy for destructive purposes
(b) To promote the use of recent and future advances in scientific 

knowledge, particularly in the utilization of atomic energy, for peace
ful and humanitarian ends.

3. We are aware that the only complete protection for the civilized 
world from the destructive use of scientific knowledge lies in the 
prevention of war. No system of safeguards that can be devised will 
of itself provide an effective guarantee against production of atomic 
weapons by a nation bent on aggression. Nor can we ignore the pos
sibility of the development of other weapons, or of new methods of 
warfare, which may constitute as great a threat to civilization as the 
military use of atomic energy.

4. Representing as we do, the three countries which possess the 
knowledge essential to the use of atomic energy, we declare at the out
set our willingness, as a first contribution, to proceed with the ex
change of fundamental scientific information and the interchange 
of scientists and scientific literature for peaceful ends with any na
tion that will fully reciprocate.

1 Treaties and Other International Acts Series [hereafter cited as TIAS] 1504; 
60 Stat. 1479.

1
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5. We believe that the fruits of scientific research should be made 
available to all nations, and thaJt freedom of investigation and free 
interchange of ideas are essential to the progress of knowledge. In 
pursuance of this policy, the basic scientific information essential to 
the development of atomic energy for peaceful purposes has already 
been made available to the world. It is our intention that all further 
information of this character that may become available from time 
to time shall be similarly treated. We trust that other nations will 
adopt the same policy, thereby creating an atmosphere of reciprocal 
confidence in which political agreement and cooperation will flourish.

6. We have considered the question of the disclosure of detailed in
formation concerning the practical industrial application of atomic 
energy. The military exploitation of atomic energy depends, in large 
part, upon the same methods and processes as would be required for 
industrial uses.

We are not convinced that the spreading of the specialized informa
tion regarding the practical application of atomic energy, before it is 
possible to clevise effective, reciprocal, and enforceable safeguards 
acceptable to all nations, would contribute to a constructive solution 
of the problem of the atomic bomb. On the contrary, we think it 
might have the opposite effect. We are, however, prepared to share, 
on a reciprocal basis with others of the United Nations, detailed in*- 
formation concerning the practical industrial application of atomic 
energy just as soon as effective enforceable safeguards against its use 
for destructive purposes can be devised.

7. In order to attain the most effective means of entirely eliminat
ing the use of atomic energy for destructive purposes and promoting 
its widest use for industrial and humanitarian purposes, we are of the 
bpinion that at the earliest practicable date a Commission should be 
set up under the United Nations Organization to prepare recom
mendations for submission to the Organization.

The Commission should be instructed to proceed with the utmost 
dispatch and should be authorized to submit recommendations from 
time to time dealing with separate phases of its work.

In particular the Commission should make specific proposals:
(a) For extending between all nations the exchange of basic scien

tific information for peaceful ends,
(b) For control of atomic energy to the extent necessary to ensure 

its use only for peaceful purposes,
(c) For the elimination from national armaments of atomic weap

ons and of all other major weapons adaptable to mass destruction,
(d) For effective safeguards by way of inspection and other means 

to protect complying states against the hazards of violations and 
evasions.
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8. The work of the Commission should proceed by separate stages, 
the successful completion of each one of which will develop the neces
sary confidence of the world before the next stage is undertaken. Spe
cifically it is considered that the Commission might well devote its 
attention first to the wide exchange of scientists and scientific informa
tion, and as a second stage to the development of full knowledge con
cerning natural resources of raw materials.

9. Faced with the terrible realities of the application of science to 
destruction, every nation will realize more urgently than before the 
overwhelming need to maintain the rule of law among nations and to 
banish the scourge of war from the earth. This can only be brought 
about by giving wholehearted support to the United Nations Organi
zation, and by consolidating and extending its authority, thus creating 
conditions of mutual trust in which all peoples will be free to devote 
themselves to the arts of peace. It is our firm resolve to work without 
reservation to achieve these ends.
The City of Washington 

T h e  W h ite  H ouse 
November 15, 191̂ 5

H arry S T rum an  
President of the United States 

C. R . A ttlee.
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom 

W  Li M a ck en zie  K in g .
Prime Minister of Canada

2. Moscow Communique by the Foreign Ministers of the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet 
Union (Extracts}, December 27,1945 1

The Foreign Ministers of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
the United Kingdom, and the United States of America met in Moscow 
from December 16 to December 26,1945, in accordance with the deci
sion of the Crimea Conference,2 confirmed at the Berlin Conference,3 
that there should be periodic consultation between them. At the

1TIAS 1555; 60 Stat. 1899. The full text of the Moscow Communique is also 
printed in A Decade of American Foreign PoUcy: Basic Documents, 1941-49, 
pp. 58-66.

■Art. 13 of the Protocol of the Proceedings. See Foreign Relations of the 
United States: The Conferences a t Malta and Yalta, 1945, p. 982.

* Art. 1 of the Protocol of the Proceedings. See A Decade of American Foreign 
Policy: Basic Documents, 1941-49, pp. 34-36.
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meeting of the three Foreign Ministers* discussions took place on an 
informal and exploratory basis and agreement was reached on the 
following questions:

J ames F. B yrnes 

E rnest B evin 

V . M olotov.

• • • • * • • •

VII.
The Establishment by the United Nations

of a Commission for the Control of 
Atomic Energy.

Discussion of the subject of atomic energy related to the question 
of the establishment of a commission by the General Assembly of the 
United Nations. The Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, the United States of America, and the 
United Kingdom have agreed to recommend, for the consideration of 
the General Assembly of the United Nations, the establishment by 
the United Nations of a commission to consider problems arising from 
the discovery of atomic energy and related matters. They have 
agreed to invite the other permanent members of the Security Council, 
France and China, together with Canada, to join with them in assum
ing the initiative in sponsoring the following resolution at the first 
session of the General Assembly of the United Nations in January 
1946:-

Resolved by the General Assembly of the United Nations to estab
lish a Commission, with the composition and competence set out here
under, to deal with the problems raised by the discovery of atomic 
energy and other related matters.

I. Establishment of the Commission
A Commission is hereby established by the General Assembly with 
the terms of reference set out under Section V below.
II. Relations of the Commission with the Organs of the Umted 

Nations.
(a) The Commission shall submit its reports and recommenda

tions to the Security Council, and such reports and recommenda
tions shall be made public unless the Security Council, in the 
interests of peace and security, otherwise directs. In the appropriate 
cases the Security Council should transmit these Reports to the 
General Assembly and the members of the United Nations, as well 
as to the Economic and Social Council and other Organs within the 
framework of the United Nations.
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(b) In view of the Security Council’s primary responsibility 

under the Charter of the United Nations for the maintenance of 
international peace and security, the Security Council shall issue 
directions to the Commission in matters affecting security. On 
these matters the Commission shall be accountable for its work to 
the Security Council.
III. Composition of thejCommission
The Commission shall be composed of one representative from each 

of those states represented on the Security Council, and Canada when 
that state is not a member of the Security Council. Each representa
tive on the Commission may have such assistants as he may desire.

IV. Rules of Procedure
The Commission shall have whatever staff it may deem necessary, 

and shall make recommendations for its rules of procedure to the 
Security Council, which shall approve them as a procedural matter.

V. Terms of Reference of the Commission
The Commission shall proceed with the utmost dispatch and inquire 

into all phases of the problem, and make such recommendations from 
time to time with respect to them as it finds possible. In particular 
the Commission shall make specific proposals:

(a) For extending between all nations the exchange of basic 
scientific information for peaceful ends;

(b) For control of atomic energy to the extent necessary to 
ensure its use only for peaceful purposes;

(c) For the elimination from national armaments of atomic 
weapons and of all other major weapons adaptable to mass 
destruction;

(d) For effective safeguards by way of inspection and other 
means to protect complying states against the hazards of violations 
and evasions.
The work of the Commission should proceed by separate stages, 

the successful completion of each of which will develop the necessary 
confidence of the world before the next stage is undertaken.

The Commission shall not infringe upon the responsibilities of any 
Organ of the United Nations, but should present recommendations 
for the consideration of those Organs in the performance of their 
tasks under the terms of the United Nations Charter.
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3. General Assembly Resolution 1 (I): Establishment of 

a Commission To Deal With the Problems Raised by the Discovery of Atomic Energy, January 24, 19461
Resolved by the General Assembly of the United Nations to establish 

a Commission, with the composition and competence set out hereunder, 
to deal with the problems raised by the discovery of atomic energy and 
other related matters:
1. E stablishment of the Commission

A Commission is hereby established by the General Assembly with 
the terms of reference set out under section 5 below.
2. R elations of the  Commission W it h  the  Organs of the U nited

N ations

(a) The Commission shall submit its reports and recommendations 
to the Security Council, and such reports and recommendations shall 
be made public unless the Security Council, in the interest of peace and 
security, otherwise directs. In the appropriate cases the Security 
Council should transmit these reports to the General Assembly and the 
Members of the United Nations, as well as to the Economic and Social 
Council and other organs within the framework of the United Nations.

(b) In view of the Security Council’s primary responsibility under 
the Charter of the United Nations for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, the Security Council shall issue directions to the 
Commission in matters affecting security. On these matters the Com
mission shall be accountable for its work to the Security Council.
3. Composition of the Commission

The Commission shall be composed of one representative from each 
of those States represented on the Security Council, and Canada when 
that State is not a member of the Security Council. Each representa
tive on the Commission may have such assistance as he may desire.

1 Resolutions Adopted by the General Assembly During the First Part of Its  
First 8essiont from 10 January to Ik February 1946, p. 9. The resolution was 
unanimously approved.

6
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4. R ules of P rocedure

The Commission shall have whatever staff it may deem necessary, 
and shall make recommendations for its rules of procedure to the 
Security Council, which shall approve them as a procedural matter.
5. T erms of R eference of the Commission

The Commission shall proceed with the utmost despatch and enquire 
into all phases of the problem, and make such recommendations from 
time to time with respect to them as it finds possible. In particular, 
the Commission shall make specific proposals:

(a)  for extending between all nations the exchange of basic scien
tific information for peaceful ends;

(b )  for control of atomic energy to the extent necessary to ensure 
its use only for peaceful purposes;

(o) for the elimination from national armaments of atomic weap
ons and of all other major weapons adaptable to mass destruction;

(d)  for effective safeguards by way of inspection and other means 
to protect complying States against the hazards of violations and 
evasions.

The work of the Commission should proceed by separate stages, the 
successful completion of each of which will develop the necessary con
fidence of the world before the next stage is undertaken.

The Commission shall not infringe upon the responsibilities of any 
organ of the United Nations, but should present recommendations for 
the consideration of those organs in the performance of their tasks 
under the terms of the United Nations Charter.

4. The Baruch Plan: Statement by the United States Rep
resentative (Baruch) to the United Nations Atomic En- ergy Commission, June 14,19461

M y F e l lo w  Members o f  t h e  U n ite d  N a tio n s  A to m ic  E n erg y  
Com m ission, and M y F e l lo w  C itizen s  o f  t h e  W o rld  :

We are here to make a choice between the quick and the dead.
That is our business.
Behind the black portent of the new atomic age lies a hope which, 

seized upon with faith, can work our salvation. I f  we fail, then we

1 The United States and the United 'Nations: Report t y  the President to the 
Congress for the Year 1946 (Department of State publication 2735; 1947), 
pp. 169-178. Statement made at the first meeting of the Commission. For-the 
earUer Aeheson-LUienthal Plan, see A Report on the International Control of 
Atomic Energy, Mar. 16,1946 (Department of State publication 2498; 1946).
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have damned every man to be the slave of Fear. Let us not deceive 
ourselves : We must elect World Peace or World Destruction.

Science has tom from nature a secret so vast in its potentialities that 
our minds cower from the terror it creates. Yet terror is not enough 
to inhibit the use of the atomic bomb. The terror created by weapons 
has never stopped man from employing them. For each new weapon 
a defense has been produced, in time. But now we face a condition in 
which adequate defense does not exist.

Science, which gave us this dread power, shows that it can be made 
a giant help to humanity, but science does not show us how to prevent 
its baleful use. So we have been appointed to obviate that peril by 
finding a meeting of the minds and the hearts of our people. Only in 
the will of mankind lies the answer.

It is to express this will and make it effective that we have been 
assembled. We must provide the mechanism to assure that atomic 
energy is used for peaceful purposes and preclude its use in war. To 
that end, we must provide immediate, swift, and sure punishment of 
those who violate the agreements that are reached by the nations. 
Penalization is essential if peace is to be more than a feverish interlude 
between wars. And, too, the United Nations can prescribe individual 
responsibility and punishment on the principles applied at Niirnberg 
by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom, 
France, and the United States—a formula certain to benefit the 
world’s future.1

In this crisis, we represent not only our governments but, in a 
larger way, we represent the peoples of the world. We must remem
ber that the peoples do not belong to the governments but that the gov
ernments belong to the peoples. We must answer their demands; we 
must answer the world’s longing for peace and security.

In that desire the United States shares ardently and hopefully. 
The search of science for the absolute weapon has reached fruition 
in this country. But she stands ready to proscribe and destroy 
this instrument—to lift its use from death to life—if the world 
will join in a pact to that end.

In our success lies the promise of a new life, freed from the 
heart-stopping fears that now beset the world. The beginning of 
victory for the great ideals for which millions have bled and died 
lies in building a workable plan. Now we approach fulfilment of the 
aspirations of mankind. At the end of the road lies the fairer, better, 
surer life we crave and mean to have.

Only by a lasting peace are liberties and democracies strengthened 
and deepened. War is their enemy. And it will not do to believe that

4 See Trial of War Criminals (Department of State publication 2420; 1945).
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any of us can escape war’s devastation. Victor, vanquished, and 
neutrals alike are affected physically, economically, and morally.

Against the degradation of war we can erect a safeguard. That is 
the guerdon for which we reach. Within the scope of the formula we 
outline here there will be found, to those who seek it, the essential 
elements of our purpose. Others will see only emptiness. Each of us 
carries his own mirror in which is reflected hope—or determined 
desperation—courage or cowardice.

There is a famine throughout the world today. It starves men’s 
bodies. But there is a greater famine—the hunger of men’s spirit. 
That starvation can be cured by the conquest of fear, and the sub
stitution of hope, from which springs faith—faith in each other, 
faith that we want to work together toward salvation, and deter
mination that those who threaten the peace and safety shall be 
punished.

The peoples of these democracies gathered here have a particu
lar concern with our answer, for their peoples hate war. They will 
have a heavy exaction to make of those who fail to provide an escape. 
They are not afraid of an internationalism that protects; they are 
unwilling to be fobbed off by mouthings about narrow sovereignty, 
which is today’s phrase for yesterday’s isolation.

The basis of a sound foreign policy, in this new age, for all the 
nations here gathered, is that anything that happens, no matter 
where or how, which menaces the peace of the world, or the economic 
stability, concerns each and all of us.

That, roughly, may be said to be the central theme of the United 
Nations. It is with that thought we begin consideration of the most 
important subject that can engage mankind—life itself.

Let there be no quibbling about the duty and the responsibility 
of this group and of the governments we represent. I was moved, 
in the afternoon of my life, to add my effort to gain the world’s quest, 
by the broad mandate under which we were created. The resolution 
of the General Assembly, passed January 24,19461 in London, reads:
“Section V. Terms of Reference of the Commission 

“The Commission shall proceed with the utmost despatch and en
quire into all phases of the problems, and make such recommenda
tions from time to time with respect to them as it finds possible. In 
particular the Commission shall make specific proposals:

“(a) For extending between all nations the exchange of basic 
scientific information for peaceful ends;

u(b) For control of atomic energy to the extent necessary to 
ensure its use only for peaceful purposes;

1 Ante, doc. 3.



1:0 DOCUMENT 4 : JUNE 14, 1946

; “(c) For the elimination from national armaments of atomic 
weapons and of all other major weapons adaptable to mass 
destruction;

“(d) For effective safeguards by way of inspection and other 
means to protect complying States against the hazards of violations 
and evasions.
“The work of the Commission should proceed by separate stages, 

the successful completion of each of which will develop the necessary 
confidence of the world before the next stage is undertaken. . .

Our mandate rests, in text and in spirit, upon the outcome of the 
Conference in Moscow of Messrs. Molotov of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Bevin of the United Kingdom, and Byrnes of 
the United States of America. The three Foreign Ministers on De
cember 27, 1945 proposed the establishment of this body.1

Their action was animated by a preceding conference in Washing
ton on November 15, 1945, when the President of the United States, 
associated with Mr. Attlee, Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, 
and Mr. Mackenzie King, Prime Minister of Canada, stated that inter
national control of the whole field of atomic energy was immediately 
essential. They proposed the formation of this body. In examining 
that source, the Agreed Declaration,2 it will be found that the fathers 
of the concept recognized the final means of world salvation—the 
abolition of war. Solemnly they wrote:

“We are aware that the only complete protection for the civilized 
world from the destructive use of scientific knowledge lies in the 
prevention of war. No system of safeguards that can be devised 
will of itself provide an effective guarantee against production of 
atomic weapons by a nation bent on aggression. Nor can we ignore 
the possibility of the development of other weapons, or of new methods 
of warfare, which may constitute as great a threat to civilization as 
the military use of atomic energy.”

Through the historical approach I have outlined, we find ourselves 
here to test if man can produce, through his will and faith, the miracle 
of peace, just as he has, through science and skill, the miracle of the 
atom.

The United States proposes the creation of an International Atomic 
Development Authority, to which should be entrusted all phases of 
the development and use of atomic energy, starting with the raw 
material and including—

1. Managerial control or ownership of all atomic-energy activities 
potentially dangerous to world security.

1 Ante, doc. 2.
2 Ante, doc. 1.



2. Power to control, inspect, and license all other atomic activities.
3. The duty of fostering the beneficial uses of atomic energy.
4. Research and development responsibilities of an affirmative 

character intended to put the Authority in the forefront of atomic 
knowledge and thus to enable it to comprehend, and therefor to 
detect, misuse of atomic energy. To be effective, the Authority must 
itself be the world’s leader in the field of atomic knowledge and de
velopment and thus supplement its legal authority with the great 
power inherent in possession of leadership in knowledge.

I offer this as a basis for beginning our discussion.
But I think the peoples we serve would not believe—and without 

faith nothing counts—that a treaty, merely outlawing possession 
or use of the atomic bomb, constitutes effective fulfilment of the 
instructions to this Commission. Previous failures have been re
corded in trying the method of simple renunciation, unsupported by 
effective guaranties of security and armament limitation. No one 
would have faith in that approach alone.

Now, if ever, is the time to act for the common good. Public 
opinion supports a world movement toward security. If I read the 
signs aright, the peoples want a program not composed merely of 
pious thoughts but of enforceable sanctions—an international law 
with teeth in it.

We of this nation, desirous of helping to bring peace to the world 
and realizing the heavy obligations upon us arising from our posses
sion of the means of producing the bomb and from the fact that it 
is part of our armament, are prepared to make our full contribution 
toward effective control of atomic energy.

When an adequate system for control of atomic energy, including 
the renunciation of the bomb as a weapon, has been agreed upon 
and put into effective operation and condign punishments set up 
for violations of the rules of control which are to be stigmatized as 
international crimes, we propose that—

1. Manufacture of atomic bombs shall stop ;
2. Existing bombs shall be disposed of pursuant to the terms of 

the treaty; and
3. The Authority shall be in possession of full information as to 

the know-how for the production of atomic energy.
Let me repeat, so as to avoid misunderstanding: My country is 

ready to make its full contribution toward the end we seek, subject 
of course to our constitutional processes and to an adequate system 
of control becoming fully effective, as we finally work it out.

Now as to violations: In the agreement, penalties of as serious a 
nature as the nations may wish and as immediate and certain in their 
execution as possible should be fixed for—

514543— 60—vol. 1------ 4
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1. Illegal possession or use of an atomic bomb;
2. Illegal possession, or separation, of atomic material suitable for 

use in an atomic bomb;
3. Seizure of any plant or other property belonging to or licensed 

by the Authority;
4. Wilful interference with the activities of the Authority;
5. Creation or operation of dangerous projects in a manner contrary 

to, or in the absence of, a license granted by the international control 
body.

It would be a deception, to which I am unwilling to lend myself, 
were I not to say to you and to our peoples that the matter of punish
ment lies at the very heart of our present security system. It might 
as well be admitted, here and now, that the subject goes straight to 
the veto power contained in the Charter of the United Nations so far 
as it relates to the field of atomic energy. The Charter permits penal
ization only by concurrence of each of the five great powers—the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom, China, 
France, and the United States.1

I want to make very plain that I am concerned here with the veto 
power only as it affects this particular problem. There must be no 
veto to protect those who violate their solemn agreements not to 
develop or use atomic energy for destructive purposes.

The bomb does not wait upon debate. To delay may be to die. 
The time between violation and preventive action or punishment 
would be all too short for extended discussion as to the course to be 
followed.

As matters now stand several years may be necessary for another 
country to produce a bomb, de novo. However, once the basic infor
mation is generally known, and the Authority has established pro
ducing plants for peaceful purposes in the several countries, an illegal 
seizure of such a plant might permit a malevolent nation to produce a 
bomb in 12 months, and if preceded by secret preparation and neces
sary facilities perhaps even in a much shorter time. The time re
quired—the advance warning given of the possible use of a bomb— 
can only be generally estimated but obviously will depend upon many 
factors, including the success with which the Authority has been able 
to introduce elements of safety in the design of its plants and the 
degree to which illegal and secret preparation for the military use of 
atomic energy will have been eliminated. Presumably no nation 
would think of starting a war with only one bomb.

This shows how imperative speed is in detecting and penalizing 
violations.

1 Art. 27 of the Charter.
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The process of prevention and penalization—a problem of profound 

statecraft—is, as I read it, implicit in the Moscow statement, signed 
by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United States, and the 
United Kingdom a few months ago.

But before a country is ready to relinquish any winning weapons 
it must have more than words to reassure it. It must have a guaran
tee of safety, not only against the offenders in the atomic area but 
against the illegal users of other weapons—bacteriological, biological, 
gas—perhaps—why not?—against war itself.

In the elimination of war lies our solution, for only then will na
tions cease to compete with one another in the production and use of 
dread “secret” weapons which are evaluated solely by their capacity 
to kill. This devilish program takes us back not merely to the Dark 
Ages but from cosmos to chaos. If we succeed in finding a suitable 
way to control atomic weapons, it is reasonable to hope that we may 
also preclude the use of other weapons adaptable to mass destruction. 
When a man learns to say “A” he can, if he chooses, learn the rest of 
the alphabet too.

Let this be anchored in our minds:
Peace is never long preserved by weight of metal or by an arma

ment race. Peace can be made tranquil and secure only by under
standing and agreement fortified by sanctions. We must embrace 
international cooperation or international disintegration.

Science has taught us how to put the atom to work. But to make 
it work for good instead of for evil lies in the domain dealing with the 
principles of human duty. We are now facing a problem more of 
ethics than of physics.

The solution will require apparent sacrifice in pride and in position, 
but better pain as the price of peace than death as the price of war.

I now submit the following measures as representing the funda
mental features of a plan which would give effect to certain of the 
conclusions which I have epitomized.

1. General. The Authority should set up a thorough plan for con
trol of the field of atomic energy, through various forms of ownership, 
dominion, licenses, operation, inspection, research, and management 
by competent personnel. After this is provided for, there should be 
as little interference as may be with the economic plans and the present 
private, corporate, and state relationships in the several countries 
involved.

2. Raw Materials. The Authority should have as one of its earliest 
purposes to obtain and maintain complete and accurate information 
on world supplies of uranium and thorium and to bring them under 
its dominion. The precise pattern of control for various types of 
deposits of such materials will have to depend upon the geological, 
mining, refining, and economic facts involved in different situations.
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The Authority should conduct continuous surveys so that it will 
have the most complete knowledge of the world geology of uranium 
and thorium. Only after all current information on world sources 
of uranium and thorium is known to us all can equitable plans be made 
for their production, refining, and distribution.

3. Primary Production Pla/nts. The Authority should exercise 
complete managerial control of the production of fissionable materials. 
This means that it should control and operate all plants producing 
fissionable materials in dangerous quantities and must own and control 
the product of these plants.

4. Atomic Explosives. The Authority should be given sole and 
exclusive right to conduct research in the field of atomic explosives. 
Research activities in the field of atomic explosives are essential in 
order that the Authority may keep in the forefront of knowledge in 
the field of atomic energy and fulfil the objective of preventing illicit 
manufacture of bombs. Only by maintaining its position as the best- 
informed agency will the Authority be able to determine the line 
between intrinsically dangerous and non-dangerous activities.

5. Strategic Distribution of Activities and Materials. The activi
ties entrusted exclusively to the Authority because they are intrinsi
cally dangerous to security should be distributed throughout the 
world. Similarly, stockpiles of raw materials and fissionable ma
terials should not be centralized.

6. N on-Domgerous Activities. A function of the Authority should 
be promotion of the peacetime benefits of atomic energy.

Atomic research (except in explosives), the use of research reac
tors, the production of radioactive traces by means of non-dangerous 
reactors, the use of such tracers, and to some extent the production 
of power should be open to nations and their citizens under reasonable 
licensing arrangements from the Authority. Denatured materials, 
whose use we know also requires suitable safeguards, should be fur
nished for such purposes by the Authority under lease or other 
arrangement. Denaturing seems to have been overestimated by the 
public as a safety measure.

7. Defmition of Dangerous and Non-Dangerous Activities. Al
though a reasonable dividing line can be drawn between dangerous 
and non-dangerous activities, it is not hard and fast. Provision 
should, therefore, be made to assure constant reexamination of the 
questions and to permit revision of the dividing line as changing 
conditions and new discoveries may require.

8. Operations of Dangerous Activities. Any plant dealing with 
uranium or thorium after it once reaches the potential of dangerous 
use must be not only subject to the most rigorous and competent in
spection by the Authority, but its actual operation shall be under the 
management, supervision, and control of the Authority.
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9. Inspection. By assigning intrinsically dangerous activities ex

clusively to the Authority, the difficulties of inspection are reduced* 
If the Authority is the only agency which may lawfully conduct 
dangerous activities, then visible operation by others than the Au
thority will constitute an unambiguous danger signal. Inspection 
will also occur in connection with the licensing functions of the 
Authority.

10. Freedom of Access. Adequate ingress and egress for all quali
fied representatives of the Authority must be assured. Many of the 
inspection activities of the Authority should grow out of, and be inci
dental to, its other functions. Important measures of inspection will 
be associated with the tight control of raw materials, for this is a key
stone of the plan. The continuing activities of prospecting, survey, 
and research in relation to raw materials will be designed not only to 
serve the affirmative development functions of the Authority but also 
to assure that no surreptitious operations are conducted in the raw- 
materials field by nations or their citizens.

11. Personnel. The personnel of the Authority should be recruited 
on a basis of proven competence but also so far as possible on an inter
national basis.

12. Progress by Stages. A primary step in the creation of the sys
tem of control is the setting forth, in comprehensive terms, of -the 
functions, responsibilities, powers, and limitations of the Authority. 
Once a charter for the Authority has been adopted, the Authority and 
the system of control for which it will be responsible will require 
time to become fully organized and effective. The plan of control 
will, therefore, have to come into effect in successive stages. These 
should be specifically fixed in the charter or means should be other
wise set forth in the charter for transitions from one stage to another, 
as contemplated in the resolution of the United Nations Assembly 
which created this Commission.

13. Disclosures. In the deliberations of the United Nations Com
mission on Atomic Energy, the United States is prepared to make 
available the information essential to a reasonable understanding of 
the proposals which it advocates. Further disclosures must be de
pendent, in the interests of all, upon the effective ratification of the 
treaty. When the Authority is actually created, the United States 
will join the other nations in making available the further informa
tion essential to that organization for the performance of its func
tions. As the successive stages of international control are reached, 
the United States will be prepared to yield, to the extent required by 
each stage, national control of activities in this field to the Authority.

14. International Control. There will be questions about the extent 
of control to be allowed to national bodies, when the Authority is 
established. Purely national authorities for control and development
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of atomic energy should to the extent necessary for the. effective opera
tion of the Authority be subordinate to it. This is neither an endorse
ment nor a disapproval of the creation of national authorities. The 
Commission should evolve a clear demarcation of the scope of duties 
and responsibilities of such national authorities.

And now I eUd. I have submitted an outline for present discussion. 
Our consideration will be broadened by the criticism of the United 
States proposals and by the plans of the other nations, which, it is to 
be hoped, will be submitted at their early convenience. I and my 
associates of the United States Delegation will make available to each 
member of this body books and pamphlets, including the Acheson- 
Lilienthal report, recently made by the United States Department of 
State, and the McMahon Committee Monograph ISTo. 1 entitled “Es
sential Information on Atomic Energy” relating to the McMahon bill 
recently passed by the United States Senate, which may prove of 
value in assessing the situation.

All of us are consecrated to making an end of gloom and hopeless
ness. It will not be an easy job. The way is long and thorny, but 
supremely worth traveling. All of us want to stand erect, with our 
faces to the sun, instead of being forced to burrow into the earth, 
like rats.

The pattern of salvation must be worked out by all for all.
The light at the end of the tunnel is dim, but our path seems to 

grow brighter as we actually begin our journey. We cannot yet light 
the way to the end. However, we hope the suggestions of my Gov
ernment will be illuminating.

Let us keep in mind the exhortation of Abraham Lincoln, whose 
words, uttered at a moment of shattering national peril, form a com
plete text for our deliberation. I quote, paraphrasing slightly:

“We cannot escape history. We of this meeting will be remem
bered in spite of ourselves. No personal significance or insignificance 
can spare one or another of us. The fiery trial through which we 
are passing will light us down in honor or dishonor to the latest 
generation.

“We say we are for Peace. The world will not forget that we say 
this. We know how to save Peace. The world knows that we do. 
We, even we here, hold the power and have the responsibility.

“We shall nobly save, or meanly lose, the last, best hope of earth. 
The way is plain, peaceful, generous, just—a way which, if followed, 
the world will forever applaud.” 1

My thanks for your attention.

1 Cf. President Lincoln’s message of Dec. 1, 1862 (James D. Richardson, comp., 
Messages and Papers of the Presidents, 1789-1897, vol. VIII, p. 3343).
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5. Address by the Soviet Representative (Gromyko) to the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, June 

19, 19461
The Atomic Energy Commission created in accordance with the 

resolution of the Moscow Conference of the Foreign Ministers of the 
Three Powers2 and with the resolution of the first session of the 
General Assembly,3 must proceed to the practical realization of the 
tasks set before it. The significance of these tasks and, consequently, 
of the activities of the Commission, is determined by the importance 
of the very discovery of methods of using atomic energy, which led 
to the creation of this Commission. Scientific efforts have produced 
a result, the significance of which is hard to appraise. That which 
is already known regarding the significance of this discovery and 
which, undoubtedly, is merely the preliminary to still greater con
quests of science in this field in the future, emphasizes how important 
are the tasks and activities of the Commission.

As the result of the definite course of events during the last few 
years the circumstances were combined in such a way that one of the 
greatest discoveries of mankind found its first material application in 
the form of a particular weapon—the atomic bomb. However, al
though up to the present time this use of atomic energy is the only 
known form of its practical application, it is the general opinion that 
humanity stands at the threshold of a wide application of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes for the benefit of the peoples, for pro
moting their welfare and raising their standard of living and for 
the development of science and culture.

There are thus two possible ways in which this discovery can be 
used. One way is to use it for the purpose of producing the means 
of mass destruction. The other way is to use it for the benefit of 
mankind.

The paradox of the situation lies in the fact that it is the first way 
that has been more studied and more effectively mastered in practice. 
The second way has been less studied and effectively mastered in 
practice. However, this circumstance not only does not diminish the 
importance of the tasks that lie before the Atomic Commission but, 
on the contrary, emphasizes to an even greater degree the significance 
of these tasks for all that concerns the strengthening of peace be
tween the nations.

1 International Control of Atomic Energy: Growth of a Policy (Department of
State publication 2702; 1946), pp. 209-216. Address delivered at the second 
meeting of the Commission. Text appears also in U.N. doc. AEC/8, June 24, 
1946.

3 Ante, doc. 2.
* Ante, doc. 3.
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There can be no active and effective system of peace if the discovery 
of the means of using atomic energy is not placed in the service of 
humanity and is not applied to peaceful purposes only. The use of 
this discovery only for the purpose of promoting the welfare of the 
peoples and widening their scientific and cultural horizons will help 
to strengthen confidence between the countries and friendly relations 
between them.

On the other hand, to continue the use of this discovery for the 
production of weapons of mass destruction is likely to intensify mis
trust between States and to keep the peoples of the world in a con
tinual anxiety and uncertainty. Such a position is contrary to the 
aspirations of the peace-loving peoples, who long for the establish
ment of enduring peace and are making every effort in order that 
these aspirations may be transformed into reality.

As one of the primary measures for the fulfilment of the resolution 
of the General Assembly of 24 January 1946, the Soviet delegation 
proposes that consideration be given to the question of concluding an 
international convention prohibiting the production and employment 
of weapons based on the use of atomic energy for the purpose of mass 
destruction. The object of such a convention should be the prohibi
tion of the production and employment of atomic weapons, the de
struction of existing stocks of atomic weapons and the condemnation 
of all activities undertaken in violation of this convention. The 
elaboration and conclusion of a convention of this kind would be, in 
the opinion of the Soviet delegation, only one of the primary measures 
to be taken to prevent the use of atomic energy to the detriment of 
mankind. This act should be followed by other measures aiming 
at the establishment of methods to ensure the strict observance of 
the terms and obligations contained in the above-mentioned conven
tion, the establishment of a system of control over the observance 
of the convention and the taking of decisions regarding the sanctions 
to be applied against the unlawful use of atomic energy. The public 
opinion of the whole civilized world has already rightly condemned 
the use in warfare of asphyxiating, poisonous and other similar gases, 
as well as all similar liquids and substances, and likewise bacteriolog
ical means, by concluding corresponding agreements for the prohi
bition of their use.1

In view of this, the necessity of concluding a convention prohibit
ing the production and employment of atomic weapons is even more 
obvious. Such a convention would correspond in an even greater 
degree to the aspirations of the peoples of the whole world.

1See Geneva Protocol of June 17, 1925 (League of Nations Treaty Series 
[hereafter cited as LNTS], vol. 94, p. 65; Senate Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, Subcommittee on Disarmament, Disarmament and Security: A Collection 
of Documents, 1919-55 (Committee print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170).
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The conclusion of such a convention and the elaboration of a system 
of measures providing for the strict fulfilment of its terms, the estab
lishment of control over the observance of the obligations imposed by 
the convention, and the establishment of sanctions to be applied 
against violators of the convention will, in the opinion of the Soviet 
delegation, be a serious step forward on the way towards the fulfil
ment of the tasiks that lie before the Atomic Energy Commission, and 
fully corresponds to the aspirations and conscience of the whole of 
progressive humanity.

The necessity for the States to assume the obligation not to produce 
or employ atomic weapons is also dictated by the fact that the char
acter of this weapon is such that its employment brings untold misery 
above all to the peaceful population. The results of its employment 
are incompatible with the generally accepted standards and ideas 
riveted in the consciousness of humanity in the course of many cen
turies to the effect that the rules of warfare must not, allow the exter
mination of innocent civilian populations.

The situation existing at the present time, which has been brought 
about by the discovery of the means of applying atomic energy and 
using them for the production of atomic weapons, precludes the pos
sibility of normal scientific co-operation between the States of the 
world. At the very basis of the present situation, which is character
ized by the absence of any limitation in regard to the production and 
employment of atomic weapons, there are reasons which can only 
increase the suspicion of some countries in regard to others and give 
rise to political instability. I t is clear that the continuation of such 
a situation is likely to bring only negative results in regard to peace.

Moreover, the continuation of the present situation means that the 
latest scientific attainments in this field will not be a basis for joint 
scientific efforts among the countries for the object of discovering 
ways of using atomic energy for peaceful purposes. Hence there fol
lows only one correct conclusion, namely, the necessity of an exchange 
of scientific information between countries and the necessity of joint 
scientific efforts directed toward a broadening of the possibilities of 
the use of atomic energy only in the interests of promoting the mate
rial welfare of the peoples and developing science and culture. The 
success of the work of the Commission will be determined in a large 
measure by the extent to which it succeeds in solving this important 
task.

The proposal for a wide exchange of scientific information is timely 
because such a scientific discovery, as the discovery of methods of 
using atomic energy, cannot remain for an indefinite time the prop
erty of only one country or small group of countries. I t  is bound to 
become the property of a number of countries. This confirms the 
necessity of a wide exchange of scientific information on the problem
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in question, and the necessity of drawing up corresponding measures 
in this field, including measures of organization.

I  have stated the general considerations regarding the tasks and the 
character of the activities of the Atomic Energy Commission. In 
order to develop these general statements, on the instructions of my 
Government, I  will place before the Commission for consideration 
two concrete proposals which, in the opinion of the Soviet Govern
ment, may constitute a basis for the adoption by the Commission of 
recommendations to the Security Council and play an important role 
in the strengthening of peace. These proposals are as follows:

(1) concerning the conclusion of an international convention pro
hibiting the production and employment of weapons based 
on the use of atomic energy for the purpose of mass 
destruction.

(2) concerning the organization of the work of the Atomic Energy
Commission.

I will read the text of the first proposal.

Draft International Convention to Prohibit the Production and
Employment of Weapons Based on the Use of Atomic Energy
for the Purpose of Mass Destruction

[Here follows a list of signatory states.]

Being profoundly aware of the vast significance of the great scien
tific discoveries connected with the splitting of the atom and the 
obtaining and use of atomic energy for the purpose of promoting the 
welfare and raising the standard of living of the peoples of the world, 
as well as for the development of culture and science for the benefit 
of mankind;

animated by the desire to promote in every way the fullest possible 
utilization by all peoples of scientific discoveries in the sphere of 
atomic energy for the purpose of improving the conditions of life 
of the peoples of the world and promoting their welfare and the 
further progress of human culture;

fully realizing that the great scientific discoveries in the sphere of 
atomic energy carry with them a great danger, above all, for peaceful 
towns and the civilian population in the event of these discoveries 
being used in the form of atomic weapons for the purpose of mass 
destruction;

recognizing the great significance of the fact that international 
agreements have already prohibited the use in warfare of asphyxiat
ing, poisonous and other similar gases, as well as all similar liquids, 
substances and processes, and likewise bacteriological means, rightly
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'Condemned by the public opinion of the civilized world, and consider
ing that the international prohibition of the use of atomic weapons for 
the mass destruction of human beings corresponds in still greater 
measure to the aspirations and the conscience of the peoples of the 
"whole world;

being firmly resolved to avert the danger of these scientific discov
eries being used to the detriment and against the interests of mankind;

resolved to conclude a convention to prohibit the production and 
the employment of weapons based on the use of atomic energy, and 
for this purpose appointed as their plenipotentiaries • • • [here follows 
the list of plenipotentiaries], who, after presenting their credentials 
found to be in good and due form, agreed as follows:

Article 1. The high contracting parties solemnly declare that they 
are unanimously resolved to prohibit the production and employment 
of weapons based on the use of atomic energy, and for this purpose 
assume the following obligations:

(a) not to use atomic weapons in any circumstances whatsoever;
(J) to prohibit the production and storing of weapons based on 

the use of atomic energy;
(c) to destroy, within a period of three months from the day of the 

entry into force of the present convention, all stocks of 
atomic energy weapons whether in a finished or unfinished 
condition.

Article 2. The high contracting parties declare that any violation 
of article 1 of the present convention is a most serious international 
crime against humanity.

Article 3. The high contracting parties shall, within a period of 
six months from the day of the entry into force of the present con
vention, pass legislation providing severe penalties for violators of the 
statutes of the present convention.

Article 4. The present convention shall be of indefinite duration.
Article S. The present convention shall be open for the adhesion 

of any State whether a Member or non-member of the United Nations.
Article 6. The present convention shall come into force after its 

approval by the Security Council and after the ratification and deliv
ery of ratification documents to the Secretary-General for safekeep
ing by one half of the signatory States, including all the Member 
States of the United Nations named in Article 23 of the Charter of 
the Organization.1

Article 7. After the entry into force of the present convention it 
shall be binding on all States whether Members or non-members of 
the United Nations.

1 The permanent members of the Security Council.
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Article S. The present convention, of which the Russian, Chinese, 
French, English and Spanish texts shall be authentic, is drawn up in 
one copy and shall be kept in the archives of the. Secretary-General 
of the United Nations. The Secretary-General shall communicate 
certified copies to all the parties to the convention.

I  will read the text of the second proposal.

Concerning the organization of the work of the Atomic Energy
Commission

In accordance with the resolution of the General Assembly of 24 
January 1946 regarding the establishment of a commission to deal 
with problems raised by the discovery of atomic energy and other 
related matters, and in particular with article 5 of the said resolution 
relating to the terms of reference of the Commission, the Soviet dele
gation deems it necessary to propose the following plan of organiza
tion of the work of the Commission for the initial stage of its activity.

I. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEES OF THE COMMISSION

In pursuance of the aim indicated in the resolution of 'the General 
Assembly “to proceed with the utmost despatch and inquire into all 
phases of the problems,” it appears to be necessary to set up two com
mittees which as auxiliary organs of the Commission would ensure a 
thorough examination of the problem of atomic energy and the elabo
ration of recommendations, which the Commission must make in ful
filment of the resolution of the General Assembly and other organs of 
the United Nations.

I t is proposed that the following committees should be set up:

Committee for the exchange of scientific information
This committee shall be set up for the purpose of carrying out the 

aims indicated in point (a) of item 5 of the resolution of the General 
Assembly of 24 January 1946.

The tasks of the committee shall include the elaboration of recom
mendations concerning practical measures for organizing the ex
change of information:

(1) concerning the contents of scientific discoveries connected with
the splitting of the atomic nucleus and other discoveries con
nected with obtaining and using atomic energy;

(2) concerning the technology and the organization of technological
processes for obtaining and using atomic energy;

(3) concerning the organization and methods of industrial produc
tion of atomic energy and the use of this energy;

(4) concerning the forms, sources and locations of the raw materials
necessary for obtaining atomic energy.
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Committee for the prevention of the use of atomic energy to the
detriment of mankind

This committee shall be set up to carry out the aims set forth in 
points (&), (<?) and (d) of item 5 of the resolution of the General 
Assembly.

The task of the committee shall be to elaborate recommendations :
(1) concerning the drafting of an international convention for out

lawing weapons based on the use of atomic energy and pro
hibiting the production and use of such weapons and all 
other similar kinds of weapons capable of being used for mass 
destruction;

(2) concerning the quest for and establishment of measures to pro
hibit the production of weapons based on the use of atomic 
energy and to prevent the use of atomic weapons and all other 
main kinds of weapons capable of being used for mass 
destruction;

(3) concerning the measures, systems and organization of control
over the use of atomic energy and over the observance of the 
terms of the above-mentioned international convention for the 
outlawing of atomic weapons;

(4) concerning the elaboration of a system of sanctions to be applied
against the unlawful use of atomic energy.

H . COMPOSITION' OP THE COMMITTEES

Each committee shall be composed of one representative of each 
State represented in the Commission. Each representative may have 
assistants.

m .  RULES OP PROCEDURE OP THE COMMITTEES

The rules of procedure of the committees shall be drawn up by the 
Commission.

The proposal for the conclusion of a convention and the proposal for 
the organization of the work of the Commission are both capable of 
being put into practice at the present time.

The convention would be a definite and important step towards the 
creation of an effective system of control over atomic energy. This 
measure would have an immense moral and political significance and 
would contribute to the strengthening of political stability in the world 
and of friendly relations between the peoples.

The creation of the two committees that I  have proposed, with the 
terms of reference laid down in the proposal, will mean the adoption of 
a concrete plan of work of the Commission for the initial stage of its 
activities, and at the same time, the adoption of the necessary organiza
tional forms for carrying out its work which will facilitate the speedy 
preparation by the Commission of proposals concerning the wide
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exchange of scientific inf ormation, as well as concerning matters relat
ing to the prevention of the use of atomic energy to the detriment of 
mankind.

The activity of the Atomic Energy Commission can bring about the 
desired results only when it is in full conformity with the principles of 
the Charter of the United Nations which are laid down as the basis of 
the activity of the Security Council, because the Commission is an 
organ of this Organization, working under the instructions of the 
Security Council and responsible to the same.

Attempts to undermine the principles, as established by the Charter, 
of the activity of the Security Council, including unanimity of the 
members of the Security Council in deciding questions of substance % 
are incompatible with the interests of the United Nations, who created 
the international organization for the preservation of peace and secu
rity. Such attempts must be rejected.

I  deemed it necessary to make this statement in order that, from the 
very beginning of the work of our Commission, I  might make clear the 
position of the Soviet Government regarding the question of the char
acter and basis of the work of the Commission, regarding the question 
of the recommendations to be prepared by it, and regarding the meas
ures of control over atomic energy to be submitted to the Security 
Council.

In conclusion I  wish to say that in my present statement I  set myself 
the task of emphasizing the extreme importance of the proposal for the 
conclusion of the above-mentioned convention prohibiting the produc
tion and employment of atomic weapons.

The conclusion of such a convention would constitute an important 
practical step towards the fulfilment of the tasks that lie before the 
Commission.

1 The rule of unanimity appears in art. 27 of the Charter.
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6. United States Memoranda on the Proposed Atomic De
velopment Authority, Submitted to Subcommittee I of 
the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission1

(A) Memorandum No. 1, July 2,1946

After giving careful consideration to the views expressed by the 
Chairman of our Sub-Committee at its first meeting yesterday2 and 
to the comments of the other members of this Sub-Committee, the 
United States delegation has concluded that the recommendations of 
the Chairman of our Sub-Committee offer a sound and expeditious 
approach to the solution of our problems. Accordingly, the United 
States delegation concurs in and endorses them.

In furtherance thereof, we submit this memorandum in the hope 
that it may aid the Sub-Committee in conducting its deliberations and 
reaching its conclusions. The memorandum is an attempt to outline 
in logical sequence a number of the more important points upon which 
the Commission itself will undoubtedly desire the views of this Sub- 
Committee. I t does not purport to be complete. There will certainly 
be many additional points requiring this Sub-Committee’s considera
tion.

A. The control and development of atomic energy must be interna
tional and should be entrusted to an agency which for present purposes 
is called the atomic development authority.

B. The authority would be created by a treaty, which should include 
a form of charter for the authority and some very important additional 
provisions.

C. The preamble of the treaty should express the following prin
ciples :

(1) The preservation of international peace and security in ac
cordance with the purposes and principles stated in the Preamble
and Chapter I  of the Charter of the United Nations;

1 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Sup
plement, Report to the Security Council (1946), pp. 92-102, lOfr-111. The texts 
appear also, along with other items, in docs. AEC/C.l/(WC)/2, J*uly 17, and 
AEC/C.l/ (WC) /2/Corr. 1, Sept. 9,1946.

2 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Supple
ment, Report to the Security Council (1946), pp. 91-92. The United Nations 
Atomic Energy Commission, at its third meeting (June 25, 1946), had created 
a Working Committee composed of 1 representative each of the 12 members. 
The Working Committee had set up (June 28) Subcommittee I, consisting of 
representatives of France, Mexico, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, the 
United States, and Australia. The Australian representative (Dr. H. Y. Evatt) 
served as chairman. Ibid., pp. 3-4.
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(2) The safeguarding of all peoples against the use of atomic 
weapons;

(3) .The development and wide distribution of atomic energy and 
its by-products for purposes of raising the welfare and standard of 
life of the peoples of the world and of contributing to their science 
and culture;

(4) The realization of these ends through international co-opera
tion, through an international agency for the development and con
trol of atomic energy and through a system of international 
enforcement.
D. The treaty should contain provisions:

(1) Defining the relations between the authority and the Security 
Council, the General Assembly, the International Court of Justice,* 
and the other organs of the United Nations;

(2) Defining the mutual rights and obligations of the several 
signatory States and the authority, including the relations between 
the authority and any atomic energy control agencies of the signa
tory States;

(3) Governing the sequence and timing of the steps in the tran
sition from the present conditions to the conditions which will pre
vail once the authority is in effective control of atomic energy;

(4) Specifying the time when and the conditions under which 
the national and private possession, manufacture, and use of atomic 
weapons shall be outlawed;

(5) Defining the violations which shall constitute international 
crimes, and specifying the sanctions to be employed for such vio
lations ;

(6) Relating to signature, ratification, entry into force and 
amendment of the treaty; and

(7) Concerning any necessary amendment of the charter of the 
United Nations.
E. The charter of the atomic development authority should state 

the following purposes of the authority:
(1) To prevent the possession, manufacture or use of atomic 

weapons for mass destruction;
(2) To foster the beneficial, non-dangerous uses of atomic 

energy;
(3) To have managerial control or ownership of all atomic 

energy activities potentially dangerous to world security;
(4) To control, inspect, and licence all other atomic energy 

activities;
(5) To engage in atomic energy research and development; and
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(6) To assure that the benefits derived from such research and 
development shall be available to the peoples of all the signatory 
States so long as each State and its people support the authority 
and observe their obligations under the treaty and charter.
F. The charter should contain specific provisions governing topics 

under the following principal headings:
1. Fimctions and powers of the atomic development authority
Subject to application in the manner to be designed by the charter, 

the authority should be granted the following powers:
(a) To obtain and maintain complete and exclusive control 

or ownership of all uranium, thorium, and other material which 
may be a source of atomic energy wherever present in potentially 
dangerous quantities, whether in raw material, by-product, 
processed, or other form;

(b) To conduct continuous investigations and surveys of 
sources of atomic energy throughout the world, in aid of the 
proper exercise of the foregoing and the authority’s other func
tions and powers;

(c) To acquire, construct, own and exclusively operate all 
facilities for the production of U-235, plutonium and such other 
fissionable materials as may be specified by the authority, and 
to maintain supplies of fissionable materials adequate to fulfil 
the purposes of the authority;

(d) To define and determine, in the manner set forth in the 
charter, any other facilities or activities in the field of atomic 
energy which would be dangerous unless controlled by the au
thority, and to supervise and have complete managerial control 
of all such activities and facilities;

(e) To have unhindered access to, and power to control, license 
and inspect all other facilities which possess, utilize or produce 
materials which are a source of atomic energy, and all other 
activities which utilize or produce, or are capable of utilizing or 
producing atomic energy;

(/) To have the exclusive right of research in the field of 
atomic explosives;

(g) To foster and promote the non-dangerous use and wide 
distribution of atomic energy for beneficial purposes under 
licences or other suitable arrangements established by the author
ity; and

(h) Subject to the provisions of the treaty and charter, to have 
power to take other necessary action and to issue rules and 
regulations.

514543— 60— vol. 1------ 5
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2. Composition, organization and location of the atomic develop
ment authority

(a) All signatory States to be members of the authority.
(b) Conditions upon which States not members of the United 

Nations may become parties to the treaty.
(c) The authority to be organized to function continuously.
(d) Governing board.

(1) Composition and qualifications.
(2) Method of nomination and selection.
(3) Terms of office.
(4) Voting procedure.
(5) Powers and duties.
(6) Compensation.

(e) Executive management.
(1) Number and titles of executive officers.
(2) Qualifications and method of selection.
(3) Terms of office.
(4) Powers and duties.
(5) Compensation.

(/) Staff and consultants.
(g) Subordinate boards, divisions, and other units.
(h) Location of the authority.

G. Provisions for enforcement should be included in the treaty:
(1) Definitions of conduct constituting violations.
(2) Consequences of such violations, including the procedures to 

be followed in detecting, establishing, remedying or punishing such 
violations:

(a) Administrative action by the authority.
(i) Special investigations.
(ii) Revocation or denial of licences.
(iii) Other action.
(b) Resort to judicial processes and procedures.
(c) Reference of serious violations to the Security Council of 

the United Nations.
H. The following additional topics should be provided for in the 

treaty:
1. Legal capacity and privileges and immunities of the authority 

in the territory of each signatory State.
2. Privileges and immunities of officials of the authority.
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3. Accountability of the authority and its officials, and the scope 
of and procedure for review of their actions.

4. Method of financing the authority.
5. Procedure for determination of the prices and quotas which 

the authority should employ in the sale or lease of atomic energy 
materials or by-products.

6. Procedure for determination of the compensation to be made 
by the authority in acquiring atomic energy supplies and facilities.

7. Measures to ensure adequate protection and strategic location 
of the premises and property of the authority.

8. Definitions of terms used in the treaty and charter.1

(B) Memorandum No. 2, July 5,1946

A fundamental element of the United States plan for control of 
atomic energy is an international atomic development authority with 
the dual functions o f:

(a) Preventing the use of atomic energy for destructive purposes;
(&) Promoting the peaceful applications of atomic energy and 

its by-products for the material benefit of the peoples of the world 
and as a contribution to their science and culture.
A few very basic facts afford the opportunity, and determine the 

pattern, for control of atomic energy. One is that the nuclear chain 
reaction, essential to the release of atomic energy in any form, requires 
the presence of uranium alone, or in combination with thorium, to 
produce fissionable material. Available knowledge indicates that this 
requirement is likely to prevail for a considerable time. Another im
portant fact is that all the initial processes in the production of these 
fissionable materials and certain subsequent ones are identical whether 
their intended use or purpose is beneficent or dangerous.

The conclusion to be drawn from! these facts is that the core of any 
system for control of atomic energy is effective dominion over all 
uranium and thorium and their fissionable derivatives.

The degree of effectiveness of such controls over these fissionable 
materials is the measure of the success of our undertaking. To be 
fully effective, such controls must attach firmly to all uranium and 
thorium from the moment they are produced and must remain in 
effect so long as they exist in a state or quantity susceptible of danger

1Note on order In which topics should be considered: Consideration of the 
charter first would afford an understanding of the functions to be performed by 
the authority and would facUitate agreement upon the other provisions of the 
treaty. [ Footnote in original. ]
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ous use. Any uranium or thorium in unauthorized hands is a threat 
to the entire system of control and thus to the maintenance of peace.

Since the exploitation of atomic energy for peaceful purposes neces
sitates operations which are, in the initial stages, identical with those 
needed to make atomic energy available for destructive purposes, both 
of these functions, (a) and (b) above, should be assigned to the same 
agency. Furthermore, an international agency with responsibilities 
for fostering the beneficial uses of atomic energy as well as respon
sibilities for preventing its misuse, will be more effective, constructive, 
and workable than if it has merely duties of inspection and policing. 
The activities of such an agency might even result in establishing 
beneficial patterns of international co-operation of a new and hopeful 
kind.

In discussing the powers and functions of the authority, it is helpful 
to distinguish between operations which are “safe” and those which 
are “dangerous” from the point of view of misapplication of facilities 
for the accomplishment of destructive ends.

The functions and powers of the authority will be exercised in a 
variety of ways and by various means. I t  is impossible at this time 
to catalogue completely the exact forms of control which the authority 
will need to employ. In general, they fall into the categories of owner
ship, managerial control, supervision, leasing, licensing, and inspec
tion. The authority should, of course, be given wide power and 
discretion as to the particular means or combinations thereof which 
it deems best adapted to the accomplishment of its functions.

Section F of the memorandum submitted to Sub-Committee 1 by 
the United States delegation on 2 July 1946 sets forth a partial list 
of functions and powers of the control agency.

The following, arranged in the order of presentation contained in 
the said memorandum, is submitted in response to the request of our 
Chairman, by way of explanation and amplification of the operation 
of these controls:
(a) To obtain and maintain complete and exclusive control or owner

ship of all uranium, thorium, and other material which may be 
a source of atomic energy wherever present in potentially dan
gerous quantities whether in raw material, by-product, processed, 
or other form.

Initial control, at the source, of the basic materials on which atomic 
energy depends provides the fundamental basis for protection and 
facilitates control over all subsequent processing of these materials. 
Complete control of such basic materials is essential to the successful 
functioning of the authority. Uranium is, so far as we now know, 
the only substance occurring in nature in significant quantities which
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can maintain a chain reaction. However, thorium, in combination 
with uranium or its derivative plutonium, may well be useful in manu
facturing chain-reacting fissionable material. Therefore we propose 
that the authority be empowered to exercise such measures of control 
over the mining and processing of both uranium and thorium as to 
assure its ownership of all stocks of both of those materials.

In so far as exercising actual control over natural deposits of 
uranium and thorium ores is concerned, the precise pattern of control 
suitable for various types of deposits of such materials, will have to 
depend on the geological, mining, refining, and economic facts involved 
in different situations.

The authority, in short, must have such control of mining and con
centrating operations as will assure its complete and absolute owner
ship of all uranium and thorium actually produced. There must be 
no possibility of diversion from the moment the ore is removed from 
the ground, and the authority must set up such actual measures of 
control as will assure this result.

(b) To conduct continuous investigations and surveys of sources of 
atomic energy throughout the world, in aid of the proper exercise 
of the foregoing and the authority's other functions and powers.

The authority should have as one of its earliest purposes to obtain 
and maintain complete and accurate information on world supplies of 
uranium and thorium. Such information as is now available is ad
mittedly inadequate. I t must be made complete and accurate, and so 
maintained. Furthermore, the authority should be empowered to 
search out new deposits and to expand its knowledge of world sup
plies of such materials through such surveying and prospecting activi
ties as it may deem necessary. As a result of its own efforts and from 
information furnished to it by others, the authority should keep 
currently informed on the discovery of new deposits.

(c) To acquire, construct, own, and exclusively operate all facilities 
for the production of U-235, plutonium, and such other fissionable 
materials as may be specified by the authority, and to maintam 
supplies of fissionable materials adequate to fulfil the purposes of 
the authority.

A primary purpose of the authority is to prevent illicit use of fis
sionable materials. I t can do this most certainly, most easily, and with 
least interference with political considerations and industrial opera
tions, if it is the sole manufacturer and owner of such materials. 
Therefore, it should own and operate all primary production facilities 
for the manufacture of U-235, plutonium, and such other materials as 
the authority may determine. As an exception to the foregoing, the
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authority may licence others to operate facilities which are capable of 
producing only small quantities of fissionable material, and which in 
the judgment of the authority do not permit the accumulation of 
dangerous stockpiles of atomic explosives.

The authority will thus have control of the locations of primary 
production plants and of any stockpiles of materials. The geographi
cal distribution of such plants and stockpiles should be determined in 
accordance with principles to be specified in the charter.

With the authority having the sole right to manufacture fissionable 
materials, any attempt by others to carry on such operations, or to seize 
the authority’s facilities, whatever the announced intent, would of itself 
constitute a grave violation.

Title to all fissionable materials and final control over their use 
should remain at all times with the authority.

The authority should be empowered to use fissionable materials for 
peaceful purposes, and to lease such materials for use by others under 
conditions which it deems safe, and subject to such controls as it deems 
necessary.
(d) To define and determime, in the manner set forth in the charter, 

any other facilities or acti/vities in the field of atomic energy 
which would be dangerous unless controlled by the authority, and 
to supervise and home complete managerial control of all such 
activities and facilities.

The development of atomic energy for peaceful purposes follows in 
much of its course a path parallel with the development of atomic 
weapons. Therefore, it is essential that the authority have complete 
control of all operations which might facilitate atomic weapon produc
tion. This requires that the authority also have the power to deter
mine, and adjust from time to time, in accordance with increased 
knowledge, the dividing line between ‘‘safe” and “dangerous” activities 
as new conditions demand. I t is important to emphasize the compli
cated and varying considerations involved in determining this dividing 
line.

Control of “dangerous” activities should be carried out to the great
est extent possible through direct operation by the authority. An or
ganization which is actively carrying out an operation is in a much 
better position to prevent diversion of material than one which merely 
exercises inspection and policing functions. Furthermore, while the 
authority must have full power to conduct such inspection and policing 
activities as are necessary, the fact that it alone carries on the critical 
operations will reduce inspection to manageable scope, and render 
control of atomic energy less burdensome and irritating to nations and 
their citizens.
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(e) To have unhindered access to, and power to control, licence, and 
inspect all other facilities 'which possess, utilize or produce ma
terials which are a source of atomic energy, and all other activities 
which utilize or produce, or are capable of utilizing or producing 
atomic energy.

As covered under paragraph (c) above, the authority may lease 
fissionable material exclusively for peaceful purposes under proper 
safeguards. In all such instances, the authority should have un
hindered access to these installations, and such control and opportunity 
for inspection as it deems necessary to prevent misuse.

The authority may permit others to operate, under such licence and 
control as it deems suitable, research, experimental, or other installa
tions which would produce non-dangerous amounts of fissionable ma
terials, provided, however, that the authority cannot under any 
circumstances licence others to conduct research on the utilization of 
atomic energy for explosives.
(f) To have the exclusive right of research in the field of atomic 

explosives.
The authority should have the sole right to conduct research on 

atomic explosives. Such research is necessary in order to keep the au
thority in the forefront of knowledge in this field. This exclusive 
right of research does not carry with it the right to stock atomic 
weapons. This is a separate matter to be dealt with in the treaty.

The above provisions assume that the treaty will include agreements 
forbidding any nation, its agents, instrumentalities, and citizens from 
engaging in research in the field of atomic explosives.
(g) To foster and promote the non-dkmgerous use and wide distribu

tion of atomic energy for beneficial purposes wider licences or 
other suitable arrangements established by the authority.

While it is a prime purpose of the authority to prevent national 
development or use of atomic armament, it is of importance that it 
foster and promote to the maximum degree scientific research, engi
neering development, and peaceful utilization of atomic energy for 
the good of mankind.
To this end, the authority, should: (1) conduct scientific research 

in this field with its own facilities, and should not only permit, but en
courage and actively assist others to carry on such work, under such 
conditions as it deems appropriate, (2) encourage and assist others to 
conduct non-dangerous developments, directed towards the useful ap
plications of atomic energy, and the advancement of science, and should 
carry on enough of such work with its own facilities so that it may be 
fully informed, and may assist others at critical points, (3) promote 
the actual beneficial utilization of atomic energy.
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It is obviously impossible to foresee at this time what all such uses 
may be. One of those which has been discussed is the generation of 
power. In the operation of nuclear reactors for the production of 
plutonium, heat is produced in considerable quantities. The large 
reactors now in existence are not designed to operate at high enough 
temperatures to produce heat energy usable as a source of power. 
However, it seems possible that reactors for production of fissionable 
material might be so designed that they would produce usable power 
as a by-product. Since the authority will own and operate all reactors 
producing “dangerous” amounts of fissionable material, it follows that 
the authority may itself become a producer of power. Power so pro
duced could be turned over or sold to existing or future power systems 
for final distribution. This is a very complex problem. I t would 
have to be done in accordance with principles contained in the charter 
and in conjunction with the geographical distribution of plants re
ferred to in paragraph (e) above.

The authority may also be empowered to lease to others dilute or so- 
called “denatured” fissionable material in sufficient quantities to permit 
them to operate atomic power plants without hazard to peace. In such 
cases, the authority would have to exercise control over the design of the 
atomic energy-producing part of the power plants, to prevent the 
possibility of conversion to “dangerous” use, to facilitate inspection, 
and to ensure safety to personnel. The authority should also be pre
pared to render engineering assistance to achieve maximum efficiency 
of power units. Their design, construction and operation should at all 
times be under authority inspection. Such power plants must operate 
under licence from the authority and must use only active material 
owned by the authority, and leased to them for this limited and specific 
purpose.

One of the most immediately useful applications of atomic energy 
is the production and utilization of radioactive isotopes. These also 
are produced in nuclear reactors, either as a main or a by-product. 
Reactors for the production of isotopes which are designed as “safe” 
units—that is, units which in the judgement of the authority do not 
produce or use a dangerous amount or quality of fissionable material— 
may be constructed and operated by others than the authority under 
conditions similar to those described above for “safe” power plants.

In the interest of preventing an unnecessary centralization of opera
tions in the hands of the authority, it seems desirable that the authority 
should leave to others the field of non-dangerous isotope production to 
the maximum extent consistent with safety. The uses of isotopes, 
obtained either by irradiation in reactors, or from the fission products 
of the same, may be among the most beneficial results of the develop
ment of atomic energy. Some such applications are already under 
way and well known.
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Other important benefits of the release of atomic energy will be in 
directions as yet unpredictable. For this reason, among others, the 
charter of the authority should give it enough flexibility and discretion 
so that it may adjust quickly to new conditions as they arise.
(h) Subject to the 'provisions of the treaty and charter, to have power

to take other necessary action and to issue rules and regulations.
In order that the authority may properly carry out its functions, it 

should possess the following rights and privileges:
(1) The unhindered use of established postal, telephone, radio 

communication and telegraph facilities;
(2) The right to operate its own system of radio communication 

exclusively for its own business;
(3) The unhindered movement of its personnel in and between 

installations and to any other points, across and within national 
boundaries in connexion with the proper discharge of their func
tions ; and

(4) The use of transportation facilities in and between the 
various nations for the unhindered movement of its personnel, 
supplies and equipment.
Adequate performance of its functions by the authority requires 

that national authorities for control and development of atomic energy 
should be subordinate to the authority to the extent necessary for its 
effective operation. However, in carrying out the functions of the 
authority, there should be as little interference as possible with the 
economic plans and the private, corporate, and state relationships in 
the several countries involved.

Obviously, the controls outlined in this memorandum cannot spring 
into existence full grown and complete upon the legal establishment 
of the authority. The process of putting them into effect will neces
sarily extend over a considerable period of time. I t will have to be 
done by stages provided in the treaty or charter and according to 
prearranged schedules based on sound and logical sequence leading to 
full and effective establishment of all controls.

The exercise by the authority of the controls referred to above will 
call for a wide variety of administrative decisions based upon fair, 
sound and responsible judgements. In suggesting the conferring of 
these powers upon the authority, it is not intended that their exercise 
by the authority should be absolute, unlimited and free from review. 
Obviously, as to certain specific fields and functions to be defined in 
the treaty, the authority’s decisions would be final. In others they 
would not. It is our intention in dealing with the relation of the 
authority to other elements of the United Nations to treat this phase 
of the subject more fully, and also to present proposals for enforce
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ment of the provisions of the treaty and charter as well as for sanc
tions for violations.

As a function of its control operations, the authority should make 
provision for the rendering of frequent and detailed reports to the ap
propriate organs of the United Nations and to the constituent na
tions, embodying the results of its researches, new discoveries in the 
atomic field, the level of its material stockpiles, new locations of ores 
and all other important and pertinent information. In addition, 
properly accredited representatives of the United Nations and of the 
constituent nations should be permitted, under suitable regulations, to 
inspect the plants, properties, records and operations of the authority.

For the effective operation of the authority in the manner con
templated it is essential that the authority be composed of personnel 
of the highest character and ability. The affirmative character of the 
functions of the authority in dealing both with “dangerous” opera
tions and the dissemination of scientific data of a beneficial nature 
require, and should assure, that the authority attract such personnel.

Functions, powers and controls are to a certain extent a reflection 
of the same subject from different angles. In this memorandum, 
devoted predominantly to controls, the repressive functions of the 
authority have received more attention than its functions in the 
stimulation of research and of the beneficial uses of atomic energy. 
We want to emphasize, therefore, that we lay importance upon the 
authority’s activities in both fields.

(C) Memorandum No. 3, July 12,1946

In response to the request of the Chairman, the representative of 
the United States submits this memorandum enlarging upon para
graph D.l of his memorandum No. 2 [.1] of 2 July 1946, which reads 
as follows:

“D. The treaty should contain provisions:
“1. Defining the relations between the authority and the Security 

Council, the General Assembly, the International Court of Justice, 
and the other organs of the United Nations.”
The contents of this memorandum also relate to the matters dealt 

with in the Chairman’s memorandum, submitted at the last meeting 
of the Sub-Committee on 8 July 1946,1 which has been of great aid to 
us in the preparation of this memorandum. The nature of the rela
tions of the atomic development authority with the various organs of

1 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Supple
ment, Report to the Security Council (1946), p. 102.
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the United Nations obviously will depend upon the powers and func
tions which the authority receives and upon its status within the frame
work of the United Nations. Once these are made clear, the problems 
involved in the adjustment of the authority to the organizational 
structure of the United Nations become clear and can be solved.

Three general considerations appear at the outset. The first arises 
from the fact that the question of control and development of atomic 
energy was neither considered nor dealt with in the framing of the 
Charter of the United Nations. This circumstance, however, should 
not be permitted to prevent bringing within the framework of their 
Charter a matter of such vital common concern to the Members of the 
United Nations. On the contrary, if the Charter is to survive, it must 
be susceptible of adaptation to meet new needs dictated by new con
ditions. The control and development of atomic energy, therefore, 
should not lead to the formation of an international agency unrelated 
to, or outside the United Nations, but rather to one fashioned in sound 
relationship to the Charter and to the organs thereby created.

Secondly, none of the existing organs of the United Nations pos
sesses the managerial, proprietary, inspecting, and licencing powers 
necessary to effective international control and development of atomic 
energy. A new agency, therefore, is necessary. Moreover, even if the 
Charter could be construed to provide for a subsidiary organ created 
by collective action of several of the existing organs and possessing an 
aggregate of powers delegated by each of them, such subsidiary organ 
would not have adequate powers under the Charter. Accordingly, the 
authority, as a new organ, should be established by treaty granting it 
all necessary powers and defining its relation with the existing organs 
of the United Nations.

The third general consideration concerns the degree of autonomy of 
the authority. Having in mind the essentially non-political character 
of the authority, the presumably high calibre of its personnel, and the 
necessity for wide discretion on its part in order to achieve its purposes 
of control and development, great weight and a considerable degree of 
finality should be given to its determinations, orders and practices. 
Where their consideration is required by another organ, they should 
be accepted unless clearly erroneous or beyond the scope of the au
thority’s powers.

Three categories of decision may be mentioned. They will, of course, 
need careful definition. In general they are: (1) administrative mat
ters on which the decisions of the authority are final; (2) decisions on 
other matters not of sufficient gravity to constitute a threat to the peace. 
These might be subject to review, possibly by a board established for 
this purpose. Its decisions, in turn, should be enforced by the Security 
Council as procedural matters, for, regardless of the original serious
ness of the offence, failure to respond to the proper orders of the au
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thority creates a situation demanding the attention of the Security 
Council. We consider, hereinafter, in its appropriate place the rela
tion of the authority to the International Court of Justice; (3) serious 
offences constituting a threat to the peace. These, as hereinafter out
lined, fall within the jurisdiction of the Security Council and the pro
vision of Article 51 of the Charter.

One further comment is in order before taking up in detail the rela
tion of the authority to the several organs of the United Nations. 
Article 2, paragraph 7 of the Charter will not be infringed by the 
authority. This paragraph is confined to matters “essentially within 
the domestic jurisdiction of any State”. Specific recognition in the 
treaty that control of atomic energy cannot be essentially domestic, 
but rather predominantly international, would be sufficient to render 
this paragraph inapplicable.

The respective functions of the authority and of the principal organs 
of the United Nations, when viewed in the light of the foregoing con
siderations, indicate the general relationships which should prevail. 
They are outlined in the following paragraphs.
A . The General Assembly

The General Assembly is composed of all Members of the United 
Nations. Its composition, functions and powers, voting and proce
dure are contained in Chapter IV, Articles 9—22 of the Charter of 
the United Nations. Provisions with respect to the General Assembly 
also appear in other parts of the Charter. The character of the 
General Assembly and its importance to the whole concept of the 
Charter indicate, among others, the conditions in which the authority 
may properly be related to it.

(i) The authority should submit periodic and, when necessary, 
special reports to the Assembly concerning the authority’s activities, 
programmes, and information.

(ii) The provisions for discussion and recommendation by the 
Assembly contained in the Charter should be construed to include 
matters pertaining to the authority.

(iii) The Assembly might also appropriately have a role in con
nexion with the budget of the authority.
B. The Security CowncU

The Charter of the United Nations confers on the Security Council 
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace 
and security (Chapters V, VI, VII, VIII, and X II). Many of the 
important features of the control and development of atomic energy, 
though by no means all of them, are intimately associated with the 
maintenance of international peace and security. With respect to
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these features, the authority and the Security Council must be brought 
into close relationship. The following particulars in this regard are 
suggested:

(i) In the event of an occurrence within the area of the authority’s 
jurisdiction constituting a threat to the peace, breach of the peace or 
act of aggression, such occurrence should immediately be certified 
by the authority to the Security Council, the Assembly, and the sig
natory States. The treaty should establish this category of offences 
and the conditions surrounding them. For purpose of illustration, 
they might include violations such as those specifically mentioned by 
Mr. Baruch in the United States proposal, viz:

“(a) Illegal possession or use of an atomic bomb;
“(b) Illegal possession, or separation, of atomic material suit

able for use in an atomic bomb;
“(c) Seizure of any plant or other property belonging to, or 

licenced by, the authority;
“(d) Wilful interference with the activities of the authority; 
“(e) Creation or operation of dangerous projects in a manner 

contrary to, or in the absence of, a licence granted by the authority.” 1
The controls established by the treaty would be wholly ineffectual 

if, in any such situations, to be defined in the treaty, the enforcement 
of security provisions could be prevented by the vote of a State which 
has signed the treaty. Any other conception would render the whole 
principle of “veto” ridiculous. I t  is intended to be an instrument for 
the protection of nations, not a shield behind which deception and 
criminal acts can be performed with impunity. This in no way im
pairs the doctrine of unanimity. No State need be an unwilling party 
to the treaty. But every State which freely and willingly becomes 
a party to the treaty, by this act, solemnly and firmly binds itself to 
abide by its undertakings. Such undertakings would become illusory, 
if the guarantee against their breach resided solely in the conscience 
of the one who commits the breach.

All parties to the treaty and all peoples of the world, must have 
protection of a final and dependable character against the terrible 
consequences of the destructive use of atomic energy. Such protection 
requires international machinery which can and will function 
quickly—machinery which does not permit the offender to be pro
tected by his own or another’s negation of the exercise of joint power 
essential to the security of all. Particularly is this true with respect 
to matters which become essentially procedural once the authority has 
made its certification based on the substantive provision of law estab
lished by the treaty.

1 Ante, doc. 4.
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The relation of the authority to the Security Council should recog
nize this principle. Subject to this principle, the Security Council 
should have full jurisdiction over serious violations certified to it by the 
authority. This in no manner impairs or diminishes the power or the 
modus opevcmdi of the Security Council in any other situation.

As the United States representative on the Atomic Energy Com
mission stated at the opening session, “I want to make very plain that 
I  am concerned here with the ‘veto’ power only as it affects this 
particular problem. There must be no ‘veto’ to protect those who 
violate their solemn agreements not to develop or use atomic energy 
for destructive purposes.”

Voluntary relinquishment of the “veto” on questions relating to a 
specific weapon previously outlawed by unanimous agreement because 
of its uniquely destructive character, in no wise involves any com
promise of the principle of unanimity of action as applied to general 
problems or to particular situations not foreseeable and therefore not 
susceptible of advance unanimous agreement.

What has been said above must be emphasized. It is not intended 
to limit the powers, authority, responsibility or jurisdiction of the 
Security Council to maintain international peace and security. I t 
is quite possible that in a major case of aggression, violation of the 
atomic treaty and the rules of the authority may play an incidental 
part. Nothing herein suggested is intended to restrict or limit the 
overriding powers of the Security Council to deal with such matters, 
unaffected by the incidental inclusion of atomic energy considerations 
as part of the problems.

(ii) I t  is impossible to treat this subject without reference to Article 
51 of the Charter, which provides as follows:

“Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right 
of individual or collective self-defense if an armed attack occurs 
against a Member of the United Nations, until the Security Council 
has taken the measures necessary to maintain international peace 
and security. Measures taken by Members in the exercise of this 
right of self-defense shall be immediately reported to the Security 
Council.”
Interpreting its provisions with respect to atomic energy matters, it 

is clear that if atomic weapons were employed as part of an “armed 
attack”, the rights reserved by the nations to themselves under Article 
51 would be applicable. It is equally clear that an “armed attack” is 
now something entirely different from what is [it] was prior to the dis
covery of atomic weapons. I t  would therefore seem to be both im
portant and appropriate under present conditions that the treaty 
define “armed attack” is [m] a manner appropriate to atomic weapons



DOCUMENT 6(C): JULY 12, 1946 41

and include in the definition not simply the actual dropping of an 
atomic bomb, but also certain steps in themselves preliminary to such 
action.

(iii) The authority may be required to carry out certain decisions 
by the Security Council with respect to which the assistance of the 
authority is deemed appropriate.

(iv) Keports and other information should be submitted by the 
authority to the Council concerning the authority’s activities, pro
grammes, and information, particularly as they bear upon the mainte
nance of international peace and security.

(v) Consultation by the Military Staff Committee with the au
thority on questions relating to the military repercussions of the 
authority’s plans or actions should be provided for in the treaty.
C. The International Court of Justice

The International Court of Justice is the principal judicial organ of 
the United Nations. Relations between the authority and the Court 
are worthy of consideration in connexion with aiding the functioning 
of the authority. I t  is unfortunate that the world court would not be 
fully open to the authority as a litigant without amendment to the 
Charter. However, the field of advisory opinion would be open and 
should be taken advantage of in appropriate cases.

In no case should the jurisdiction of the Court exclude or delay 
action by the Security Council, or diminish the primary responsibilities 
of the Security Council in maintaining international peace and secur
ity. The following suggestions are made with this understanding.

(i) The authority might be authorized to request the Court to give 
advisory opinions on any legal questions arising within the scope of 
the authority’s activities; including any questions of proper interpre
tation or application of provisions of the treaty.

(ii) The authority might be authorized to be a party in cases before 
the Court involving legal disputes arising under the treaty.

(iii) The treaty might include provisions that the authority and the 
signatory States would be bound to submit to the jurisdiction of the 
Court in all legal disputes defined by the treaty which are referred to 
the Court in the manner provided, and that the judgements of the 
Court should be enforced by the Security Council.
D. The Trusteeship Cou/ncil

Mutual consultation and exchange of information between the au
thority and the Trusteeship Council should be authorized concerning 
atomic energy development and control activities, facilities, and re
sources, located in Trust Territories or closely related to proper 
administration of such territories.
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E . The Secretariat
Relations between the Authority and the Secretariat do not seem 

to require detailed treatment at this time.
In conclusion, the foregoing indicates the manner in which appro

priate relations between the authority and the United Nations might 
be established in accordance with the principles stated by Mr. Baruch 
in the United States proposal.

7. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Regulation and Re
duction of Armaments, November 29, 19461

1. With a view to strengthening peace and international security in 
conformity with the aims and principles of the United Nations, the 
General Assembly recognizes the necessity of a general reduction 
of armaments.

2. The implementing of the decision concerning the reduction of 
armaments should include as primary object the prohibition to produce 
and use atomic energy for military purposes.

3. To ensure the adoption of measures for the reduction of arma
ments and prohibition of the use of atomic energy for military pur
poses, there shall be established within the framework of the Security 
Council, which has the primary responsibility for international peace 
and security, international control operating on the basis of a special 
provision which should provide for the establishment of special organs 
of inspection for which purpose there shall be formed:

(a) A Commission for the control of the execution of the decision 
regarding the reduction of armaments;

(b) A Commission for the control of the execution of the decision 
regarding the prohibition of the use of atomic energy for military 
purposes.
4. The General Assembly deems it necessary that all States Mem

bers of the United Nations Organization should submit information 
regarding armed forces and armaments in their own territory,2 this

1U.N. doc. A/C.l/87, Nov. 29, 1946. The Soviet Union later withdrew this 
resolution and supported General Assembly Resolution 41(1) ; post, doc. 9(A).

a This passage was later amended to provide that states should submit infor
mation regarding “all their armed forces and armaments,” and the words “in 
their territory” were deleted (A/C.l/87/Add.l, Dec. 3, and Corr. 1, Dec. 4).
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information to be submitted when the Security Council will consider 
the proposals for general reduction of armaments.1

1 Previous moves concerning information on armed forces and armaments in
cluded the following:

On Aug. 29, 1946, Ambassador Gromyko proposed (S/144) that the Security 
Council study the question of the presence of Allied armies in the territories of 
states other than ex-enemy countries (Security Council Official Records: First 
Year, Second Series, No. 5, pp. 141-142). But the Security Council decided on 
Sept. 24, by a vote of 2-7-2, not to place the question on its agenda (ibid., No. 18, 
pp. 459-460).

On Oct. 29, 1946, Foreign Minister Molotov, in an address to the General As
sembly, protested against the Security Council's attitude and said that informa
tion on the forces in question was necessary in connection with the Military 
Staff Committee’s discussion of armed forces for the United Nations (General 
Assembly Official Records: 42nd Plenary Meeting, Oct. 29, 1946, p. 835). Am
bassador Austin welcomed the Soviet proposal in the following statement made 
to 'the General Assembly on Oct. 30 (44th plenary meeting) :

“The Government of the United States understands Mr. Molotov’s state
ment to mean that the Soviet Union is fully prepared to report on its armed 
forces in ex-enemy states as well as in other foreign territories. Therefore, 
the United States urges prompt fulfilment of this policy. The United States 
has nothing to hide with regard to our armed forces at home or abroad. The 
United States will promptly fulfil that policy. In no case are the United 
States forces in friendly countries except with the consent of those countries.

“It is our opinion that the proposed inquiry should include all mobilized 
armed forces, whether at home or abroad.” (Department of S tate Bulletin, 
Nov. 24,1946, p. 935.)
On Nov. 20, at the 24th meeting of the First Committee of the General Assem

bly, Molotov introduced a formal proposal (A/C.l/62) under which information 
would be provided regarding armed forces in foreign countries but, until the 
general problem of reduction of forces was examined, not regarding home forces 
(United Nations Bulletin, Dec. 3, 1946, p. 12). The British representative, Mr. 
Noel-Baker, on November 25 proposed amendments calling for verification on 
the spot by a committee to be established by the Security Council and for in
formation on home forces as well as forces stationed abroad (General Assembly 
Official Records: Second Part of First Session, First Committee, 27th Meeting, 
pp. 144-149). Then the Soviet representative introduced an additional proposal 
(A/C.l/76) calling on states to submit information “regarding armed forces and 
armaments in their own territory” (identical with par. 4 of the Soviet draft 
resolution of Nov. 29 printed above). The Soviet Union also submitted a pro
posal to require the submission of information on all armaments, as well as 
armed forces (General Assembly Official Records: Second Part of First Session, 
First Committee, 29th Meeting, p. 171). In the form in which they were sub
mitted, none of these proposals was adopted.

On Nov. 28 the First Committee adopted a resolution proposing that the Gen
eral Assembly recommend that all U.N. members provide information on forces 
and bases, both foreign and domestic, and disclose “the total number of their 
uniformed personnel on the active list, wherever stationed, at home as well as 
abroad, including military type organizations.” The vote was 34-7-4-9: the 
Soviet bloc and India voted against; Afghanistan, France, Sweden, and Turkey 
abstained; and Bolivia, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iran, Lebanon, Liberia, 
Nicaragua, and Paraguay were absent. (Ibid., SOth Meeting, p. 181.) The Gen
eral Assembly, however, substituted for the First Committee draft a resolution 
which it adopted on Dec. 14 (post, p. 50).

514543— 60— vol. 1-------6
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5. The General Assembly recommends that the Security Council 
should ensure the effective implementing of the principles laid down 
in Paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4 above.

6. The General Assembly appeals to the Governments of all the 
States to give to the Security Council all the assistance necessary 
to enable it to discharge its responsibilities arising out of this task, 
the achievement of which lies within the scope of its mission to estab
lish an enduring peace and maintain international security. This 
task is also in the interest of the peoples who would be released from 
the heavy economic burden caused by the excessive expenditure on 
armaments which do not correspond to peaceful post-war conditions.

8. Address by the United States Representative (Baruch) 
to the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, 
December 5, 19461

My  F ellow M embers of the  A tomic E nergy Commission :

The primary responsibility for originating a system to protect the 
world against the atomic bomb has been placed squarely in our hands. 
Regardless of discussions elsewhere, the Atomic Energy Commission 
cannot escape its duty. Our task came to us from three high sources— 
first, the meeting in Washington, November a year ago, of the chiefs 
of state of the United States, Canada, and the United Kingdom;2 
second, the meeting of the foreign ministers of the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union, in Moscow last December; 8 
third, the definitive resolution of the General Assembly in London 
last January.4

I  note that the debates on disarmament in the General Assembly 
have followed closely the proposals laid down by the United States on 
June 14, before this body.5 It remains, however, the responsibility of 
this Commission to submit definite plans to the Security Council. I t 
is to that business I  address myself. I  entreat all to join in the enter
prise so that we may show speed, as well as vision, in our assignment.

The stakes are greater than ever before offered mankind—peace and 
security. For who can doubt, if we succeed in controlling the atomic 
weapon, that we can go on to the control of other instruments of mass 
destruction? The elimination of war itself is within the range of

1 The United States and the United "Nations: Report t y  the President to the 
Congress for the Year 19 46 (Department of State publication 2735; 1947), pp-
179-181. Address delivered at the seventh meeting of the Commission.

3 Ante j  doc. 1.
8 Ant e, doc. 2.
4 Ante, doc. 3.
6 Ante, doc. 4.



DOCUMENT 8 : DECEMBER 5, 1946 45

possibility. I  repeat: “The man who learns to say ‘A5 can learn, if he 
chooses, the rest of the alphabet, too.” 1

But we must make a beginning. Let us delay no longer. The 
awakened conscience of humanity is our goad. In all my life, now 
past the biblical allotment of three score and ten years, never before 
have I  seen so rich an opportunity for deathless service as is presented 
to us here. I  want my country associated with victory in this great 
crusade.

For myself, as I  look upon a long past and too short a future, I  
believe the finest epitaph would be—“He helped to bring lasting peace 
to the world.”

But we must have whole-hearted and not half-way measures. The 
world is not to be fooled by lip service. The world will resent and 
reject deception. We must march together in the bonds of a high 
resolve. We dare not wait too long.

I  do not intend, at this time, to debate the plan that we are about to 
offer here, in broad outline. I  shall content myself with comments 
as to the imperative necessity for speed.

I  beg you to remember that to delay may be to die. I  beg you to 
believe that the United States seeks no special advantage. I  beg you 
to hold fast to the principle of seeking the good of all, and not the 
advantage of one.

We believe that the original proposals of the United States, made 
on June 14th, were generous and just. Through the acid test of 
deliberation and debate, before this Commission and before the public 
opinion of the world, they have been proven so. In the long and pro
tracted series of 70-odd meetings of this Commission and its various 
committees, studying all phases of the subject, we have found inherent 
and inevitable in any treaty that is to be written, covering this subject, 
three major elements:

1. The erection of an international authority which shall effec
tively prevent the manufacture and use of atomic bombs for war 
purposes, and which shall develop the use of atomic energy for so
cial gain.

2. The right of free and full international inspection in support 
of these purposes.

3. The definite agreement that once a treaty becomes effective, 
providing for deterrents against offenses and punishments for of
fenders, there can be no veto to protect willful violators, or to 
hamper the operations of the international authority.

x Ante, doc. 4.
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However much one may seek to escape from these primaries, always 
the discussion, no matter where held, has come back to them. We have 
heard words that sometimes seemed to be steering us away from our 
goal, only later to hear others that led us back toward it.

The outline here presented is the bone and the sinew of any effective 
international control that may be—that shall be—that must be estab
lished if the civilized world is not to be ended; if the peoples are to 
live in security instead of being paralyzed by fear.

Time is two-edged. It not only forces us nearer to our doom, if we 
do not save ourselves, but, even more horrendous, it habituates us to 
existing conditions which, by familiarity, seem less and less 
threatening.

Once our minds have been conditioned to that sort of thinking, the 
keen edge of danger is blunted, and we are no longer able to see the 
dark chasm on the brink of which we stand.

Action at this time may well change hope to confidence. How can 
it profit any of us to avoid the issue, unless by so doing, we seek a 
special advantage; unless a chaos of fear will help particular 
ambitions?

Let us assume a report of the nature described in the American 
proposals is placed before the Security Council, together with such 
additions thereto as this body may desire. In it there will not be 
found a derogation of the dignity or might of any nations. On the 
contrary, the plan will build up, in all the world, a new and greater 
strength and dignity based on the faith that at last security is in sight; 
that at last men can walk erect again, no longer bent over by the 
numbing fear the atom bomb strikes into their hearts.

The price we have set upon the surrender of the absolute weapon 
is a declaration of peaceful intent and of interdependence among the 
nations of the world, expressed in terms of faith and given strength by 
sanctions—punishments to be meted out by concerted action against 
wilful offenders. That is one of the great principles of the United 
Nations—justice for all, supported by force. But there can be no 
unilateral disarmament by which America gives up the bomb, to no 
result except our own weakening. That shall never be.

It is for us to accept, or to reject—if we dare, this doctrine of sal
vation. It springs from stark necessity, and that is inexorable. My 
country, first to lay down a plan of cooperative control, welcomes 
the support of those countries which have already indicated their 
affirmative positions. We hope for the adherence of all.

We seek especially the participation of the Soviet Union. We 
welcome the recent authoritative statements of its highest representa
tives. From these, we are justified in concluding that it no longer
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regards the original American proposals unacceptable, as a whole or 
in their separate parts, as its member of this body stated at an earlier 
meeting.

I  repeat—we welcome cooperation but we stand upon our basic 
principles even if we stand alone. We shall not be satisfied with 
pious protestations lulling the peoples into a false sense of security. 
We aim at an effective plan of control and will not accept anything 
else.

The time for action is here. Each of us perceives clearly what 
must be done. We may differ as to detail. We are in accord as to 
purpose. To the achievement of that purpose, I  present a program 
in the form of resolutions, which have been placed before you.

I  do not ask you to discuss or vote on these proposals at this time. 
They are now presented for your study and consideration. But I  do 
ask the Chairman to call a meeting of this Commission, as early as 
convenient, to debate, if necessary, and to act upon the findings and 
recommendations contained in these resolutions, so that the position 
each nation takes on them may be recorded in this Commission’s report 
which must be drafted by December 20, and presented to the Security 
Council by December 31.

I shall now read these resolutions.1

9. General Assembly Resolutions, December 14, 1946

(A) Resolution 41 (I) : Principles Governing the General Regulation and 
Reduction of Armaments2

1. In pursuance of Article 11 of the Charter and with a view to 
strengthening international peace and security in conformity with the 
Purposes and Principles of the United Nations,

The General Assembly,
Recogmzes the necessity of an early general regulation and reduc

tion of armaments and armed forces.
2. Accordingly,
The General Assembly,
Recommends that the Security Council give prompt consideration 

to formulating the practical measures, according to their priority,
1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Dec. 15, 1946, pp. 1090-1091. The basic prin

ciples of the U.S. proposals were included in the First Report of the United 
Nations Atomic Energy Commission (post, doc. 10).

2 Resolutions Adopted by the General Assembly During the Second Part of Its  
First Session, from 23 October to 15 December 1946, pp. 65-67. Adopted 
unanimously.
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which are essential to provide for the general regulation and reduc
tion of armaments and armed forces and to assure that such regula
tion and reduction of armaments and armed forces will be generally 
observed by all participants and not unilaterally by only some of the 
participants. The plans formulated by the Security Council shall be 
submitted by the Secretary-General to the Members of the United Na
tions for consideration at a special session of the General Assembly. 
The treaties or conventions approved by the General Assembly shall 
be submitted to the signatory States for ratification in accordance 
with Article 26 of the Charter.

3. As an essential step towards the urgent objective of prohibiting 
and eliminating from national armaments atomic and all other major 
weapons adaptable now and in the future to mass destruction, and the 
early establishment of international control of atomic energy and 
other modern scientific discoveries and technical developments, to 
ensure their use only for peaceful purposes,

The General Assembly,
TJrges the expeditious fulfilment by the Atomic Energy Commis

sion of its terms of reference as set forth in section 5 of the General 
Assembly resolution of 24 January 1946.1

4. In order to ensure that the general prohibition, regulation and 
reduction of armaments are directed towards the major weapons of 
modern warfare and not merely towards the minor weapons,

The General Assembly,
Recommends that the Security Council expedite consideration of 

the reports which the Atomic Energy Commission will make to the 
Security Council and that it facilitate the work of that Commission, 
and also that the Security Council expedite consideration of a draft 
convention or conventions for the creation of an international system 
of control and inspection, these conventions to include the prohibition 
of atomic and all other major weapons adaptable now and in the fu
ture to mass destruction and the control of atomic energy to the extent 
necessary to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes.

5. The General Assembly,
Further recognizes that essential to the general regulation and re

duction of armaments and armed forces, is the provision of practical 
and effective safeguards by way of inspection and other means to pro
tect complying States against the hazards of violations and evasions.

Accordingly,
The General Assembly,
Recommends to the Security Council that it give prompt considera

tion to the working out of proposals to provide such practical and

1 Ante, doc. 3.
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effective safeguards in connexion with the control of atomic energy 
and the general regulation and reduction of armaments.

6. To ensure the adoption of measures for the early general regula
tion and reduction of armaments and armed forces, for the prohibi
tion of the use of atomic energy for military purposes and the elimi
nation from national armaments of atomic and all other major 
weapons adaptable now or in the future to mass destruction, and for 
the control of atomic energy to the extent necessary to ensure its use 
only for peaceful purposes,

There shall be established, within the framework of the Security 
Council, which bears the primary responsibility for the maintenance 
of international peace and security, an international system, as men
tioned in paragraph 4, operating through special organs, which or
gans shall derive their powers and status from the convention or 
conventions under which they are established.

7. The General Assembly,
^Regarding the problem of security as closely connected with that of 

disarmament,
Recommends the Security Council to accelerate as much as possible 

the placing at its disposal of the armed forces mentioned in Article 
43 of the Charter;

Recommends the Members to undertake the progressive and bal
anced withdrawal, taking into account the needs of occupation, of 
their armed forces stationed in ex-enemy territories, and the with
drawal without delay of their armed forces stationed in the territories 
of Members without their consent freely and publicly expressed in 
treaties or agreements consistent with the Charter and not contradict
ing international agreements;

Further recommends a corresponding reduction of national armed 
forces, and a general progressive and balanced reduction of national 
armed forces.

8. Nothing herein contained shall alter or limit the resolution of 
the General Assembly passed on 24 January 1946, creating the Atomic 
Energy Commission.

9. The General Assembly,
Calls upon all Members of the United Nations to render every pos

sible assistance to the Security Council and the Atomic Energy Com
mission in order to promote the establishment and maintenance of 
international peace and collective security with the least diversion 
for armaments of the world’s human and economic resources.
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(B) Resolution 42 (I): Information on Armed Forces To Be Supplied by 
Members of the United Nations1

The General Assembly,
Desirous of implementing, as soon as possible, the resolution of 

14 December 1946 on the principles governing the regulation and 
reduction of armaments,

Galls upon the Security Council to determine, as soon as possible, 
the information which the States Members of the United Nations 
should be called upon to furnish, in order to give effect to this 
resolution.

10. First Report of the United Nations Atomic Energy 
Commission to the Security Council {Extract), De
cember 31, 19462

[ E d it o r ia l  N o te : The following parts of the First Report, together with the 
specific proposals of the Second Report (post, doc. 19), approved by the General 
Assembly on Nov. 4, 1948 (post, doc. 29), constituted the United Nations plan 
for control of atomic energy.]

Part II: Findings

A. Findings on the Scientific and Technical Aspects of the Problem of 
Control

The report of the Scientific and Technical Committee on Scientific 
and Technical Aspects of the Problem of Control, included in its

4 Resolutions Adopted by the General Assembly During the Second Part of 
Its  F irst Session, from 23 October to 15 December 1946, p. 67. Adopted by a 
vote of 36-6-4, the Soviet bloc opposing. In the course of the debate on this 
resolution Secretary of State Byrnes disclosed, at the 62d plenary meeting 
on Dec. 13, that the United States had had over 5 million troops overseas 
but that less than 550,000 remained, the majority in occupied enemy areas. 
He also revealed the approximate numbers of American forces in friendly 
countries (Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 22, 1946, p. 1141).

3 U.N. doc. AEC/18/Rev. 1, in The First Report of the United Nations Atomic 
Energy Commission to the Security Council, December 31, 1946 (Department of 
State publication 2737; 1947), pp. 13-22. The report was adopted by a vote of 
10-0-2, the Soviet Union and Poland abstaining. The text of the first report 
may also be found in United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Rec
ords: Special Supplement, Report to the Security Council (1946).
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entirety, as Part IV of this report,1 was accepted by Committee 2 as a 
basis for its future work. The Commission now records its approval 
of that report and incorporates in its present findings the conclusions 
summarized therein in Chapter 6, as follows:

“The substances uranium and thorium play a unique role in the 
domain of atomic energy, since as far as we know these are the only 
raw materials from which the nuclear fuel required for the develop
ment of atomic energy can be obtained. There is an intimate relation 
between the activities required for peaceful purposes and those lead
ing to the production of atomic weapons; most of the stages which 
are needed for the former are also needed for the latter. The char
acter of the different stages of the activities has been discussed in 
order to explore at each stage the elements of danger and to some 
extent the problem of saf eguards against these dangers.

“With respect to mining operations, which are of special significance 
as the first step in these activities, it appears hopeful that safeguards 
are not too difficult. Particular attention should be paid to the instal
lations in which concentrated nuclear fuel is produced since the prod
uct lends itself immediately to the production of bombs. Unless 
appropriate safeguards are taken at each of these stages, it will be 
difficult to ensure that no diversion of material or installations will 
take place.

“With regard to the question posed by Committee 2, ‘whether ef
fective control of 'atomic energy is possible’, we do not find any basis 
in the available scientific facts for supposing that effective control is 
not technologically feasible. Whether or not it is politically feasible 
is not discussed or implied in this report, nor is there any recom
mendation of the particular system or systems by which effective 
control can be achieved.”

B. Findings on the Safeguards To Ensure the Use of Atomic Energy
Only for Peaceful Purposes

The safeguards required at each stage in the production and use of 
atomic energy for peaceful purposes to prevent the possibilities of 
misuse indicated in the report of the Scientific and Technical Com
mittee were examined at length in the Informal Conversations of 
Committee 2. A report on the subject, called the “First Report on 
Safeguards Required To Ensure the Use of Atomic Energy Only for 
Peaceful Purposes”, was duly prepared, has been approved by the 
Commission, and is incorporated as Part V of this report.2

The summary of the findings of that report is given below. (See 
page 46 for definitions of the types of safeguards mentioned

1 Part IV not included in extract printed here.
2 Part V not printed here.
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herein.) These findings have led to the important conclusion that an 
international control agency must be responsible for the system of 
safeguards and control. They also indicate some of the essential 
functions of the agency. The specific control measures mentioned in 
the findings are not meant to be definitive but rather to be indicative 
of the various types of safeguards applicable at each stage. In devis
ing a definite system of control, provision must be made for flexibility 
in adapting safeguards to a rapidly developing technology. More
over, the findings are interrelated and, although the coordination of 
safeguards is discussed to some extent, further measures of coordi
nation must be considered before formulating a comprehensive system 
of control. The findings, therefore, do not represent a plan for atomic 
energy control but only some of the elements which should be incor
porated in any complete and effective plan.

S u m m a r y  o f  F i n d i n g s

1. Safeguards Necessary To Detect and Prevent Diversion From 
Declared Activities

(a) Diversion of Uranium From Declared Mines and Mills. 
Adequate safeguards against diversion from declared mines and 
mills are possible by a system of inspection, including guards, 
similar to normal managerial operating controls, provided that 
the inspectorate has unrestricted access to all equipment and opera
tions and has facilities for independent weighing, assay, and 
analysis.

(b) Diversion of Thorium From Declared Mines and Mills. 
Effective control of the raw material and concentrates of thorium 
is possible through a system of inspection similar to that found 
adequate for uranium.

(<?) Diversion of Uranium and Thorium From Declared Refin
eries and Chemical and Metallurgical Plants. Adequate safeguards 
against diversion from declared refineries and chemical and metal
lurgical plants are possible by a system of inspection, including 
guards, similar to normal managerial operating controls, provided 
that the inspectorate has unrestricted access to all equipment and 
operations and has facilities for independent weighing, assay, and 
analysis and provided that it has the right to require the plant 
to be shut down for purposes of clean-up and accounting at ap
propriate times and to require efficient operating procedure.

At those stages there is no fundamental difference between the 
processes for thorium and for uranium.

(d) Diversion of Uranium From Declared Isotope Separation 
Plants. At present it is not possible to place reliance on the method 
of obtaining a material balance of uranium isotopes in the case 
of isotope separation plants. This is one of the important reasons
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why there must be internal control of such plants by a director 
or manager and why the management must be established by and 
be responsible to the international control agency. Even if the 
material balance could be greatly improved, the inherent danger 
of the operation would still require management by the interna
tional control agency.

(e) Diversion of Uranium, Thorium, and Plutonium From De
clared Nuclear Reactors and Associated Chemical Extraction 
Plants.

(i) At present, it is not possible to place reliance on the method 
of obtaining a material balance of plutonium in the case of 
reactors and associated chemical extraction plants. This is one 
of the important reasons why the chemical extraction plants and, 
in some cases, the reactors should be subject to internal control 
by a director or manager and why the management must be 
established by and be responsible to the international control 
agency. Even if the material balance could be greatly improved, 
the inherent danger of the operations would still require man
agement by the international control agency.

(ii) The safeguards required for the control of reactors will 
depend on their size and design and especially on their content 
and possible rate of production of nuclear fuel. The safeguards 
available to the international control agency should include li
censing and inspection, supervision, and management of the oper
ation of reactors. In addition, close supervision of the design 
and construction of reactors is essential in all cases.

(iii) Periodic inspection, together with licensing, is an ade
quate safeguard in the case of small research reactors and their 
associated chemical plants, unless their total content of nuclear 
fuel or potential rate of output in any area is of military 
significance.

(iv) Adequate safeguards for chemical extraction plants asso
ciated with all except small research reactors are only possible 
through management by the international control agency.

(v) Adequate safeguards during the preparation of the high- 
grade or pure nuclear fuels in a suitable form for insertion in 
secondary reactors, and, during the storage and shipment of such 
fuels, are only possible through management by the international 
control agency.

2. Safeguards Necessary To Ensure the Detection of Cla/ndestine 
Activities

(a) The international control agency will require broad privi
leges of movement and inspection, including rights to conduct sur
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veys by ground and air. These privileges should, however, be very 
carefully defined to ensure against misuse.

(&) Reports and returns on relevant matters will be required 
from national governments.

(c) The international control agency should coordinate all rel
evant information to determine what areas may be suspected of 
containing clandestine activities.

(d) Isotope separation plants, reactors, and chemical extraction 
plants, as well as mines, have distinguishing features which would 
facilitate the detection of clandestine activities at these stages.

(e) Detection of clandestine refineries and chemical and metal
lurgical plants is more difficult than detection of clandestine opera
tions at other stages in the processing of nuclear fuel.

(/) The detection of clandestine bomb manufacture as such is 
almost impossible; it is, therefore, vital that any unauthorized 
accumulation of essential nuclear fuels be prevented.

3. Seizure
(a) Problems relating to seizure have been considered thus far 

only in preliminary terms. The major questions of seizure are 
political rather than technical. I t appears, however, that tech
nical measures could reduce the military advantages and, there
fore, the dangers of seizure.

4. Coordination of Safeguards
(a) In addition to material accounting at each individual step 

in atomic energy processes, the international control agency should 
provide for material-accounting checks between points of shipment 
and receipt of material as a means of detecting possible diversion 
in transit.

(b) The international control agency should control the stor
age and shipment of uranium and thorium materials to the degree 
necessary for security purposes.

(c) The international control agency should itself store and 
itself handle all enriched or pure nuclear fuel in transit. This 
does not necessarily imply ownership either of the materials or 
of the transit or storage facilities, questions which have not yet 
been discussed.

(d) Since stocks of concentrated or pure nuclear fuel are acutely 
dangerous, operations at successive stages in the production of 
atomic energy should be so scheduled that stocks of materials in 
transit and in storage are minimized, but without interfering un
duly with the development and effectiveness of peaceful activities.
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C General Findings

The findings of the “First Report on Scientific and Technical 
Aspects of the Problem of Control” and of the “First Report on 
Safeguards Required To Ensure the Use of Atomic Energy Only 
for Peaceful Purposes”, while limited to the more technical aspects 
of the control of atomic energy, provide a basis for further progress 
by the Commission toward the fulfillment of the terms of reference 
set out in the General Assembly Resolution of January 24, 1946,1 
establishing a commission to deal with the problems raised by the 
discovery of atomic energy and other related matters. The Resolu
tion of December 14, 1946 of the General Assembly, entitled “Prin
ciples Governing the General Regulation and Reduction of Arma
ments”,2 provides certain broad and essential political agreements. 
Based upon the proposals and information presented to the Commis
sion, upon the hearings, proceedings, and deliberations of the Com
mission to date, and upon the proceedings, discussions, and reports 
of its several committees and subcommittees, all as set forth in this 
report, the Commission has made the following additional findings 
of a general nature:

1. That scientifically, technologically, and practically, it is feasible,
(a) to extend among “all nations the exchange of basic scientific 

information” on atomic energy “for peaceful ends”,3
(&) to control “atomic energy to the extent necessary to ensure 

its use only for peaceful purposes”,3
(c) to accomplish “the elimination from national armaments 

of atomic weapons”,3 and
(d) to provide “effective safeguards by way of inspection and 

other means to protect complying states against the hazards of 
of violations and evasions”.3
2. That effective control of atomic energy depends upon effective 

control of the production and use of uranium, thorium, and their 
fissionable derivatives. Appropriate mechanisms of control to pre
vent their unauthorized diversion or clandestine production and 
use and to reduce the dangers of seizure—including one or more of 
the following types of safeguards: accounting, inspection, supervi
sion, management, and licensing—must be applied through the var
ious stages of the processes from the time the uranium and thorium 
ores are severed from the ground to the time they become nuclear 
fuel and are used. (Cf. “Findings on the Safeguards To Ensure

1 Ante, doc. 3.
2 Ante, doc. 9(A).
8 Commission's terms of reference, article V, Resolution of the General Assem

bly, January 24,1946. [Footnote in original.]
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the Use of Atomic Energy Only for Peaceful Purposes”, Part I I ,
B, of this report.) Ownership by the international control agency 
of mines and of ores still in the ground is not to be regarded as 
mandatory.

3. That whether the ultimate nuclear fuel be destined for peace
ful or destructive uses, the productive processes are identical and in
separable up to a very advanced state of manufacture. Thus, the 
control of atomic energy to ensure its use for peaceful purposes, the 
elimination of atomic weapons from national armaments, and the 
provision of effective safeguards to protect complying States against 
the hazards of violations and evasions must be accomplished through 
a single unified international system of control and inspection de
signed to carry out all of these related purposes.

4. That the development and use of atomic energy are not 
essentially matters of domestic concern of the individual nations, 
but rather have predominantly international implications and 
repercussions.

5. That an effective system for the control of atomic energy must 
be international, and must be established by an enforceable multi
lateral treaty or convention which in turn must be administered and 
operated by an international organ or agency within the United 
Nations, possessing adequate powers and properly organized, staffed, 
and equipped for the purpose.

Only by such an international system of control and inspection can 
the development and use of atomic energy be freed from nationalistic 
rivalries with consequent risks to the safety of all peoples. Only by 
such a system can the benefits of widespread exchange of scientific 
knowledge and of the peaceful uses of atomic energy be assured. 
Only such a system of control and inspection would merit and enjoy 
the confidence of the people of all nations.

6. That international agreement to outlaw the national production, 
possession, and use of atomic weapons is an essential part of any such 
international system of control and inspection. An-international 
treaty or convention to this effect, if standing alone, would fail—

(a) “to ensure” the use of atomic energy “only for peaceful 
purposes”,1 and

(b) to provide “for effective safeguards by way of inspection 
and other means to protect complying States against the hazards 
of violations and evasions”,1

and thus would fail to meet the requirements of the terms of refer
ence of the Commission. To be effective, such agreement must be 
embodied in a treaty or convention providing for a comprehensive

Commission’s terms of reference, article Y, Resolution of tlie General As
sembly, January 24, 1046. [Footnote in original.]
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international system of control and inspection and including guaran
tees and safeguards adequate to ensure the carrying out of the terms 
of the treaty or convention and “to protect complying States against 
the hazards of violations and evasions”.1

Part III: Recommendations
Based upon the findings of the Commission set forth in Part I I  

of this report, the Commission makes the following recommendations 
to the Security Council with respect to certain of the matters covered 
by the terms of reference of the Commission, which recommendations 
are interdependent and not severable, embodying the fundamental 
principles and indicating the basic organizational mechanisms neces
sary to attain the objectives set forth in Part II, C, General Findings, 
paragraph 1 (&)-(<£) above.

1. There should be a strong and comprehensive international system 
of control and inspection aimed at attaining the objectives set forth 
in the Commission’s terms of reference.

2. Such an international system of control and inspection should 
be established and its scope and functions defined by a treaty or 
convention in which all of the nations Members of the United Nations 
should be entitled to participate on fair and equitable terms.

The international system of control and inspection should become 
operative only when those Members of the United Nations necessary 
to assure its success by signing and ratifying the treaty or convention 
have bound themselves to accept and support it.

Consideration should be given to the matter of participation by 
non-members of the United Nations.

3. The treaty or convention should include, among others, provisions
(a) Establishing, in the United Nations, an international con

trol agency possessing powers and charged with responsibility 
necessary and appropriate for the prompt and effective discharge 
of the duties imposed upon it by the terms of the treaty or con
vention. Its rights, powers, and responsibilities, as well as its 
relations to the several organs of the United Nations, should be 
clearly established and defined by the treaty or convention. Such 
powers should be sufficiently broad and flexible to enable the inter
national control agency to deal with new developments that may 
hereafter arise in the field of atomic energy. The treaty shall 
provide that the rule of unanimity of the permanent Members, 
which in certain circumstances exists in the Security Council,2 shall 
have no relation to the work of the international control agency.

^Commission’s terms of reference, article V, Resolution of the General 
Assembly, January 24,1946. [Footnote in original.]

3 Art. 27 of the Charter.
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STo government shall possess any right of veto over the fulfilment 
by the international control agency of the obligations imposed 
upon it by the treaty nor shall any government have the power, 
through the exercise of any right of veto or otherwise, to obstruct 
the course of control or inspection.

The international control agency shall promote among all nations 
the exchange of basic scientific information on atomic energy for 
peaceful ends, and shall be responsible for preventing the use of 
atomic energy for destructive purposes, and for the control of 
atomic energy to the extent necessary to ensure its use only for 
peaceful purposes.

The international control agency should have positive research 
and developmental responsibilities in order to remain in the fore
front of atomic knowledge so as to render the international control 
agency more effective in promoting the beneficial uses of atomic 
energy and in eliminating its destructive ones. The exclusive right 
to carry on atomic research for destructive purposes should be 
vested in the international control agency.

Research in nuclear physics having a direct bearing on the use 
of atomic energy should be subject to appropriate safeguards 
established by the international control agency in accordance with 
the treaty or convention. Such safeguards should not interfere 
with the prosecution of pure scientific research, or the publication 
of its results, provided no dangerous use or purpose is involved.

Decisions of the international control agency pursuant to the 
powers conferred upon it by the treaty or convention should govern 
the operations of national agencies for atomic energy. In carry
ing out its prescribed functions, however, the international control 
agency should interfere as little as necessary with the operations of 
national agencies for atomic energy, or with the economic plans 
and the private, corporate, and State relationships in the several 
countries.

(&) Affording the duly accredited representatives of the inter
national control agency unimpeded rights of ingress, egress, and 
access for the performance of their inspections and other duties 
into, from, and within the territory of every participating nation, 
unhindered by national or local authorities.

(c) Prohibiting the manufacture, possession, and use of atomic 
weapons by all nations parties thereto and by all persons under 
their jurisdiction.

(d) Providing for the disposal of any existing stocks of atomic 
weapons and for the proper use of nuclear fuel adaptable for use 
in weapons.

(e) Specifying the means and methods of determining violations 
of its terms, setting forth such violations as shall constitute inter
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national crimes, and establishing the nature of the measures of en
forcement and punishment to be imposed upon persons and upon 
nations guilty of violating the terms of the treaty or convention.

The judicial or other processes for determination of violations 
of the treaty or convention, and of punishments therefor, should 
be swift and certain. Serious violations of the treaty shall be 
reported immediately by the international control agency to the 
nations parties to the treaty, to the General Assembly, and to the 
Security Council. Once the violations constituting international 
crimes have been defined and the measures of enforcement and 
punishment therefor agreed to in the treaty or convention, there 
shall be no legal right, by veto or otherwise, whereby a wilful 
violator of the terms of the treaty or convention shall be protected 
from the consequences of violation of its terms.

The enforcement and punishment provisions of the treaty or 
convention would be ineffectual if, in any such situations, they 
could be rendered nugatory by the veto of a State which had volun
tarily signed the treaty.
4. In consideration of the problem of violation of the terms of the 

treaty or convention, it should also be borne in mind that a violation 
might be of so grave a character as to give rise to the inherent right 
of self-defense recognized in article 51 of the Charter of the United 
Nations.

5. The treaty or convention should embrace the entire program for 
putting the international system of control and inspection into effect 
and should provide a schedule for the completion of the transitional 
process over a period of time, step by step, in an orderly and agreed 
sequence leading to the full and effective establishment of interna
tional control of atomic energy. In order that the transition may be 
accomplished as rapidly as possible and with safety and equity to all, 
this Commission should supervise the transitional process, as pre
scribed in the treaty or convention, and should be empowered to 
determine when a particular stage or stages have been completed and 
subsequent ones are to commence.

514543— 60— vol. 1-------7
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11. Security Council Resolution Establishing the Com
mission for Conventional Armaments, February 13, 
19471

The Security Council, having accepted the resolution of the Gen
eral Assembly of 14 December 19462 and recognizing that the general 
regulation and reduction of armaments and armed forces constitute 
a most important measure for strengthening international peace and 
security, and that the implementation of the resolution of the General 
Assembly on this subject is one of the most urgent and important 
tasks before the Security Council,
Resolves:

1. to work out the practical measures for giving effect to the 
resolutions of the General Assembly on 14 December 1946 concerning, 
on the one hand, the general regulation and reduction of armaments 
and armed forces, and the establishment of international control to 
bring about the reduction of armaments and armed forces and, on the 
other hand, information concerning the armed forces of the United 
Nations;

2. to consider as soon as possible the report submitted by the Atomic 
Energy Commission3 and to take suitable decisions in order to facil
itate its work;

3. to set up a Commission consisting of representatives of the Mem
bers of the Security Council with instructions to prepare and to submit 
to the Security Council within the space of not more than three 
months, the proposals:

(a) for the general regulation and reduction of armaments and 
armed forces and

(b) for practical and effective safeguards in connection with the 
general regulation and reduction of armaments
which the Commission may be in a position to formulate in order to

1 U.N. docs. S/268/Rev. 1, Feb. 13, 1947, and Corr. 1, Feb. 14, in The United 
States and the United Nations: Report by the President to the Congress for the 
Year 1941 (Department of State publication 3024; 1948), pp. 251-252. Adopted 
by a vote of 10-0-1, the Soviet Union abstaining.

8 Ante, doc. 9.
* Ante, doc. 10.
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ensure the implementation of the above-mentioned resolutions of the 
General Assembly of 14 December 1946, insofar as these resolutions 
relate to armaments within the Commission’s jurisdiction.

The Commission shall submit a plan of work to the Council for 
approval.

Those matters which fall within the competence of the Atomic 
Energy Commission as determined by the General Assembly Reso
lution [s] of 24 January 19461 and 14 December 1946 shall be excluded 
from the jurisdiction of the Commission hereby established.

The title of the Commission shall be the Commission for Conven
tional Armaments.

The Commission shall make such proposals as it may deem ad
visable concerning the studies which the Military Staff Committee 
and possibly other organs of the United Nations might be asked to 
undertake.

4. to request the Military Staff Committee to submit to it, as soon as 
possible and as a matter of urgency, the recommendations for which 
it has been asked by the Security Council on 16 February 19462 in 
pursuance of Article 43 of the Charter, and as a first step, to submit to 
the Security Council not later than 30 April 1947, its recommendations 
with regard to the basic principles which should govern the organiza
tion of the United Nations Armed Force.3

12. Soviet Proposal Introduced in the Security Council: 
Draft Amendments and Additions to the First Report 
of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, 
February 18, 19474

The following changes are to be made in Part II, section C: 
“General Findings” :

1. Add the following sub-paragraph to paragraph 2:
“Inspection, supervision and management on the part of an in

ternational organ shall be applied in regard to all existing plants 
for the production of ultimate atomic materials (nuclear fuel) imme
diately after the entry into force of an appropriate convention or 
conventions.”

1Ante, doc. 3.
a Security Council Official Records: First Year, First Series, No. 1, p. 369.
* For the text of the Military Staff Committee’s report, see “Arming the United 

Nations” (Department of S tate Bulletin, Supplement, Aug. 3, 1947, pp. 247-273).
4 U.N. doc. S/283, in Security Council Official Records: Second Year, Supple

ment No. 7, pp. 63-68. For an extract from the first report, see ante, doc. 10. 
Cf. Gromyko’s statement of Mar. 5,1947 (post, doc. 13).
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2. Change the wording of the first sub-paragraph of paragraph 5 
to read as follows:

“5. That an effective system of control of atomic energy must be 
international in scope and must be established by an enforceable mul
tilateral convention which must be administered within the framework 
of the Security Council.”
, 3. Change the wording of paragraph 6 to read as follows:

u6. That an international convention outlawing the production, 
possession and use of atomic weapons is an essential part of any such 
system of international control of atomic energy. To be effective, 
such a convention must provide for the establishment of a compre
hensive system of international control including supervision and 
inspection to ensure the carrying out of the terms of the convention 
and ‘to protect complying States against the hazards of violations 
and evasions’,”

The f o l l o w i n g  changes are to be made in Part I I I : 
“Recommendations” :

4. Add to paragraph 1 after the words “in the Commission’s terms 
of reference” the following phrase:
“and in the General Assembly resolution of 14 December 1946 on 
‘Principles governing the general regulation and reduction of 
armaments’.” 1

5. Change the wording of paragraph 2 to read as follows:
“2. Such a system of international control of atomic energy should 

be established and its scope and functions defined by a convention in 
which all of the nations Members of the United Nations should be 
entitled to participate with the same rights and obligations. The 
international system of control should be declared operative only 
when those Members of the United Nations necessary to assure its 
success by signing and ratifying the convention have bound them
selves to accept and support it. Consideration should be given to 
the matter of participation of non-members of the United Nations.”

6. Make the following alterations in paragraph 3:
In place of the introductory sentence: “The treaty or convention 

should include, among others, provisions for:” substitute the following 
sentence: “The convention should include, among others, provisions 
for:”

1 Ante, doc. 9(A).
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Paragraph 3 (a) should read as follows:
“ (a) Establishing within the framework of the Security Council 

an international control commission possessing powers and charged 
with responsibility necessary for the effective implementation of the 
terms of the convention and for the prompt discharge of its day-to- 
day duties. Its rights, powers and responsibilities should be clearly 
established and defined by the convention. Such powers should be 
sufficiently broad and flexible to enable the commission to deal with 
the situation that may arise in the field of atomic energy in connexion 
with new discoveries. In particular, the commission shall assist 
in every way in promoting among all nations the exchange of basic 
scientific information on the use of atomic energy for peaceful pur
poses, shall be responsible for preventing the use of atomic energy 
for military purposes and for stimulating its uses for the benefit of 
the peoples of all countries. The control organs and the organs of 
inspection should carry out their control and inspection functions, 
acting on the basis of their own rules, which should provide for the 
adoption of decisions, in appropriate cases, by a majority vote.”

7. Paragraph 3 (c) to read as follows:
“(c) Prohibiting the manufacture, possession and use of atomic 

weapons by all nations parties to the convention or conventions and 
by all of their nationals.”

8. Paragraph 3 (d) to read as follows:
“ (d) Providing for the destruction of stocks of manufactured 

atomic weapons and of unfinished atomic weapons.” ;
9. Paragraph 3 (e) to read as follows: ;
“(e) Specifying the means and methods of determining violations 

of the terms of the convention, condemning such violations as inter
national crimes, and establishing the nature of the measures of enforce
ment and punishment to be imposed upon persons and upon nations 
guilty of violating its provisions.

“The judicial or other processes for determination of violations of 
the convention and of punishment therefor should be swift and certain. 
Serious violations of the convention shall be reported immediately 
by the commission to the nations parties to the convention, and to the 
Security Council.”

10. Paragraph 4 to read as follows :
“4. In consideration of the problem of violation of the terms of the 

convention, it should be borne in mind that a violation might be of 
so grave a character as to give rise to the inherent right of self- 
defence recognized in Article 51 of the Charter of the United 
Nations.”
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11. Change the wording of paragraph 5 to read as follows:
“5. The convention should embrace the entire programme for put

ting the system of international control of atomic energy into effect 
and should provide a schedule for the completion of the transitional 
process after the expiration of a certain period of time, step by step, 
in an orderly and agreed sequence leading to the full and effective 
establishment of international control of atomic energy. In order 
that the transition may be accomplished as rapidly as possible and 
with safety and equity to all, this Commission should supervise the 
transitional process as prescribed in the convention and should be 
empowered to determine when a particular stage or stages may be con
sidered to have been completed and subsequent ones are to 
commence.”

12. I t  is proposed to add a paragraph 6 to read as follows:
“With a view to the earliest possible implementation of the find

ings and recommendations stated above, and also of the General As
sembly resolution of 14 December 1946 on principles governing the 
general regulation and reduction of armaments, the Security Council 
recognizes the urgency of considering draft conventions on the 
prohibition of atomic and other major weapons adaptable to mass 
destruction.”

13. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Gromyko) 
to the Security Council, March 5, 1947 1

{First paragraph translated from Russian.]

Mr. President, I  should like to recall that, at the last meeting de
voted to this question, I  stated that I  intended at the next meeting to 
deal with a number of important questions of substance in connexion 
with the results of the discussion of the First Report of the Atomic 
Energy Commission.2 I  shall do so today.
[The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics con
tinued his speech in English.\

The discussion of the First Report of the Atomic Energy Com
mission in the Security Council was useful in so far as the attitude 
of individual States became still clearer towards the questions on 
which there is no difference of opinion, as well as towards the ques

1 Security Council Official Records: Second Year, No. 22, 155th Meeting, 
pp. 443-461. 

a Ante, doc. 10.
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tions on which agreement has not yet been reached. At the same 
time it is necessary to point out that no noticeable progress has yet 
been made in reaching an agreement on a number of important ques
tions relating to atomic energy control. The proposals submitted on 
these questions by the Soviet delegation so far have not been sub
jected to due consideration. In pointing out this circumstance, I  do 
not mean that it is necessary, even for those who have nothing to 
say on the substance of these questions and proposals, to state their 
attitude towards these important questions and proposals.

In speaking about these important questions and proposals, I  have 
in mind, first of all, the question of the conclusion of a convention for 
the prohibition of atomic and other major weapons of mass destruction, 
and the Soviet proposal on this subject. The General Assembly of the 
United Nations, by its resolution of 14 December 1946,1 set before all 
Member States of the United Nations serious tasks in the field of the 
control of atomic energy and of the prohibition of its use for military 
purposes. By this resolution the Security Council has been charged 
with a special responsibility, since a system of international control of 
atomic energy should be created precisely within the framework of this 
organ, which should work out and ensure the implementation of meas
ures to exclude the possibility of using atomic energy for military 
purposes.

Among the amendments and additions submitted by the Soviet 
delegation at the meeting of the Security Council on 18 February 
1947,2 there is an addition to the recommendations of the Atomic 
Energy Commission which reads as follows:

“With a view to the earliest possible implementation of the find
ings and recommendations stated above, and also of the General 
Assembly’s resolution of 14 December 1946, on ‘Principles govern
ing the general regulation and reduction of armaments’, the Secu
rity Council recognizes the urgency of considering draft conven
tions on the prohibition of atomic and other major weapons 
adaptable to mass destruction.”
It would seem that the question of the prohibition of atomic weap

ons and the appropriate proposals should attract particular attention, 
as this question has become an urgent and pressing task facing the 
United Nations Organization. The Soviet delegation to the Atomic 
Energy Commission already drew attention to the necessity of solv
ing these problems as far back as June 1946,3 when the Commission 
was just beginning its work. Unfortunately, it is necessary to state

1 Ante, doc. 9.
2 Ante, doc. 12.
* Ante, doc. 5.
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that the solution of this problem is still being delayed under various 
pretexts having nothing in common with the real interests and pur
poses of the United Nations.

We are still being told that atomic weapons cannot be prohibited 
until the Soviet Union accepts the United States proposals on the 
question of the control of atomic energy. Such a statement of the 
question, at the basis of which lies a desire to dictate to other Mem
ber States of the United Nations the terms which one country is try
ing to impose with the purpose of strengthening its monopoly posi
tion in the field of atomic energy, cannot conform with the interests 
of an urgent and successful solution of the problems of the establish
ment of atomic energy control. I t  is necessary to pay tribute to the 
frankness of the authors and advocates of such a plan, who do not 
conceal that they identify the interests of the United Nations in this 
field with the interests of one country, by subordinating the interests 
of other countries to the narrowly understood national interests of 
this one country.

The statements of the United States representatives in the Atomic 
Energy Commission and later in the Security Council—and, in par
ticular, the statements of Mr. Austin, whom I  greatly respect—on 
their readiness and willingness to establish an international control 
of atomic energy for the purpose of ensuring its use only for peaceful 
purposes, and the United States proposals themselves, lead us away 
from the solution of the most important and urgent problems con
nected with the working out of the questions of control.

The United States representatives decisively object to the conclu
sion of a convention on the prohibition of atomic weapons, though 
it is not difficult to understand that the immediate conclusion of this 
very convention is imperatively dictated by the whole situation. It is 
dictated by the nature of the atomic weapon itself as a weapon of 
aggression. I t is dictated by the fact that at the present time atomic 
energy is still being used only for military purposes. I t  is dictated 
by the fact that there are no objectively existing obstacles, especially 
in the light of the available historical examples of the prohibition 
of poisonous and suffocating gases, analogous liquids and bacterio
logical means of warfare. The only obstacle to the conclusion of 
such a convention is the desire of one country to impose its will in 
questions of atomic energy on other countries, regardless of their legit
imate interests.

Is it possible to consider that the way outlined in the United States 
proposals will lead us to a successful solution of the problem of the 
control of atomic energy and ensure its use only for peaceful pur
poses? No, this cannot be said. Without the conclusion of a conven
tion on the prohibition of atomic weapons one cannot speak seriously
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about rigid international control, for the establishment of which 
the Soviet Union has stood and is standing now. Without the con
clusion of such a convention it will be difficult, if not impossible, to 
solve the problem of the establishment of such a rigid control. The 
prohibition of atomic weapons as well as all other weapons of mass 
destruction should constitute by itself the first important stage in the 
fulfilment of the General Assembly resolution mentioned above. I t  
would correspond to the fundamental interests of all peace-loving 
peoples.

The necessity of an immediate solution of the problem of the pro
hibition of atomic weapons, which are weapons of aggression and con
stitute a threat, first of all, to the civilian population, is also dictated 
by the ancient traditions of mankind, proving to us that even at early 
stages of the development of civilization, certain moral norms had 
already been established according to which it was considered a crime 
to exterminate a peaceful population in war. For centuries the fol
lowing saying: “May the blood of women, children and old men not 
stain your victory” was popular among many peoples. Not a few 
instructive examples can be found in the history of the Middle Ages. 
Let us hope that our Organization of the United Nations, created in 
the twentieth century, will successfully compete in this respect with 
the morals of the ancients and of the Middle Ages.

I  considered it necessary to emphasize once more the importance 
of the question of the prohibition of atomic and other weapons adapt
able to mass destruction, and the importance of the proposals sub
mitted on this question, in the hope that after all we shall still be able 
to come to an agreement on this question and discuss without delay 
drafts of an appropriate convention.

In my statement of 14 February of this year I already drew the 
attention of the Security Council to the fact that the conclusion of 
a convention on the prohibition of atomic weapons would not mean 
that the working out of other questions, including that of inspection, 
should not be continued.1 However, the consideration of all the ques
tions related to the establishment of atomic energy control will inevi
tably require some time, and in view of this, the postponement of the 
conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of atomic weapons cannot 
be justified.

The conclusion of such a convention, besides the fact that it should 
represent a concrete and practical step towards the fulfilment of the 
General Assembly’s resolution of 14 December 1946, would create 
more favourable conditions for the solution of other problems arising 
out of the General Assembly’s resolution, to say nothing of the fact 
that the conclusion of such a convention would contribute to the

Security Council Official Records: Second Year, No. 14, 106th Meeting, pp. 
279-287.
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strengthening of mutual confidence among the Member States of the 
United Nations and of the authority of our Organization.

The Soviet representative on the Atomic Energy Commission and 
on the Security Council repeatedly pointed out that in considering 
questions of atomic energy control it is necessary to concentrate at
tention, first of all, on the basic problems. Having agreed upon the 
fundamental questions, the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Security Council would be unlikely to meet great difficulties in solving 
less important and secondary questions. I  consider it necessary to 
draw the attention of the Security Council once more to the necessity 
of reaching agreement first of all, precisely on the fundamental prob
lems, and thus clearing the way for reaching an agreement on other 
questions. I  have already pointed out one of these important tasks— 
namely, the urgent necessity for the conclusion of a convention for the 
prohibition of atomic weapons. There are other important questions 
on which it is necessary to reach an agreement in connexion with the 
whole problem of the establishment of control of atomic energy. In 
connexion with this I  wish to point out that it is necessary to have a 
definite and clear idea as to how to understand the control itself and 
some of its important aspects. I t is necessary for us to come to an 
understanding on this question, as up to now the authors of certain 
proposals have interpreted international control in a rather peculiar 
way.

The Soviet delegation deems it necessary to recall that the position 
of the Soviet Government on the question of the international control 
of atomic energy was clearly expressed by Generalissimo Stalin. On 
28 October 1946, answering a question by Mr. Hugh Baillie, president 
of the American agency, United Press, Generalissimo Stalin stated 
that “a strict international control is necessary”.1 Thus the position 
of the Soviet Union on this question, as well as that of the Soviet rep
resentatives on the Security Council and on the Atomic Energy 
Commission, is clear. The Soviet Union has stood and is standing for 
strict and effective international control of atomic energy.

At the last session of the General Assembly the Soviet delegation, 
in the person of its Head, Mr. V. M. Molotov, Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of the USSE, and later the Soviet representative on the 
Atomic Energy Commission and on the Security Council, also clari
fied the position of the USSE on questions of inspection, without 
which, as is clear, no strict, effective and real international control is 
conceivable. Effective inspection is a necessary component part of 
the system of international control. I  have considered it necessary 
to make this additional explanation, since the position of the Soviet 
Union on this question is often presented in a wrong light, and some-

1 New York Times, Oct. 29,1946, p. 1.
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times even distorted outright. Sometimes one may hear statements 
implying that the Soviet Union is against strong international con
trol and against effective inspection. Such statements have absolutely 
no basis and are evidently calculated to mislead public opinion as to 
the real position of the Soviet Union on this important question.

One may ask: what is the difference between the position of the 
Soviet Union and the proposals submitted some time ago to the 
Atomic Energy Commission by the representative of the United 
States and laid down as a basis of the report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, which is under our consideration? I  have already 
pointed out one of the most important differences while speaking 
about the necessity of an immediate conclusion of a convention for 
the prohibition of atomic weapons, which is not provided for by the 
United States proposals. However, there is a difference in some 
other respects, and it is an essential difference.

The position of the Soviet Union on the questions of the control of 
atomic energy arid inspection is clear. Strict international control 
and inspection of atomic energy should be established. At the same 
time this strict international control and strict inspection should not 
develop into interference with those branches of industry which are 
not connected with the production of atomic energy. The interna
tional control of atomic energy should not deal with questions which 
are not connected with atomic energy.

Logic tells us that any idea may be reduced to an absurdity. This 
applies even to good thoughts and ideas. The transformation of 
atomic energy control into an unlimited control would mean to reduce 
to an absurdity the very idea of control of atomic energy in order to 
prevent its use for military purposes. Unlimited control would mean 
an unlimited interference of the control and controlling organ—or 
organs—in the economic life of the countries on whose territories this 
control would be carried out, and interference in their internal af
fairs. This is not required of us for the fulfilment of the tasks set 
forth by the United Nations in the field of atomic energy control and 
prohibition of atomic weapons. This is not the task of the United 
Nations in connexion with the establishment of the international 
control of atomic energy.

Such a conception of international control as is presented to us in 
the United States proposals, and which lies at the basis of the cor
responding sections of the report of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
may only complicate the entire matter of organizing control and in
spection, since, as I  have already pointed out, it would mean crude 
interference by the control organ in the internal affairs and economic 
life of States, which cannot be compatible with the basic principles of 
the United Nations. Such interference in the internal affairs of 
States is not required by the interests of effective control and does not
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flow from the demands which are made on the control organs for the 
solution of the problems facing us in this field.

I  draw your attention to the fact that many atomic scientists fully 
realize the defects of the proposals to grant control organs the right 
of interference in the internal life and internal affairs of nations. In 
this connexion the statement by the Council of the British Atomic 
Scientists’ Association, published on 20 January 1947,1 deserves se
rious attention. In this statement a number of the provisions of the 
so-called Baruch plan were subjected to criticism. In particular, the 
British scientists have revealed the defects in the proposal concerning 
inspection. The scientists find, quite rightly, a serious defect in the 
United States proposal concerning inspection in the fact that it pro
vides for unlimited rights of inspection for the control organ. They 
express their wish “that the right of inspection should be circum
scribed as far as possible and should not be a means of excessive pry
ing into legitimate industrial or other activities. This is a question 
which can only be settled by extensive discussion. One may contem
plate a procedure similar to a search warrant Which would give the 
right of entry upon certification by the Atomic Development Author
ity that there exist reasonable grounds for suspicion.” As you see, 
the atomic scientists consider that the proposal concerning inspection, 
which provides the control organs with excessively broad powers in the 
field of inspection, is one of the serious faults in the plan of the 
United States. ^

The United States proposals on control proceed from the erroneous 
premise that the interests of other States should be relegated to the 
background during the exercise by the control organ of its functions 
of control and inspection. Only by proceeding from such funda
mentally vicious premises was it possible to come to the conclusion, 
contained in the proposals submitted to the Atomic Energy Commis
sion by the United States representative, on the necessity of trans
ferring atomic enterprises to the possession and ownership of the 
international organ which is to be responsible for the realization of 
control. A proposal of this sort shows that the authors of the so- 
called Baruch plan completely ignore the national interests of other 
countries and proceed from the necessity of subordinating the inter
ests of these countries to the interests actually of one country—that is, 
the United States of America.

It is easy to understand that the granting of such rights to control 
organs would mean a complete arbitrariness of these organs and, first 
of all, of those who would be in a position to command a majority 
in these organs. The granting of such rights to control organs would 
give an easy opportunity for interference in the activities of the enter

1 See New, York Times, Jan. 21,1947, p. 3.
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prises on the territory of one or another country, without any grounds 
for such interference.

This is how the United States representative put the question con
cerning the duties of the control organ in his statement at the meeting 
of the Atomic Energy Commission on 14 June 1946:

“The Authority should set up a thorough plan for control of the 
field of atomic energy, through various forms of ownership, domin
ion, licences, operation, inspection, research and management by 
competent personnel.” 1
Surely the authors of these proposals are not going to deny that 

their plan contemplates the interference of the control organs in the 
most varied fields of the life of a State. In the same statement of the 
United States representative, obviously for softening purposes, it is 
stated that after an international control organ has solved the prob
lems enumerated above in the field of ownership, dominion, licences, 
etc., “there should be as little interference as may be with the economic 
plans and the present private, corporate and State relationships in 
the several countries involved”. Thus, interference of the control 
organ in the internal life of the country is definitely provided for. 
The reservation that in the future there should be some limitation 
to this interference does not alter the situation, since that is not the 
main point.

The tasks of the control organ, which is entrusted with ownership, 
licensing and with a number of other functions, are, as it were, 
identified with the tasks of international syndicates and trusts, of 
which the role and influence upon international relations and upon 
the economic life of individual countries are well known. It was not 
for the creation of international syndicates and trusts, which would 
possess establishments located on the territory of individual countries, 
that the Atomic Energy Commission was established. I t was not 
for this that the General Assembly decided, on 14 December 1946, on 
the necessity of establishing atomic energy control and on prohibiting 
atomic weapons. It is time to understand that one cannot approach 
the solution of such questions guided only by the interests of one 
country; it is necessary to take into consideration the legitimate 
interests of other countries as well. One cannot imagine a situation 
in which a control organ would possess establishments in different 
countries, decide whether or not to allow the creation of such estab
lishments on the territories of these or other countries, and have the 
exclusive right to carry on scientific research in the field of the pro
duction and use of atomic energy. I t is impossible to imagine such a 
situation. Only people who have lost the sense of reality can seriously 
believe in the possibility of creating such arrangements.

1 Ante, doc. 4.
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The above-mentioned provision contained in the United States pro
posals is repeated several times in a modified form. In the same 
statement by the United States representative it is pointed out that 
the control organ “should control and operate all plants producing 
fissionable materials in dangerous quantities and must own and con
trol the product of these plants”.

In this provision the idea of the necessity of turning the control 
organ into a peculiar international trust is brought almost to its 
logical conclusion. I t  appears that the control organ would also 
control and direct the work of all the plants and own the product 
of these plants. I t remains only to add to such a proposal the further 
suggestion that the international control organ should share profits of 
establishments under its management in accordance with the quantity 
of shares belonging to one or another country. Then the picture will 
be complete.

The statement of the British scientists referred to above justly 
exposes the unacceptability of the idea of handing over the establish
ments to the possession of the international control organ. The sci
entists point out that the granting of such powers to the control organ 
would call forth difficulties, since it would mean that only such an 
organ would decide whether this or that country might or might 
not construct power plants. Such an organ would also have the right 
to prevent the use of power produced at those plants and to determine 
conditions for the supply of this power.

Referring to the provision contained in the United States proposals 
on the exclusive right of an international organ to carry on scientific 
research, the atomic scientists justly point out that “the danger does 
not come from research as such, but from the application of the results. 
The object of a control scheme is to ensure that the result of such 
research would never be used for destructive purposes.”

The idea of granting to the international control organ the right 
to possess establishments, to permit or not to permit this or that 
country to construct establishments, the right to possess the product 
of establishments, the exclusive right for scientific research, etc., con
tained in the proposals of the United States, also finds its reflection in 
the report of the Atomic Energy Commission, though in a somewhat 
veiled form. In particular, such an idea was expressed in part 5, 
chapter 1, paragraph 4 of the report. In this definition of the con
cept “management” there is formulated in essence the principle of 
handing over the establishments for the production of atomic energy 
to the possession of the control organ; that is, the principle which is 
stated in the most exact form in the above-mentioned statement of the
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representative of the United States on the Atomic Energy Commis
sion. This paragraph reads as follows:

“Management means direct power and authority over day-by- 
day decisions governing the operations themselves, as well as ad
visory responsibility for planning. Managerial control means in
ternal control of a plant by a director or manager. Management 
by the international control agency means that the management is 
established by and is responsible to such an agency. Management 
is normally a prerogative of ownership, but need not imply owner
ship.” 1
I  draw attention especially to the fact that the Commission con

siders that “management” is the direct power and authority to take 
day-by-day decisions governing operations as well as responsibility 
for planning. These are plainly elements of the right of ownership.

I  draw the attention of the Security Council also to the fact that, 
according to the findings contained in the report, “management” is 
normally a prerogative of ownership. I t is true that in the same 
part of the report it is stated that management “need not imply own
ership”. However, these reservations which apparently have been 
inserted to soften the main thesis, do not change the meaning of this 
paragraph and of the idea expressed in it, which is thoroughly vicious 
and unacceptable.

The thesis formulated in the above-mentioned statement by the 
United States representative at the first meeting of the Atomic Energy 
Commission is reproduced in essence in the report of the Atomic 
Energy Commission.

I  have already pointed out that the proposal to grant to an inter
national control organ the right to possess establishments for the pro
duction of atomic energy, and unlimited power to carry out other 
important functions connected with the ownership and management 
of the establishments and with the disposition of their production, 
would lead to interference by the control organ in the internal affairs 
and internal life of States and eventually would lead to arbitrary 
action by the control organ in the solution of such problems as fall 
completely within the domestic jurisdiction of a State. I  deem it nec
essary to emphasize that the granting of broad rights and powers 
of such a kind to the control organ is incompatible with State sov
ereignty. Therefore, such proposals are unacceptable and must be 
rejected as unjustifiable. Not only do they not facilitate the solution 
of the problem of establishing strict and effective international con-

1 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Supple
ment, Report to the Security Council (1946), p. 45.
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trol, but, on the contrary, they complicate the solution of this problem.
The thesis regarding the right of ownership or the right of do

minion has nothing to do with the problems of establishing effective 
and real international control of atomic energy. This would seem to 
be obvious. Nevertheless, the above-mentioned proposals, in spite 
of their complete groundlessness, have been persistently advocated 
and defended. Various unconvincing arguments are cited to prove 
that allegedly only by granting such rights and powers to the control 
organ is it possible to establish a system of international control. 
Thorough acquaintance with the above-mentioned proposals shows 
that this thesis, by references to control, merely conceals a striving 
to obtain the right of interference in the economic life of countries 
as required by the interests even of the majority of the control organ.

In speeches by representatives of some States in the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Security Council, as well as in speeches by nu
merous “experts”, who have appeared recently in great numbers, on 
the problems of the international control of atomic energy, the ques
tion has been asked very often: How does the Soviet Union conceive 
the carrying out by the control organ of practical day-by-day activi
ties, and how shall this organ take decisions relating to such day- 
by-day activities ?

The position of the Soviet Union on this question has already been 
stated more than once. If  it is necessary, I  am prepared to repeat 
that such an organ must have the right to take decisions by majority 
vote in appropriate cases. Does this mean, however, that it is pos
sible, by invoking the principle of international control, to agree in 
reality to grant the right of interference in the economic life of a 
country even through the decision of the majority in the control 
organ? The Soviet Union does not wish to and cannot allow such 
a situation. The Soviet Union is aware that there will be a majority 
in the control organ which may take one-sided decisions, a majority 
on whose benevolent attitude toward the Soviet Union the Soviet 
people cannot count. Therefore, the Soviet Union, and probably not 
only the Soviet Union, cannot allow that the fate of its national econ
omy be handed over to this organ. The correctness of such a con
clusion is confirmed by historical experience, including the brief but 
very instructive experience of the activities of the United Nations 
organs. The Soviet delegation does not doubt that all those who 
objectively appraise the situation will correctly understand the posi
tion of the Soviet Union on this question.

Hence it follows that, while creating an international organ of 
atomic energy and organizing inspection, it is also necessary to have 
a strict regulation of the rights and duties of the control organ, ex
cluding arbitrariness and unlimited rights. Such regulation cannot 
be an obstacle to the establishment of a strict and effective control*
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for carrying out strict and effective inspection. On the contrary, a 
strict definition of the rights and functions of a control organ will 
allow it to exercise its control and inspection functions more precisely 
and regularly. In such a situation there will be no place for 
interference of control organs in the economic life of a country.

Strict regulation of the powers and duties of a control organ 
should exclude the unlimited access for inspection purposes to all 
equipment and operations, access which is now provided for in the 
report of the Atomic Energy Commission, and should also exclude 
granting to the inspecting organ the right to shut down plants, to 
interfere with normal mining and milling operations and to give 
so-called licences, that is, the permission to conduct definite activities 
on definite conditions, etc.

Regulation of the activities of the control organs will exclude simi
lar actions, which are described in such detail in the so-called first 
report on safeguards,1 contained in the report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. Incidentally, this report on safeguards is the least 
thoroughly thought-out part of the Commission’s report. This can 
probably be explained partly by the fact that the proposals on safe
guards have never been subjected by anyone to serious discussion in 
the Atomic Energy Commission. What is not included in this report 
on safeguards? What is not provided for in it, in connexion with 
the definition of the rights and powers of the control organ? One 
can find in the report the explanation of the necessity for travelling 
without restraint and for flights in and over territories of other coun
tries at the inspectors5 will; there can be found a description of the 
possibilities of a seizure by a group of people of the establishments 
for the production of atomic energy. This is almost like a detective 
story.

In spite of the evident fact that the proposals to grant unlimited 
rights to the control organ are unfounded, there are people who still 
continue persistently to defend proposals of this kind, pretending 
that such proposals are in conformity with the tasks of setting up a 
strict and effective international control. I  do not know whether 
the authors and advocates of such proposals believe themselves that 
they are genuine. Nevertheless, they are trying to prove that these 
very proposals should constitute a basis for the establishment of a 
system of international atomic energy control.

In reality, to grant to the control organ unlimited rights and pos
session and management of the atomic establishments cannot be looked 
upon as anything but an attempt by the United States to secure for 
itself world monopoly in the field of atomic energy. This tendency 
has found its expression in the proposals submitted by the represent-

pp. 42-65.
514543—60—vol. 1-----8
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ative of the United States on the Atomic Energy Commission and 
later laid down as the basis of the report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission.

The one-sided nature of these proposals, the purpose of which is to 
secure the monopoly position of one country in the field of atomic 
energy, is emphasized throughout the main proposals contained in 
the report of the Atomic Energy Commission, throughout the recom
mendations, general findings, sections dealing with the questions of 
safeguards and others. Should one, therefore, wonder that such 
proposals are often subjected to sharp and deserved criticism? In 
the above-mentioned statement of the British scientists, the proposal 
of the United States is criticized also from this aspect. The following 
is pointed out:

“The most important objection to the Baruch plan from the 
point of view of other nations is probably that it envisages in its 
first stages measures which may be construed as maintaining the 
dominance of the United States in the field of atomic energy, 
whereas the concessions which are to be made by that country appear 
mostly in the later stages.”
The scientists preferred to choose a somewhat restrained language 

for criticizing these proposals. But still, in essence, they succeeded 
in noting a tendency to secure a monopoly position for one country 
by such proposals.

The adoption of such proposals, as well as the plan for atomic 
energy control as a whole, submitted some time ago by the represent
ative of the United States, is in contradiction with the basic economic 
and national interests of other States, for this plan is directed against 
their economic independence. It is directed against the independence 
of other States. The situation is not altered by the fact that such a 
proposal actually finds support.

I  have already had an opportunity to state1 the point of view of 
the Soviet delegation on the question of the principle of unanimity 
of the five Powers, permanent members of the Security Council, in 
connexion with the discussion of the question of the control of atomic 
energy. The Soviet delegation considers that it will be impossible 
to reach an agreement on this question so long as the unacceptable 
proposal on the question of the so-called veto is defended, since such 
a proposal is in contradiction with the principles of the United 
Nations. I have already pointed out that there seems to be no differ
ence of opinion among us on the question of the necessity of punish
ing violators. All agree that certain sanctions should be applied 
against violators, if their guilt is proved. There is a divergence of 
opinion as to how, and by whom, decisions on sanctions should be

1 Ante, doc. 5.
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taken. Should such decisions be taken in accordance with the basic 
principles of the United Nations, or in violation of those principles? 
The Soviet delegation considers that such decisions should be taken 
in strict conformity with the basic principles of our Organization 
and should be taken by the organ which is charged with the primary 
responsibility for the maintenance of peace, that is, by the Security 
Council. The principle of unanimity of the five Powers, as such, is 
not an obstacle to the effective control of atomic energy, no matter 
what efforts are made to prove the contrary.

If  I  have decided to touch on this question once more, it is chiefly 
because I  wish to clarify some of its aspects which were not suffi
ciently clarified before, and to help those who want to understand, to 
understand this question.

It is sometimes said that the proposals on the veto question con
tained in the United States plan did not affect the principle of unanim
ity of the five Powers as such. Attempts are being made to prove 
this by the argument that the States themselves, according to the 
convention, should give up this right. Besides, it is pointed out that, 
after an appropriate convention is concluded, nobody should have 
the right of veto, which might hinder the putting into effect of this 
convention. But the very point is: What should be provided for 
in the convention ? Should departure from the principle of unanim
ity be provided for, or should the convention not touch the prin
ciple of unanimity of the five Powers in the Security Council?

Thus, the question remains whether decisions on sanctions, after 
the conclusion of an appropriate convention, are to be taken by the 
Security Council, in which the principle of unanimity operates, or by 
the control organ, in which nobody will have the right of veto. That 
is why the United States proposals in fact affect the general question 
of the principle of unanimity in the Security Council. Since this is 
so, and since some people—and first of all the representatives of the 
United States—are trying to represent the situation in such a way 
that it appears as if the Soviet Union alone of the five Powers is 
interested in preserving the right of veto, the Soviet delegation con
siders it necessary to touch on this question once again.

The veto was established not on the initiative of the Soviet Union, 
but on the initiative of the United States of America, in particular of 
the late President Roosevelt, and also of the former Prime Minister 
of Great Britain, Mr. Churchill. Thus, the initiators of the veto 
were the United States and Great Britain. The Soviet Union sup
ported the proposal of President Roosevelt because it considered that 
the principle of the unanimity of the great Powers corresponded to 
the interest of the maintenance of peace.

At the Dumbarton Oaks Conference, where, for the first time, the 
principal questions of the creation of the United Nations were sub
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jected to thorough discussion, the principle of unanimity of the five 
Powers was supported by all the participants. At the Conference, 
hot only was there no difference of opinion on this question, but in 
general not one of its participants even dared to think that there 
might be some other solution of the question. This Conference failed 
to reach a decision only on the question of the application of the 
principle of unanimity in cases when the Security Council takes de
cisions on matters in connexion with peaceful settlement in which one 
or more of the great Powers are involved. At the Dumbarton Oaks 
Conference, final agreement on this question was not reached.1 How
ever, the great Powers—the initiators of the creation of the United 
Nations Organization—even after the Conference, continued to seek 
a voting formula satisfactory to all of them. The United States Gov
ernment also continued such attempts. As a result, at the Crimea 
Conference ait Yalta, an appropriate formula, which was approved 
unanimously, was proposed by the late President Roosevelt.2 I  em
phasize that the proposed formula was unanimously approved by all 
the participants at the Crimea Conference, and later, at the San 
Francisco Conference; it was included in the United Nations Charter 
as Article 27 of Chapter V.

Proposing a formula for voting in the Security Council, the United 
States delegation made a statement containing both the text of the 
formula and its justification. Here is the text of this statement, read 
on that occasion by Mr. Stettinius, former Secretary of State of the 
United States. I  quote:

“ S t a t e m e n t  o n  t h e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  a t t it u d e  o n  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  
v o t in g  i n  t h e  S e c u r i t y  C o u n c i l .

1. Review of the situation on this question.
“It was agreed at the Dumbarton Oaks Conference that certain 

questions would be left for further consideration and solution in 
the future. Among them the principal one is what procedure of 
voting should be used in the Security Council.

“The three delegations examined carefully the whole question at 
Dumbarton Oaks. Since that time this question has been subjected 
to a continuous and intensive study on the part of each of the three 
Governments.

“On 15 [5] December 1944 the President forwarded the proposal 
to Marshal Stalin and Prime Minister Churchill that this question

1For the text of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals (Oct. 7, 1944), see Postwar 
Foreign Policy Preparation, 1939-1945 (Department of State publication 3580;
1949), pp. 611-619.

3Foreign Relations of the United States: The Conferences at Malta and Yalta, 
1945, p. 976.
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be solved by wording section C, chapter VI of the Dumbarton Oaks 
proposals in general as follows:

‘C. Voting:
‘1. Each member of the Security Council should have one vote.
‘2. Decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters 

should be taken by the majority of seven members.
‘3. Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters should 

be taken by the majority of seven members including the concurring 
votes of the permanent members, with a party to a dispute abstain
ing from voting while decisions are being taken under section A— 
Peaceful Settlement—chapter VIII, and under the second sentence 
of paragraph 1 of section C, chapter VIII.5 ”
This sentence relates to regional arrangements. I  continue the 

quotation:
“The text I  have just read has been slightly modified in wording 

in accordance with the Soviet and British observations on the 
original text proposed by the President.

“2. Analysis of the United States 'proposal.
“ (a) The proposal is in full accordance with the special respon

sibility of the great Powers for the maintenance of international 
peace. In this respect our proposal requires absolute unanimity of 
the permanent members of the Security Council on all the most 
important decisions relating to the maintenance of peace including 
all economic and military enforcement measures.

“ (&) At the same time our proposal recognizes the desirability 
of the frank statement of the permanent members that the peaceful 
settlement of any dispute which may arise is a matter of inter
national concern, a matter in which sovereign non-permanent Mem
ber States have a right to state their points of view without an 
arbitrary prohibition.

“We believe that if such freedom of discussion in the Council 
is not allowed then the creation of an international Organization, 
which we all desire, may be seriously hampered, if not made al
together impossible. Without full and free discussion in the Coun
cil, even though it could be created the Organization would be a 
quite different one from what we are planning.

“The document which we have submitted to the other two dele
gations contains the text of the provisions which I  have read and 
a special list of those decisions of the Security Council which 
according to our proposal will require absolute unanimity and, 
separately, the list of those questions in the field of disputes and
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peaceful settlement on which any party to a dispute should abstain 
from voting.

“3. Justification of the United States position.
“From the point of view of the United States Government there 

are two important elements in the question of the voting procedure. 
The first element is that for the maintenance of international 
peace, which I  have mentioned above, unanimity is necessary among 
the permanent members.

“The second element is that it is extremely important for the 
people of the United States that justice should be provided for all 
the Members of the Organization.

“Our task is to reconcile these two major elements. We believe 
that the proposals submitted to Marshal Stalin and Prime Minister 
Churchill by the President on 5 December 1944 do provide reason
able and just solution and combine satisfactorily these two major 
considerations.” 1
I  draw the attention of the Security Council particularly to the 

following provisions of this document:
Paragraph 2(a), in the section Analysis of the United States pro

posal, which states that this proposal is in full conformity with the 
special responsibility of the great Powers for the maintenance of 
peace; therefore it requires absolute unanimity of the permanent 
members of the Security Council on all the most important decisions, 
including all economic and military sanctions.

Section 3, Justification of the United States position, which points 
out two important elements: the necessity of unanimity among perma
nent members and the necessity of providing justice for all Members 
of the Organization; and also to the conclusion stating that the United 
States proposals give “reasonable and just solution” and combine 
successfully both of these important considerations.

At the Crimea Conference, during the discussion of this question, 
and in particular of the above-stated United States proposal, the prin
ciple of the veto as well as the United States proposal were fully sup
ported by Mr. Churchill.2 According to the record—I have in mind 
the record not of the Secretariat, but of the Soviet delegation, a record 
to which Mr. Churchill did not give his approbation—Mr. Churchill

1 Statement of Feb. 6, 1945 (The Conferences at Malta and Yalta, 19^5, pp. 
661-662; 682-683) ; Mr. Gromyko’s text of Secretary Stettinius’ statement is sub
stantially the same as the U.S. records. President Roosevelt’s message of Dec. 
5,1944, appears ibid., pp. 58-59.

2 Statement of Feb. 6, 1945 (ibid., pp. 663-664; 673-674). Mr. Gromyko’s 
text of Prime Minister Churchill’s statement is substantially the same as the 
U.S. records.
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stated that he “was not completely satisfied with the original pro
posals worked out at Dumbarton Oaks” as he was not sure that the 
real situation and position of the three great Powers were fully taken 
into account in these proposals. After studying the President’s new 
proposals, that is, the proposals on the veto, Mr. Churchill’s doubts 
disappeared—in any case, he said, as far as the British Common
wealth and the British Empire were concerned. This also applies to 
the independent Dominions of the British Crown. Mr. Churchill ad
mits that the question whether peace will be built on firm foundations 
depends upon the friendship and co-operation of the three great Pow
ers. However, we would be placing ourselves in a false position and 
would not be just towards our intentions if we did not provide small 
nations with an opportunity for the free expression of their claims. 
Without this, it would look as if the three great Powers claimed to 
rule the world. Meanwhile, in reality they want to serve the world 
and to save it from the disasters which overtook the majority of the 
peoples in the recent war. That is why the three great Powers must 
display a certain readiness to comply with the interests of the com
mon cause.

Naturally, Mr. Churchill thinks in the first place how the new 
situation will affect the fate of the British Commonwealth. He would 
like to cite as a concrete example, one which is difficult for the British 
force, namely, Hong Kong. If  the proposal of the President is 
adopted and China asks for the return of Hong Kong, then Great 
Britain will have the right to express its point of view and defend 
it. Great Britain would not, however, be able to participate in vot
ing on those questions in the solution of which, according to the 
United States draft, the party concerned should abstain from voting. 
China, for its part, would have the right to state completely its views 
on the problem of Hong Kong, and the Security Council would have 
to solve this problem without the participation of the British Gov
ernment and without a vote. Mr. Churchill asked that his “example” 
should be considered and went on as follows:

“Let us suppose that the British Government were not able to 
agree to consider some of the questions touched upon in the state
ment of the United States delegation on February 6, 1945—for ex
ample, the question whether the non-settlement of the dispute be
tween the parties by means of their own choice constitutes a threat 
to peace, since the British Government would consider that the 
question touched the sovereignty of the British Empire.”
In such a case, a victory would be secured for the British Govern

ment, as each permanent member has, in certain cases, the right to 
veto the actions of the Security Council; on the other hand, it would 
be unjust if  China had no possibility of expressing its opinion on the
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subject of the dispute. The same applies to Egypt. In case Egypt 
should raise against Britain a question concerning the Suez Canal, 
then Mr. Churchill would have allowed the discussion of this ques
tion without any fear, since British interests are ensured by the pro
vision of the American statement, which provides for the right of 
veto.

I  hope that at the present time nobody can have any doubts as to 
who is the initiator of the proposals on the veto and how the matter 
stood in the discussion of the original proposals on this question. 
These explanations may be useful, at least for those who want to know 
what the actual state of affairs was when this question was being dis
cussed before it found appropriate expression in the United Nations 
Charter.

Generalissimo Stalin, the head of the Soviet delegation at the 
Crimea Conference, on behalf of the Soviet Union, agreed with the 
proposals of Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill, since the principle of 
unanimity of the great Powers corresponds to the interests of co
operation among them and to the interests of the maintenance of 
international peace.

One may say, “That was in time of war, and the significance of co
operation and of co-ordinated actions among the great Powers was 
obvious, but at the present time the value of the principle of unanimity 
among the great Powers is not so obvious.” But, if the two years which 
have elapsed since the Crimea Conference and the year and a half 
since the San Francisco Conference and since the end of the war have 
brought for some people doubts on the soundness of this principle, 
then what is the use of speaking about the prospects of co-operation 
among the great Powers and about the maintenance of international 
peace in the future? What other principle can be proposed to us by 
those who are sick of the principle of unanimity of the great Powers, 
for the solution of all the important questions involved in the mainte
nance of peace, including the question of sanctions ? What substitute 
can they propose for the veto? Don’t they want to draw us back 
to the ruins of the League of Nations? One may not answer these 
questions, but we cannot get away from them.

The delegation of the Soviet Union deemed it necessary to make 
additional clarifications of its position on this question so that when 
returning the report of the Atomic Energy Commission we would at 
least realize clearly and distinctly where we are. An understanding 
of the actual position may perhaps help us to cope with those serious 
tasks facing the United Nations Organization in the field of the estab
lishment of international control of atomic energy in order to prohibit 
its use for military purposes, and to ensure its application only for 
the benefit of humanity, for raising the standard of living of peoples, 
and for widening their scientific and cultural horizons.
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14. Working Paper Adopted by Committee 2 of the 
United Nations Atomic Energy Commission: Sum
mary of Principal Subjects To Be Incorporated in 
Specific Proposals for the International Control of 
Atomic Energy, April 10, 19471

A. Subjects required to establish the initial framework of a draft 
treaty or convention. (Many of these subjects might be discussed 
concurrently) :

1. Definition of terms to be used in the treaty;
2. Operational and developmental functions of the international 

agency and its relation to the planning, co-ordination and direction 
of atomic activities:

(a) Functions of the international agency in relation to research 
and development activities;

(5) Functions of the international agency in relation to the loca
tion and mining of ores;

(c) Functions of the international agency in relation to the proc
essing and purification of source material;

(d) Functions of the international agency in relation to the stock
piling, production and distribution of nuclear fuels ;

(e) Functions of the international agency in relation to the 
design, construction and operation of isotope separation plants;

(/) Functions of the international agency in relation to the 
design, construction and operation of reactors;

(g) Eights of, and limitations on, the agency and its personnel 
with respect to inspection, operation and other control functions;
3. Organization and administration of the international agency:

(a) Organizational structure;
(b) Relations to other organs of the United Nations, to other 

international agencies and to individual nations and their national 
agencies;

(c) Status of the agency and its personnel in its operation within 
individual nations;

(d) Definition of types of operating decisions subject to review 
and of those not subject to review;

(e) Determination of review body or bodies and of principles 
governing review.

1 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Second Year, 
Special Supplement, Second Report to the Security Council, 11 September 1947 
(AEC/26), pp. 6-8.
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B. Subjects which can be discussed effectively only within the frame
work of decisions reached on subjects listed under “A” above:

1. Principles governing the geographical location of dangerous 
activities and stockpiling;

2. Financial and budgetary organization:
{a) Determination of sources of funds and types of expenditures;
(6) Estimates of the financial burden to be borne by individual 

nations;
(c) Principles governing the allocations of expenses to indi

vidual nations;
(d) Principles governing the financing of both facilities owned 

and facilities not owned by the agency;
3. Prohibitions and enforcement:

(a) Definition of individual and national prohibitions;
(&) Examination of the nature of direct international jurisdic

tion over individuals and the principles governing the application 
of individual punishments;

(<?) Examination of the problems related to the application of 
sanctions against nations, including the “veto” problem;

(i) Method of determining violations;
(ii) Application of economic and other nonmilitary sanctions;
(iii) Application of military sanctions;

4. Examination of the stages by which transition will be accom
plished from conditions of national control to the final conditions of 
predominantly international control.

15. Soviet Draft Plan of Work Introduced in the Com
mission for Conventional Armaments, May 21,1947 1

1. The establishment of general principles for the reduction of 
armaments and armed forces and for the determination of the mini
mum requirements of each State with regard to all kinds of arma
ments and armed forces (land, sea and air), taking into account the 
prohibition of atomic weapons and other kinds of armaments adapt
able to mass destruction.

1 U.N. doc. S/C.3/SC.2/4, May 21, 1947. Rejected by the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments, which adopted instead a plan of work proposed by 
the United States (post, doc. 17).
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2. The establishment of the general principles which are to serve 
as a basis for the reduction of manufacturing war production and the 
determination of the maximum capacity of war production for each 
State, with a view to permitting the production and use of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes only.

3. The extension of the principles set forth in paragraphs 1 and 2 
to States which are not Members of the United Nations.

4. The establishment of limits for individual kinds of armaments 
and armed forces for each State, on the basis of the principles set 
forth in paragraph 1.

5. The establishment of limits for various kinds of war production 
for each State, on the basis of the principles set forth in paragraph 2.

6. The determination of the procedure and time limits for bringing 
the level of armaments and armed forces and also of war production 
for each State into conformity with the limits set forth in paragraphs 
4 and 5.

7. Problems of the distribution of armed forces and the question of 
the reduction of networks of military, naval and air bases.

8. Measures relating to the prohibition of the use of non-military 
industry and non-military means of transport for purposes of war, 
beyond the limits arising out of those set forth in paragraphs 4 and 5.

9. The organization and the procedure for the establishment of a 
system of control to implement measures regarding the general re
duction and regulation of armaments and armed forces and also of 
war industry and war production, taking into account the co
ordination of the aforementioned system of control with the system of 
control over the use of atomic energy.

10. The working out of a draft convention.

16. Soviet Proposals Introduced in the United Nations 
Atomic Energy Commission, June 11, 1947 1

The Soviet Government, in addition and in development of its pro
posal on the conclusion of an international convention on the prohibi
tion of atomic and other major weapons of mass destruction, submitted 
for the consideration of the Atomic Energy Commission on 19 June 
1946,2 presents for the consideration of the above-mentioned Com-

1 U.N. doc. AEC/24, June 11, 1947. See also report and resolution on the 
Soviet proposals by the Working Committee of the United Nations Atomic 
Energy Commission (post, doc. 21).

2 Ante, doc. 5.
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mission the following basic provisions on which an international 
agreement or convention on atomic energy control should be based.

1. For ensuring the use of atomic energy only for peaceful pur
poses, in accordance with the international convention on the prohi
bition of atomic and other major weapons of mass destruction and 
also with the purpose of preventing violations of the convention on 
the prohibition of atomic weapons and for the protection of comply
ing States against hazards of violations and evasions, there shall be 
established strict international control simultaneously over all facili
ties engaged in mining of atomic raw materials and in production of 
atomic materials and atomic energy.

2. For carrying out measures of control of atomic energy facilities, 
there shall be established, within the framework of the Security Coun
cil, an international commission for atomic energy control to be called 
the International Control Commission.

3. The International Control Commission shall have its own in
spectorial apparatus.

4. Terms and organizational principles of international control of 
atomic energy, and also composition, rights and obligations of the 
International Control Commission, as well as provisions on the basis 
of which it shall carry out its activities, shall be determined by a 
special international convention on atomic energy control, which is 
to be concluded in accordance with the convention on the prohibition 
of atomic weapons.

5. With the purpose of ensuring the effectiveness of international 
control of atomic energy, the convention on the control of atomic 
energy shall be based on the following fundamental provisions:

(a) The International Control Commission shall be composed 
of the Representatives of States Members of the Atomic Energy 
Commission established by the General Assembly decision of 
24 January 1946,1 and may create such subsidiary organs which 
it finds necessary for the fulfilment of its functions.
(b) The International Control Commission shall establish its own 
rules of procedure.
(c) The personnel of the International Control Commission shall 
be selected on an international basis.
(d) The International Control Commission shall periodically carry 
out inspection of facilities for mining of atomic raw materials and 
for the production of atomic materials and atomic energy.

1 Ante, doc. 3.
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6. While carrying out inspection of atomic energy facilities, the 
International Control Commission shall undertake the following 
actions:

(a) Investigates the activities of facilities for mining atomic raw 
materials, for the production of atomic materials and atomic 
energy as well as verifies their accounting.
(b) Checks existing stocks of atomic raw materials, atomic 
materials, and unfinished products.
(c) Studies production operations to the extent necessary for the 
control of the use of atomic materials and atomic energy.
(d) Observes the fulfilment of the rules of technical exploitation 
of the facilities prescribed by the convention on control as well as 
works out and prescribes the rules of technological control of such 
facilities.
(e) Collects and analyses data on the mining of atomic raw ma
terials and on the production of atomic materials and atomic 
energy.
(f) Carries on special investigations in cases when suspicion of 
violations of the convention on the prohibition of atomic weapons 
arises.
(g) Makes recommendations to Governments on the questions re
lating to production, stockpiling and use of atomic materials and 
atomic energy.
(h) Makes recommendations to the Security Council on measures 
for prevention and suppression in respect to violators of the con
ventions on the prohibition of atomic weapons and on the control of 
atomic energy.
7. For the fulfilment of the tasks of control and inspection en

trusted to the International Control Commission, the latter shall have 
the right o f:

(a) Access to any facilities for mining, production, and stockpil
ing of atomic raw materials and atomic materials, as well as to the 
facilities for the exploitation of atomic energy.
(b) Acquaintance with the production operations of the atomic 
energy facilities, to the extent necessary for the control of use of 
atomic materials and atomic energy.
(c) The carrying out of weighing, measurements, and various anal
yses of atomic raw materials, atomic materials, and unfinished 
products.
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(d) Requesting from the Government of any nation, and checking 
of, various data and reports on the activities of atomic energy 
facilities.
(e) Requesting of various explanations on the questions relating to 
the activities of atomic energy facilities.
(f) Making recommendations and presentations to Governments 
on the matters of the production and use of atomic energy.
(g) Submitting recommendations for the consideration of the Secu
rity Council on measures in regard to violators of the conventions 
on the prohibition of atomic weapons and on the control of atomic 
energy.
8. In accordance with the tasks of international control of atomic 

energy, scientific research activities in the field of atomic energy shall 
be based on the following provisions:

(a) Scientific research activities in the field of atomic energy 
must comply with the necessity of carrying out the convention on 
the prohibition of atomic weapons and with the necessity of pre
venting its use for military purposes.
(b) Signatory States to the convention on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons must have a right to carry on unrestricted scientific re
search activities in the field of atomic energy, directed toward dis
covery of methods of its use for peaceful purposes.
(c) In the interests of an effective fulfilment of its control and 
inspectorial functions, the International Control Commission must 
have a possibility to carry out scientific research activities in the 
field of discovery of methods of the use of atomic energy for peace
ful purposes. The carrying out of such activities will enable the 
Commission to keep itself informed on the latest achievements in 
this field and to have its own skilled international personnel, which 
is required by the Commission for practical carrying out of the 
measures of control and inspection.
(d) In conducting scientific research in the field of atomic energy, 
one of the most important tasks of the International Control Com
mission should be to ensure a wide exchange of information among 
nations in this field and to render necessary assistance, through 
advice, to the countries parties to the convention, which may request 
such assistance.
(e) The International Control Commission must have at its dis
posal material facilities including research laboratories and experi
mental installations necessary for the proper organization of the 
research activities to be conducted by it.
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17. Plan of Work of the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments, June 18, 1947 1

1. Consider and make recommendations to the Security Council 
concerning armaments and armed forces which fall within ttie juris
diction of the Commission for Conventional Armaments.

2. Consideration and determination of general principles in con
nection with the regulation and reduction of armaments and armed 
forces.

3. Consideration of practical and effective safeguards by means of 
an international system of control operating through special organs 
(and by other means) to protect complying states against the hazards 
of violations and evasions.

4. Formulation of practical proposals for the regulation and re
duction of armaments and armed forces.

5. Extension of the principles and proposals set forth in paragraphs
2, 3, and 4 above to states which are not Members of the United 
Nations.

6. Submission of a report or reports to the Security Council includ
ing, if possible, a draft convention.

It is proposed that under the six headings listed above all of the 
references by the various delegations suggested for the Plan of Work 
will be considered.

It is also understood that this Plan of Work does not limit the 
freedom of individual delegations to make additional suggestions at a 
later time.

1 U.N. doc. S/387, Annex A, June 25, 1947. Based on a U.S. proposal 
(S/O.3/12, Annex B), the plan of work was approved by the Commission on 
June 18, 1947, and transmitted to the Security Council on June 25 (S/387). It 
was approved by the Security Council on July 8 by a vote of 9-0-2, the Soviet 
Union and Poland abstaining. Cf. Soviet proposals of May 21, 1947 (ante, 
doc. 15).
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18. British Questionnaire on Control of Atomic Energy 
and Soviet Reply

(A) Letter From the British Representative on the United Nations Atomic 
Energy Commission (Cadogan) to the Soviet Representative (Gro
myko), August 11, 19471

(a) Is it to be understood from the last two lines of paragraph 4 
(stating that the convention on atomic energy control is to be con
cluded in accordance with the convention on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons), that the Soviet Government maintain their view that 
the prohibition and destruction of atomic weapons must be the sub
ject of a separate agreement to be concluded in advance of any agree
ment on control ? And would the Soviet representative be ready to 
modify his position to the extent of saying that the first convention 
(on prohibition) shall only come into force following satisfactory 
implementation of the second convention?

(b) What is meant by “periodic inspection”, e.g., in paragraph 5
(d) ? Does it refer to special cases only, and does it exclude the 
notion of continuous inspection in the general field ?

(c) What sort of rules of technical exploitation are referred to in 
paragraph 6 (d) ?

(d) In what circumstances would the “special investigations” re
ferred to in paragraph 6(/) be carried out; in other words, what 
would be regarded as a reasonable ground for suspicion?

(e)  Will the inspectorate be allowed to visit only those plants the 
existence of which has been declared by the Government concerned ?

(/) Are the recommendations referred to in paragraph Q(g) to 
be purely advisory to Governments, and with no binding force?

(g) Does the Soviet Government contemplate “inspection by an 
international inspectorate” in the sense that the agency’s own inspec
tors, answerable only to the agency or commission, must be admitted 
to each country?

(h ) Can the Soviet proposals be interpreted as providing for any 
forms of control other than inspection?

(i) Can the Soviet proposals be interpreted as allowing any further 
consideration of such controls as supervision, management or licensing

1 U.N. doc. AEC/C.2/71, in United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official 
Records: Second Year, Special Supplement, Second Report to the Security 
Council, 11 September 1947 (AEC/26), pp. 92-93. The British questionnaire 
and the Soviet reply (post) were appended to the Commission’s second report at 
the request of the Soviet Union. The Soviet proposals mentioned in the ques
tionnaire are printed ante, doc. 16,
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as defined in the first report of the Atomic Energy Commission 
(AEC/18/Rev. I )1 ?

(j) Should paragraph 6(h) of the Soviet proposals be interpreted 
as saying that all measures for the prevention and suppression of 
violations will be subject to the “veto” in the Security Council, or 

(k) Does the Soviet Government agree that at least minor sanc
tions against violators of an agreement may be decided upon by a 
majority vote either in the Commission itself or in the Security 
Council ?

(B) Letter From the Soviet Representative on the United Nations Atomic 
Energy Commission (Gromyko) to the British Representative 
(Cadogan), September 5, 19472

Answer to the first question (a) : The Soviet Government has con
sidered and continues to consider the prohibition of atomic weapons 
and the conclusion of appropriate convention to this end as a fore
most and urgent task in the establishment of international control 
of atomic energy. After the conclusion of convention on the prohi
bition of atomic weapons, another convention can and must be con
cluded, to provide for the creation of an international control com
mission and for the establishment of other measures of control and 
inspection, ensuring the fulfillment of convention on the prohibition 
of atomic weapons.

Answer to the second question (b) : Item 5 (d) provides for periodic 
inspection of all facilities subject to inspection, from mines to plants 

i for the production of nuclear fuel. Inspection should be of a periodic 
character, both in the general field and in the application to special 
cases. The inspection of a periodic character should not necessarily 
imply the carrying out of inspection at regular intervals, fixed before
hand. Inspection can be carried out by the decision of the Interna
tional Control Commission in compliance with the necessity.

Answer to the third question (c) : Item 6 (d) deals with the rules 
of technical exploitation which must be established in a convention 
and which must be obligatory for the States. These rules being es
tablished by convention should facilitate the fulfilment of control and 
inspection of plants. The question of the character of such rules of 
technical exploitation requires special consideration.

1 Ante, doc. 10.
2 U.N. doc. AEC/C.2/109, in United Nations Atomic Energy Commission 

Official Records: Second Year, Special Supplement, Second Report to the Security 
Council, 11 September 1947 (AEC/26), pp. 93-95. English text by the Soviet 
delegation.
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If, for example, as a result of progress in engineering, there are 
developed such effective methods of “making harmless” of nuclear 
fuel which will enable the use of this fuel (for the production of 
atomic energy) in such a form that it will be unfit for the manufac
turing of atomic weapons, then the application of such methods may 
be prescribed by the appropriate rules of technological exploitation.

Answer to the fourth question (d ) : In cases where suspicions of 
violations of the obligations assumed by the States in accordance with 
the convention on the prohibition of atomic weapons arise, special 
investigations will be carried out. The grounds for suspicion may 
be:

(1) Reports from one or several Governments;
(2) Conclusions made by the International Control Commission 

itself. The basis for the conclusions of the latter may be:
(a) Discrepancy between nuclear fuel available and account

ing data;
(&) Reports by inspectors.

Answer to the fifth question (e) : Normally, inspectors will visit 
only declared plants. As to undeclared plants (clandestine activi
ties) , this question is covered by the answer to the preceding question 
(d).

Answer to the sixth question (/) : Recommendations should not 
have compulsory force, in Contradistinction to provisions and rules 
prescribed by the convention. In case, if experience shows, that the 
interests of the establishing of an effective international control of 
atomic energy require that convention be amended with new obliga
tory rules, then the convention must be accordingly amended and 
modified.

Answer to the seventh question (g) : For carrying out inspection, 
the International Control Commission must have at its disposal a 
staff of inspectors selected on an international basis. These inspec
tors will be accountable only to the Commission.

Answer to the eighth question: (h ) : Besides the prohibition of 
atomic weapons, the Soviet proposals on the international control of 
atomic energy provide for:

(1) Inspection and investigation,
(2) Accounting,
(3) Working out and assignment by the Commission of the rules 

of technological control of the plants,
(4) Requesting from Governments information relating to,th§, ac

tivities of the plants of atomic energy, and
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(5) Submitting recommendations to Governments and preparation 
of recommendations to the Security Council.

Answer to the ninth question ( i ) : No, since supervision, manage
ment and licensing do not follow from the tasks of the establishment 
of strict and effective international control of atomic energy.

Answer to the tenth question ( j ) : Item 6 (h) of the Soviet pro
posals should be understood in the sense that the question of sanctions 
against violators of the convention on the prohibition of atomic weap
ons is subject to decisions by the Security Council only. As it is 
known, procedure of adoption by the Council of decisions on sanc
tions as well as of other important decisions relating to the mainte
nance of international peace has been defined in Article 27 of the 
United Nations Charter.

Answer to the eleventh question ( k ) : In conformity with the 
United Nations Charter, decisions on all sanctions can be taken only- 
by the Security Council.

19. Second Report of the United Nations Atomic Energy 
Commission to the Security Council {Extract), Sep
tember 11, 1947 1

[ E d it o r ia l  N o t e : The specific proposals contained in Part II of the Second 
Report, together with the Findings and Recommendations of the First Report 
(ante, doc. 10), approved by the General Assembly on Nov. 4, 1948 (post, 
doc. 29), constituted the United Nations plan for the international control of 
atomic energy.]

PART I I

OPERATIONAL AND DEVELOPMENTAL FUNCTIONS OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL CONTROL AGENCY

Chapter 1. General introduction 

Prefatory Note

The first report “led to the conclusion that a single international 
control agency must be responsible for the system of safeguards and 
control”.2 The Commission recognized at that time that it had “not

1 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Second Year,. 
Special Supplement, Second Report to the, Security Council, 11 September 
1947 (AEC/26), pp. 12-74. Approved by a vote of 10-1-1, the Soviet Union 
opposing and Poland abstaining. ’ '

2 Ante, doc, 10. , > ;
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discussed the general characteristics of such an agency or its exact 
powers in the way, for example, of development, research, or the 
international planning of atomic energy production. Nor has it 
considered how the various safeguards would be administered in prac
tice as part of an over-all system”. Moreover, the Commission rec
ognized that the findings (given in the first report) which represented 
safeguards against diversion of material at each stage taken sepa
rately “do not represent a plan for atomic energy control, but only 
some of the elements which should be incorporated in any complete 
and effective plan”.

Moving forward from this basis, the Atomic Energy Commission 
has now considered some of the broader aspects of the over-all prob
lem of the control of atomic energy so as to ensure its use for peaceful 
purposes only, and it has considered the inter-relation of various 
measures of safeguard required in the interests of international 
security to prevent nuclear fuel in “dangerous” quantities being ac
cumulated or seized by any nation.

THE PROBLEM OF SECURITY

(a) The 'purpose of control
In studying the operational and developmental functions of the 

international agency and its relation to the planning, co-ordination 
and direction of the production of nuclear fuels and of the use of 
atomic energy for peaceful purposes, the establishment of security 
was deemed the paramount requirement to be fulfilled. An attempt 
was therefore made to state the principles of a system of operative 
control which would have the following objectives:

1. To give the international control agency the means of preventing 
preparation for atomic warfare;

2. To lessen the possibility of one nation or group of nations 
achieving potential supremacy in the field of atomic energy;

3. To give warning to complying States of any breach of the 
treaty; and

4. To dispel suspicions and false accusations.
In working out the application of these principles, it was found 

necessary to study additional considerations of security which were 
not within the scope of the first report, and thus in some cases to 
provide for more comprehensive and stricter measures of control 
than those recommended in that report, in particular with regard 
to certain particular phases of the production or use of atomic energy.
(b) Additional considerations of security

These considerations may be summarized as follows: On the one 
hand, the international control agency might have full powers to take
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any decisions relating to the planning, co-ordination and direction 
of the development of atomic energy. On the other hand, the nations 
might be left free to develop their programmes of production of 
atomic energy for peaceful purposes (on condition that the precau
tionary measures provided for in the first report were applied to each 
operation). A solution intermediate between these two extremes 
might also be adopted.

It was considered that, in choosing between these policies, the elim
ination of national rivalries in the field of production, distribution 
and stockpiling of nuclear fuels, and the determination of over-all 
production rates were of paramount importance to security.
(c) Nature of the dangers

The first report has already made it clear that nuclear fuels can 
easily be manufactured into weapons. It is recognized that the peace
ful application of atomic energy in the future will require large- 
scale facilities for the production of nuclear fuel, facilities using 
large quantities of nuclear fuel, and reserve stockpiles of nuclear 
fuel. This will be true to some extent even before the utilization 
of atomic power. I t  is important to remember that at present the 
service and technique of the production of nuclear fuel are far in 
advance of those of its use for peaceful purposes; that is to say, nu
clear fuels can be produced in quantities which far exceed their pres
ent possible uses in medicine, research and industry. Even now, 
reactors producing radioactive isotopes on a useful scale for applica
tion in research and industry may involve dangerous quantities of 
key substances or nuclear fuels. Development work in connexion 
with power generation may also require a number of installations, 
each using dangerous quantities of material. The materials present 
in these installations could be readily utilized for military purposes. 
I t is clear, therefore, that general security will depend largely upon 
the production rate of these substances, upon their distribution and 
upon their location.
(d) Mining

Mining constitutes the first stage of production. If the right to 
decide upon the rate of extraction were left in the hands of individual 
nations, there would be a risk that one country might retain reserves 
of ore in its soil, or might deliberately accumulate stockpiles, to the 
disadvantage of others; or that a single country would acquire 
dangerous quantities of source material by purchase.
(e) Processing and utilization faciliUes

It is essential to bring under international regulation decisions re
garding the distribution, number and type of facilities in which nu
clear fuels are produced or utilized. A lack of balance in the location
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of these facilities would affect general security by introducing a 
corresponding lack of balance in military potentials.
(f) Dangers of seizure

A still more immediate danger would result from the initial ad
vantage which might be gained by a nation or a group of nations 
through seizure of production facilities or of stockpiles of these ma
terials, particularly in the case of separated or purified nuclear fuel, 
since it would be possible to manufacture weapons from these ma
terials with small facilities and slight additional effort. The seizure 
of stockpiles, production facilities and facilities utilizing nuclear fuel 
will always constitute a danger of such magnitude that seizure should 
be recognized by all nations to mean that a most serious violation of 
the treaty has taken place and that the nation is about to embark on 
atomic warfare. I t is of vital importance that production facilities, 
facilities utilizing nuclear fuel, and stockpiles should be distributed 
amongst nations in such a way as to minimize the military advantage 
that their seizure would provide for a nation that has aggressive 
intentions. A well-planned distribution could not in itself prevent 
atomic war, but the objective should be to decrease the incentive for 
any one nation or group of nations to attempt to secure a military 
advantage by seizure. This problem will be examined more fully at 
a later stage.
(g) Conclusion

The dangers, hqwever, have been recognized as sufficiently great to 
warrant the conclusion that, if the right to decide upon the number 
and size of such facilities and upon the size of the stockpiles of source 
material and nuclear fuel situated on their territory were left to na
tions, the control measures provided for in the first report would not, 
if applied alone, eliminate the possibility of one nation or group of 
nations achieving potential military supremacy, or, through seizure, 
actual military supremacy.

POWERS AND FUNCTIONS OF THE AGENCY

(a) Statement of proposals
The dangers attached to decisions regarding the matters covered 

in the preceding paragraph being acknowledged, it follows that the 
right to take these decisions cannot be left in the hands of nations. It 
is, therefore, proposed that:

1. In addition to its duties in regard to the management of facil
ities producing or utilizing nuclear fuels and to the application of 
measures for safeguarding these fuels as provided in the first re
port, subject to the conditions described below, the international 
agency should have the duty of implementing the terms of the treaty
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or convention with respect to the production, distribution and stock
piling of nuclear fuels and the distribution and utilization of danger
ous facilities utilizing or producing nuclear fuels; and that

2. Subject to the conditions described below, the agency should have 
the duty of implementing the terms of the treaty or convention with re
spect to mining quotas and the transfer and processing of source 
material.
(b) Production policy

With regard to proposal (a)l. above, however, it is recommended 
that the agency should not be authorized to define the policy to be 
pursued in the production and use of atomic energy, but that the prin
ciples governing this policy should be established by international 
agreement, and that it should be the duty and responsibility of the 
agency to implement such an agreement. I t was decided that the 
agency shoiild not be given the right to decide this policy j because the 
signatory nations would rightly require that policies which substan
tially affect world security should be defined in the treaty or con
vention. j Perhaps the most striking example is provided by the pro
duction of nuclear fuel.' If  the agency were free to decide the rate 
of production of nuclear fuel and were to embark upon a policy of 
production; exceeding recognized or actual beneficial uses (see specific 
proposal X II of chapter 5),1 the conditions of world security would 
be greatly affected. Moreover, the possible exercise of these powers 
might cause serious conflicts within the agency, since the establish
ment of quotas for distribution constitutes a most difficult task. The 
treaty or convention establishing the agency should lay down fairly 
strictly the general principles to be followed in deciding such ques
tions and should even go so far, in certain cases, as to prescribe a 
numerical quota. Any modification of these principles should be sub
ject to a revision procedure, the rules of which should be laid down 
in the treaty or convention. At the same time, sufficient freedom 
should be left to the agency to allow it to deal satisfactorily with the 
changes in conditions that are inevitable in such a rapidly develop
ing field.

The object to be aimed at in the foregoing recommendations is to 
eliminate, as far as practicable, the possibility that a nation or group 
of nations might obtain potential military supremacy.

In considering what the initial'mandate-to be given to the agency 
should be, recognition was given to the conflict between the require
ments of security and those of preparing for large-scale application 
of peaceful developments. I t is recommended, therefore, that the 
disposition to be included initially in the treaty or convention should 
make it mandatory for the agency to keep the production of nuclear

'P o s t,p. 133.
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fuel, in a form suitable for ready conversion to use in atomic weapons, 
at the minimum required for efficient operating procedures neces
sitated by actual beneficial uses, including research and development.
(c) Reactors

The above considerations regarding the production and stockpiling 
of nuclear fuels also apply to the utilization of nuclear fuels when 
dangerous facilities are involved. The agency should, therefore, have 
the duty of implementing the terms of the treaty or convention with 
respect to the type and location of reactors which fall within the 
category of dangerous facilities.

When the technique of the industrial utilization of atomic power 
has been sufficiently developed, the international agency, within the 
limits imposed by security, should make power available on a fair and 
equitable basis to any nation that may require it. In the determina
tion of the type and location of facilities, the agency will have power 
to determine distribution by nations in accordance with quotas, pro
visions and principles set up in the treaty or convention, whereas the 
location and type of any particular facility within a nation will be 
decided by the nation concerned in agreement with the agency. The 
agency’s rights regarding the determination of location within the 
territory of a nation will be limited to such specific factors pertaining 
to international security as may be specified in the treaty or 
convention.
(d) Minmg policy

The agency should be prepared to provide the requirements for 
nuclear fuels. This is one of the considerations which should be 
taken into account in determining mining quotas. Here again, it is 
not thought that the agency should have an entirely free hand in the 
allocation of these quotas. I t is not feasible to effect a strategic re
distribution of uranium and thorium ores as they are found in nature. 
Hence it is recommended that the treaty or convention should embody 
the principle that comparable national deposits throughout the world 
should, in so far as practical considerations permit, be depleted 
proportionately.
(e) Dangerous activities or facilities

Dangerous activities or facilities are those which are of military 
significance in the production of atomic weapons. The word “dan
gerous” is used in the sense of “potentially dangerous to world se
curity”. In determining from time to time what are dangerous activ
ities and dangerous facilities, the international agency shall comply 
with the provisions of the treaty or convention which will provide 
that the agency shall take into account the quantity and quality of 
materials in each case, the possibility of diversion, the ease with which
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the materials can be used or converted to produce atomic weapons, 
the total supply and distribution of such materials in existence, the 
design and operating characteristics of the facilities involved, the ease 
with which those facilities may bo altered, possible combinations with 
other facilities, scientific and technical advances which have been 
made and the degree to which the agency has achieved security in the 
control of atomic energy. All facilities not falling within the “dan
gerous” category as defined above will be referred to in this text as 
“non-dangerous”.
(f) Research and development

The foregoing consideration is one of the arguments in favour of 
giving the agency the power to conduct research and development 
work. Another argument is the necessity of knowing whether re
generation is possible, since ithis is a factor upon which the evaluation 
of world resources and, consequently, the whole field of peaceful 
application largely depend. It is also necessary that the agency 
should know to what extent the use of denatured fuels would affect 
the possibility of utilizing atomic energy, both from the economic and 
from the practical point of view. Although it is considered that most 
of the research and the facilities in which it is conducted will be classi
fied as “non-dangerous”, it is essential that the agency should have 
scientific knowledge of all matters relating to atomic energy. These 
are merely examples of the arguments in support of the generally 
acknowledged thesis that the agency, in order to provide security and 
to perform its task, must have full knowledge, not only of the results 
achieved, but also (since the subject is perpetually developing) of all 
innovations as they occur. I t must be able to recognize all clandestine 
operations, even though these may be of a new and unfamiliar 
character.

I t is considered, however, that it would be detrimental to all con
cerned (and to the agency itself) if private or national work on re
search and development should stop. The principle is therefore pro
posed that national research and development activities should be 
limited in scope only in so far as is necessary for reasons of security.

It is by no means considered that the agency should hamper in
dividual or national research, but rather that its policy should be to 
encourage such research. I t will appear that, in the field of useful 
application, there would be nothing in the proposals that would 
prevent work on problems of a national character, except, however, 
that nations or individuals should be forbidden to use nuclear fuel for 
the perfecting, production or assembly of any atomic weapon what
soever, and should be forbidden to use dangerous quantities of nu
clear fuel; all use of nuclear fuel in non-dangerous quantities should 
be subject to proper safeguards when necessary.
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(g) Ownership
In the following chapters, the expression “ownership by the in' 

temational agency” is frequently used with reference to source mate
rials, nuclear fuels and dangerous facilities. I t  is important to un
derstand the reasons which have led to the conclusion that “owner
ship” should be vested in the international agency with respect to 
materials and certain facilities and to understand the sense in which 
this expression is used.

The first report contained an examination of the controls necessary 
at the separate stages of production and use of atomic energy and 
left the co-ordination of controls and the general requirements of in
ternational security for subsequent study. Such study has established 
the necessity for international control and allocation of the quantities 
and locations of uranium and thorium which are to he removed5 from 
their place of deposit in nature, the time and place of the further 
processing and purification of source materials, and the size, use and 
disposition of working stocks and stocks in transit. Without such 
comprehensive international control of the flow of source materials 
from the first point at which they are capable of being diverted, 
there would be a serious risk of the diversion of source material or 
of the accumulation of stocks with a view to subsequent diversion or 
seizure. The basic policies and provisions governing the exercise of 
this international control and direction must be specified in the treaty 
or convention and implemented by the international agency. To ad
minister these controls effectively, the international agency, acting as 
trustee for all the signatory nations jointly in accordance with the 
policies set forth in the treaty or convention, must be given indis
putable control of the source materials promptly after their removal 
from their natural deposits.

If  ownership of source material, after removal from its place of 
deposit in nature, were to remain with the nation, it might be left 
open to doubt whose decision would prevail in regard to the disposi
tion of this material. International security requires that there should 
be no doubt that, within the terms of the treaty or convention, the 
right of decision in these matters must lie with the international 
agency.

It has therefore been decided that ownership of source material 
must not be vested in the nation or any individual, under the terms 
of the treaty or convention. No nation or person would, therefore, 
lawfully be able to possess or dispose of source material after it has 
been mined. The mere possession or movement of any such material 
without the consent of the agency would be unambiguous evidence of 
violation of the treaty or convention.

With regard to nuclear fuel and facilities producing or utilizing 
nuclear fuel, it is proposed that, in the interests of international
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security, the treaty or convention and the agency, in implementing 
the terms of the treaty or convention, must determine the number 
of facilities to be established in each nation, and that the agency 
must manage their operation. On the other hand, since nuclear fuel 
and all such facilities would necessarily have to be located on some 
national territory, the question arises Whether the requirements of 
international security would allow nations to have any proprietary 
rights or right of decision arising therefrom with regard to nuclear 
fuel or to the facilities located on their territory. If national or 
private ownership were permitted, it might be argued that the nations 
might lay a claim to source material, nuclear fuel or dangerous 
facilities located on their territory in such a way as to endanger 
international security. I t was therefore concluded that it is necessary 
for the international agency to have, in addition to those duties of 
management as defined in the first report, the duty to make and to 
carry out decisions in implementation of the quotas, provisions and 
principles set up in the treaty or convention, regarding the produc
tion, distribution and stockpiling of nuclear fuel and the distribution 
and utilization of dangerous facilities involving nuclear fuel. This 
duty to make decisions will be exercised in accordance with the 
principles embodied in the treaty or convention. If  national or pri
vate ownership were permitted, it would lead to controversy and make 
it impossible for the agency, in accordance with quotas, provisions and 
principles set up in the treaty or convention, to exercise sufficient 
control to ensure security. I t  was therefore concluded that nations 
or persons should not own source material, nuclear fuel or dangerous 
facilities.

If  ownership of these materials and facilities is to be denied to 
nations or persons, under the terms of the treaty or convention, it 
might seem to follow that such ownership must of necessity be vested 
in the agency. On the other hand, the agency will be very closely 
controlled by the terms of the treaty or convention precisely in respect 
to those decisions which normally go with ownership, namely, the 
rights of disposition. This fact might be expressed by saying that 
the agency would hold all dangerous materials and facilities for the 
signatory States in trust and would be responsible for ensuring that 
the provisions of the treaty or convention in regard to their disposition 
were executed. I t  is in this sense that the phrase “ownership by 
the agency” is to be understood in what follows. There can, of course, 
be no question that any nation or person has any right in any cir
cumstances to dispose of or to possess these materials or facilities.

I t will be seen from the chapters which follow that ownership by 
the agency of source materials or nuclear fuels includes the exclusive 
right to move or lease the materials, the right to use and to produce 
energy from them and the same rights with regard to all products



102 DOCUMENT 19 : SEPTEMBER 11, 1947

formed from them. Ownership also includes the principle that no 
disposition of material can be made without the permission of the 
agency. I t is proposed that the agency should acquire ownership, 
for a price to be agreed upon, of source material from the time it is 
removed from its place of deposit in nature or, in case of source 
material containing other important constituents, from the time those 
constituents have been extracted. The agency would not be permitted 
to sell these materials, but would be able to lease them for authorized 
uses.

Likewise, ownership by the agency of dangerous facilities includes 
the right of the agency to make decisions regarding their allocation, 
construction and operation, within the terms of the treaty or conven
tion. The useful and non-dangerous products of these plants would 
be made available to the nations under fair and equitable arrange
ments. The location and type within a nation will be decided by 
agreement with the nation concerned. Ownership by the agency of 
facilities within a nation includes rights of possession, operation and 
disposition, subject to the terms of the treaty or convention. The 
agency could not sell dangerous facilities. Ownership by the agency 
of a power-plant would not include the right to shut down such a 
plant at will. Ownership does include the responsibility to operate 
facilities in such a way as not to endanger health, and the respon
sibility for any damage.

While vesting ownership in the agency, in the sense of a trust exer
cised on behalf of signatory States jointly, in order that the agency 
should have the final right of decision with regard to the disposition 
of source materials and nuclear fuels, and the operation of dangerous 
facilities, it was also realized that the nations could not be expected to 
agree to give unlimited discretionary powers to an international 
agency. The following chapters, therefore, set out in detail the pro
visions which are to govern the location, mining, production, distribu
tion and use of source material and nuclear fuel, as well as dangerous 
facilities. I t would then be the duty and responsibility of the interna
tional agency to implement these provisions in accordance with the 
terms of the treaty or convention.

These chapters, coupled with the first report, give an outline of the 
major provisions, from the point of view of security, that must be in
corporated in a plan for the control of atomic energy. It is recog
nized, however, that the treaty or convention which would put such a 
system of control into effect cannot cover all the situations that might 
arise between the signatory States and the agency. I t must be stated 
at this time that, whatever legal issues might arise in this connexion, 
nations cannot have any proprietary rights, or rights of decision 
arising therefrom, over source materials, nuclear fuels or dangerous 
facilities located within their territory.
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(h) Clandestine activities
The study of the problem of security in the light of the additional 

considerations described at the beginning of this chapter does not 
affect the problem of the detection of clandestine activities. The 
measures provided for in the following chapters, therefore, represent 
only an elaboration of those recommended in the first report. The 
purpose of these measures is to give the agency the duties and the 
powers to deter nations which might be tempted to conduct clandestine 
operations, to seek out and to detect such clandestine activities, if a 
nation were to conduct them, and to dispel suspicions and false 
accusations.

It is obvious that no feeling of security could be established in the 
world if nations could reserve the right to prohibit access to certain 
parts of their territory. Nevertheless, it is also impracticable to sub
ject the whole of the territories of the contracting nations to detailed 
inspection, for, apart from the obvious political disadvantages, no 
international agency could ever be in a position to fulfil such a task. 
Thus the exercise of the right, which the international agency must 
possess, of determining on the spot whether a nation is conducting 
clandestine preparations for atomic warfare, would be subject to 
various procedures, according to the nature of the territory or the 
building inspected, and these procedures would be designed to guaran
tee nations and individuals against abuses on the part of the agency 
and to conform, as far as possible, to national legal procedures.

I t is recognized that these procedures will have to be considered 
from a juridical standpoint in order that they might be defined in 
legal terms capable of juridical interpretation, it being understood 
that the substance of the proposals should not be altered.

C h a p t e r  2 . R e s e a r c h  a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t  a c t iv it ie s

General considerations
The first report of the Atomic Energy Commission to the Security 

Council made the following recommendations with respect to research 
and development functions:

“The international control agency shall promote among all nations 
the exchange of basic scientific information on atomic energy for 
peaceful ends, and shall be responsible for preventing the use of 
atomic energy for destructive purposes, and for the control of atomic 
energy to the extent necessary to ensure its use only for peaceful pur
poses.

“The international control agency should have positive research and 
developmental responsibilities in order to remain in the forefront of 
atomic knowledge, so as to render the international control agency 
more effective in promoting the beneficial uses of atomic energy and
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in eliminating its destructive ones. The exclusive right to carry on 
atomic research for destructive purposes should be vested in the inter
national control agency.

“Research in nuclear physics having a direct bearing on the use 
of atomic energy should be subject to appropriate safeguards estab
lished by the international control agency in accordance with the 
treaty or convention. Such safeguards should not interfere with the 
prosecution of pure scientific research, or the publication of its results, 
provided no dangerous use or purpose is involved.” 1

We see no reason to modify these recommendations. The follow
ing paragraphs are concerned with their implementation.

In connexion with research and development, the duties of the inter
national control agency call for deep scientific knowledge on the part 
of its staff. To provide security and to fulfil its other functions, it 
must have full knowledge, not only of what has been achieved, but 
also, since the subject is perpetually expanding, of innovations as 
they occur. It m,ust be able to recognize clandestine operations even 
though these may be of a new and unfamiliar character. I t  is quite 
essential, therefore, to attract to the service a sufficient number of 
scientists and engineers of high qualifications. Such men would not 
be attracted by mere police functions, but they would be attracted by 
good opportunities for creative work. This means that the agency 
must possess its own establishments by means of which it may expect 
to keep in the forefront of knowledge.
Elimination of secrecy

The final test of the value of the international agency is that it 
should prevent national rivalries in atomic energy which would lead 
towards war. National rivalries thrive on secrecy. The success of 
the international agency will depend to a very large extent on its abil
ity to make scientific knowledge in the field of atomic energy available 
to the world, with a full, free and constant exchange of scientific 
information. This should be done in such a way that it will be to the 
national advantage of each nation to take part in this free exchange 
rather than attempt to withhold and keep secret its particular 
knowledge.

The elimination of such need for secrecy is one of the effective and 
necessary measures of control which must be exercised by the interna
tional agency in order to provide security against national rivalries. 
Since the agency will have complete control of all dangerous quanti
ties of fissionable materials and of all dangerous activities, it can safely 
encourage research by national agencies, private institutions and indi
vidual scientists. To this end, it should make available, under appro
priate control, non-dangerous quantities of fissionable materials for

1 Ante, doc. 10.
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research purposes. I t  should facilitate the pooling of all knowledge 
in the field of atomic energy derived from whatever source. I t  is, of 
course, clear that the disclosure of knowledge on atomic weapons by 
the agency at the proper stage in the transitional process does not 
mean that nations are permitted to conduct research on or development 
of such weapons.
Freedom of research

It must be recognized that in universities and other institutions 
there is much work on atomic problems going on which is not dan
gerous, from the present point of view, and should be continued. 
National research and development activities should be limited in 
scope only in so far as is necessary for reasons of security. It is by 
control of the actual materials, not by the prohibition of research, 
that their'misuse can be prevented; the strict control of all potentially 
dangerous materials must be the central objective of^the agency. 
Once this is fully achieved, the futility of Secrecy would be evident, 
and there could be full publication of research and full international 
collaboration among scientists.
"'"As to freedom 6f experiment, research is usually carried out with 
Quantities of material so small as to be of no danger. Such work 
should be actively encouragedby the agency, subject to control when 
necessary. r Where very small quantities are involved, the agency may 
dispense with any controls it deems unnecessary. For some research, 
however, ^nd particularly in the study of development projects, dan
gerous quantities of fissionable material may be needed. In these cases, 
the Tfork would be undertaken by the agency itself. Cases might arise 
in which experimental work on power originally undertaken by a 
nation had reached a point where further development would require 
the use of nuclear fuel, or facilities capable of producing nuclear 
fuel, or radioactive isotopes, in dangerous quantities. In such cases, 
the agency would then take over the conduct of the work in co-opera
tion with the nation. Since the project would presumably serve the 
special interests of the individual nation, it would be natural that the 
latter should bear the principal part of the cost of this development.

The question of restriction on research connected with atomic 
weapons remains. There is no way of preventing thought about such 
mattersy but, once an effective system of control is established, there 
would be no justification for nations to carry on research in this field. 
On the other hand, the agency itself must be able to undertake such 
dangerous research when it sees fit, for it is possible that it may yield 
knowledge of value to science and peaceful activities which the agency 
could make freely available to all nations. Research in this field would 
assist the international agency in determining Whether certain activi
ties are safe or dangerous: in this connexion, for example, the agency
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will be concerned with the evaluation of denaturants. Furthermore, 
new methods of producing explosions and new kinds of explosives may 
be found, and it may be an important safeguard that these possibili
ties should be investigated by the agency.
Types of agency laboratories

The following sketch may help in showing the characteristics 
of the laboratories which would probably be required by the agency 
to achieve its aims in research and development. While no one can 
accurately predict how many laboratories the agency would need, it. 
is not thought that the number would be large.

The agency may be expected to need laboratories of two types, those 
for research and those for development. The research laboratories 
should have a character generally similar to university laboratories. 
The agency would probably find it desirable to contract much of this 
work out to other institutions, since a great deal of it would be similar, 
to that practised elsewhere. It would, nonetheless, require its own 
facilities for research in such subjects as nuclear physics, radiations 
of all types, ultra-high-speed particles, the chemistry of new elements, 
the separation of isotopes, the use of tracer elements, the biological 
effects of radioactivity, and health hazards.

Just as the research laboratories would be similar to university 
laboratories, the agency’s development laboratories would be similar 
to large industrial engineering laboratories. There would be labora
tories for the study of ore extraction and refining, the design of re
actors, methods of handling their intensely radioactive products and 
separating them chemically, the design of isotope separators and the 
design of power plants.

Thus, by carrying on research and development activities in its own 
facilities, the agency would gain the knowledge and experience nec
essary for carrying out its responsibilities. For example, such 
knowledge and experience would be essential to the agency in defining 
and re-defining the dividing line between non-dangerous and danger
ous activities, designing facilities so as to minimize the possibilities of 
diversion, prescribing operating procedures to facilitate the super
vision and inspection of non-dangerous activities or to improve effi
ciency of operations, and, in general, making necessary adaptations 
in established safeguards to meet changing conditions.

An agency with the functions that have been mentioned would be 
in a position to co-operate actively in research activities being carried 
on by individuals and nations, and thereby to combine its duties of 
control with positive assistance. The personnel of the agency would 
be in constant touch with scientists throughout the world and. would 
thus be informed of their general fields of endeavour.
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The agency will require a central bureau of information, keeping 
a record of all activities on the subject, both in its own and other 
laboratories. The bureau would be charged with the duty of dis
seminating information to all participating nations. I t  would also 
keep a register of workers in the field of atomic agency [energy?].
Beneficial uses , "

After the establishment of international control, important bene
fits in the field of peaceful uses of atomic energy, such as tracers, ra
diations and research reactors, will be available to all participating 
nations. However, in the field of atomic power, much research and 
development remains to be done before practical benefits can accrue. 
Atomic power may weir become useful for certain specialized pur
poses in a matter of years, but it probably cannot become an impor
tant factor in the world’s existing power resources for some decades. 
By possessing the necessary facilities, stocks of nuclear fuel, and the 
knowledge obtainable only through active leadership in this field, the 
international agency can hasten the development of atomic power on 
an efficient,economical basis for the benefit of all nations. r ''

From the foregoing, it follows that the international control agency 
should have the powers and duties outlined below.
Specific proposals

I. The international agency, using its own personnel and facilities, 
shall conduct all such research and development activities as may be 
necessary to the discharge of its duties and ensuring security and, 
generally, of preventing the destructive uses of atomic energy. It 
shall also, using its own personnel and facilities, conduct research 
and development related to the promotion of the beneficial uses of 
atomic energy. It shall, in the manner described in specific proposal
VII, encourage research and development by nations and persons in 
these fields, subject to the rights reserved, and the prohibitions stated, 
in specific proposals I I  and III, and subject to appropriate control 
over the materials involved.

II. The international agency shall have the exclusive right, using 
its own facilities and its own personnel, to conduct research on, and 
development of, atomic weapons; it shall be required to conduct such 
activities when it determines them to be necessary to the discharge 
of its purposes and duties.

The following shall be prohibited to nations and persons:
(a) The use of nuclear fuel in atomic explosions or for the develop

ment, production or assembly of any atomic weapon ;
(b) The use of radioactive isotopes for the development, of any 

atomic weapon.
514543— 60— vol. 1-------10-
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III. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from engaging in ex
perimental activities requiring the use of, or capable of producing, 
nuclear fuels or radioactive isotopes in such quantity or quality as the 
agency determines to be dangerous. In making these determinations, 
the agency shall take into account not only the quantity and quality 
of material but also the design and operating characteristics of the 
facilities involved, the ease with which these facilities may be altered 
and the effort and time required to convert such materials to destruc
tive use.

IV. The international agency shall promote research and develop
ment on the production of power from atomic energy. Where ex
perimental work on power undertaken by a nation reaches a point 
at which further development requires the use of nuclear fuel, or 
facilities capable of producing nuclear fuel or radioactive isotopes, 
in quantity or quality determined by the agency to be dangerous, the 
agency itself shall take over the operation and management of such 
development in co-operation and agreement with the nation con
cerned, provided that the nation bears an equitable share of the cost 
and provided that the agency deems such work to be consistent] with 
the* general requirements of security and with the availability of 
technical personnel, nuclear fuel and other necessary materials. -

V. All facilities engaged in, or intended for, any of the research 
and development activities specified in specific proposals I I  and I I I  
above shall be disposed of by conversion to other uses, or turned over 
to the international agency. (For timing and other related matters, 
see item B4, “Examination of the stages by which transition will be 
accomplished from conditions of national control to the final condi
tions of predominantly international control,” of the summary of 
principal subjects.1)

YI. The number and location of research and development facili
ties taken over, or established, by the international agency shall be 
determined from time to time by the agency in agreement with the 
nation directly concerned.

YII. In encouraging nations and persons to initiate and conduct 
research and development as indicated in specific proposal I, the 
international agency may include among its measures of assistance 
the following: making available its own personnel for assistance or 
participation in such activities; permitting persons to conduct such 
activities in the facilities of the agency; entering into contracts and 
other arrangements, making available materials and facilities, and 
exercising its other powers in aid of such activities; allotting funds 
or granting loans to nations and persons in aid of such activities.

1 Ante, doc. 14.
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VIII. The international agency and participating nations shall be 
guided by the general principle that there should be no secrecy con
cerning scientific and technical information on atomic energy. (For 
timing and other related masters, see item B4 of the summary of 
principal subjects.)

In regard to research and development activities:
(a) The agency shall take steps to keep itself informed of all such 

activities conducted by nations and persons, and shall collect and 
analyze the results thereof ;

(5) The agency shall publicize or otherwise make available to na
tions and persons all information relating to atomic energy and shall 
facilitate international co-operation among scientists in the field of 
atomic energy; and

(c) Nations and persons shall have the obligation to maintain ac
curate records, permit the international agency to examine and make 
copies of such records, and file reports with, and answer enquiries of, 
the international agency.

IX. The international agency shall maintain a register of persons 
engaged in, or especially qualified to engage in, research or develop
ment activities in the field of atomic energy and shall keep itself 
inf ormed as to their locations and work. Nations and persons shall 
co-operate in making such information available.

C h a p t e r  3 . L o catio n  a n d  m i n i n g  o f ores 

General considerations
The first report of the Atomic Energy Commission to the Security 

Council made the following findings in reference to safeguards con
cerning the location and mining of ores:

“That effective control of atomic energy depends upon effective 
control of the production and use of uranium, thorium and their 
fissionable derivatives. Appropriate mechanisms of control to pre
vent their unauthorized diversion or clandestine production and use 
and to reduce the dangers of seizure—including one or more of the 
following types of safeguards: accounting, inspection, supervision, 
management and licensing—must be applied through the various 
stages of the processes from the time the uranium and thorium ores 
are severed from the ground to the time they become nuclear fuel 
and are used. Ownership by the international control agency of 
mines and of ores still in the ground is not to be regarded as 
mandatory.”

In further elaboration of the functions and powers of the inter
national control agency with respect to the location and mining of 
ores, the following points must be considered.
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Necessity of control over uranium and thorium
As has been shown in Part IV of the first report,1 two naturally 

occurring elements—uranium and thorium—play a unique role in 
the production of atomic energy. Uranium, and thorium in associ
ation with uranium, are the only raw materials from which the 
nuclear fuel required for the development of atomic energy can be 
obtained. On the other hand, the possibility, however remote, that 
other elements may in the future prove capable of maintaining a 
chain-reaction must be borne in mind, and the agency must be given 
sufficiently broad powers to cope with such a possibility should it 
arise.

The fact that uranium and thorium not only are unique in the field 
of atomic energy production, but also are technologically capable of 
being controlled, presents the possibility of simplifying the problem 
of control of atomic energy. Therefore, the logical starting-point of 
any system of control lies with the raw materials which are the source 
of these two key substances. The guarantee that all uranium and 
thorium were being used only for peaceful purposes would lessen the 
danger of production of atomic weapons. I t is evident, therefore, 
that effective international control of atomic energy in order to pre
vent its use for destructive purposes must begin with strict control 
over these two key substances. Without control over raw materials, 
any other controls that might be applied in the various processes of 
atomic energy production would be inadequate, because of the uncer
tainty as to whether or not the international agency had knowledge 
of the disposition of all raw material. Unless there is certainty on 
this point, no control system could inspire the confidence between na
tions that is required.

It is clear, therefore, that one of the first responsibilities that must 
be undertaken by the international agency in promoting security is 
to exercise strict control over deposits of source materials and their 
mining. To accomplish this, the agency must obtain information as 
complete and accurate as possible concerning the occurrence of these 
source materials and, as their existence becomes known, have the full 
authority required to safeguard against misuse. The operations of the 
agency in this field involve many major problems and may impinge 
upon the sovereign rights of nations over their natural resources. 
However, failure to control these source materials would endanger 
security and thus have the gravest consequences for the peace and 
well-being of the world.

Knowledge of the occurrence of these source materials can be ac
quired only by pooling all available information with regard to na
tional resources, supplemented by national surveys and world sur

1 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Supple
ment, Report to the Security Council (1946), pp. 20-37.
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veys by the international agency. The agency should continually 
strive to improve methods and techniques of locating deposits and 
of recovering low-grade ores (see chapter 2).1 In connexion with the 
control of mining and ore concentrating activities throughout the 
world, it would be necessary for the international agency to maintain 
laboratories where chemical or physical assays can be made in order 
to verify the material balances of individual mining and milling oper
ations. These analytical facilities might be established in conjunction 
with research laboratories where the development of prospecting in
struments and of concentration and chemical processing methods for 
new ores would also be carried on.

The agency must have unequivocal powers of survey with the right 
to use such methods as it finds necessary (see chapter 6).2 While 
it should be understood that in carrying out these important respon
sibilities the agency will have every regard for the convenience of the 
national life, nevertheless it is clearly necessary to grant to the agency 
rights of unimpeded access and movement. In addition, participating 
nations should be obligated to facilitate the execution of such surveys. 
This assistance might take the form of providing geologists and other 
technically trained people to work with agency personnel. If the 
agency discovers occurrences of other materials, the national authori
ties concerned should be fully and promptly informed. Any hin
drance to the agency’s surveys must be recognized as a serious viola
tion of the control system. Definite rights of unimpeded access and 
movement will also be required by the agency in carrying out its func
tions of detecting possible clandestine mining activities. The agency 
may be able to combine this function with the positive function of ex
ploration in association with, and assistance to, the national authorities.

Until the international agency has extensive and up-to-date knowl
edge of world resources of uranium or thorium, it will not have an 
adequate basis on which to establish mining quotas and thereby pro
mote security; this knowledge is necessary also for the efficient and 
economically sound development of atomic energy for peaceful pur
poses. The agency should therefore obtain a comprehensive pic
ture of world resources of uranium and thorium as soon as possible.
Functions and powers of the international agency

The first report has recorded the conclusion of the Scientific and 
Technical Committee that “special significance must be attached to 
the devising of adequate safeguards against the diversion of raw ma
terials, since none of the subsequent operations can proceed without 
uranium, or uranium and thorium”.3

1 Ante, pp. 103-109.
8 Post, pp. 135-152.
* United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Supple- 

ment, Report to the Security Ootmcil (1946), p. 33.
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The first report went on to state: “Adequate safeguards against 
diversion from declared mines and mills are possible by a system 
of inspection, including guards, similar to normal managerial oper
ating controls, provided that the inspectorate has unrestricted access 
to all equipment and operations and has facilities for independent 
weighing, assay and analysis”.1 Further examination of the problem 
has taken into account the functions of the agency with regard to the 
following factors: mining quotas, disposal, transport and processing 
of source material. If  decisions on these points were left in the hands 
of individual nations, the following consequences might occur: re
serves of ore might be retained in the ground or stockpiles might be 
accumulated by one nation to the disadvantage of others; one nation 
might accumulate dangerous quantities of source material by pur
chase; and source material might be processed without the knowl
edge of the agency. We have therefcpre concluded that the responsi
bility for decisions concerning mining quotas, transport and process
ing of source material must be assigned to the agency in accordance 
with the treaty or convention.

Further examination of the requirements of international security 
has established the necessity for international control and alloca
tion of the quantities and locations of uranium and thorium which 
are to be separated from their place in nature, the time and place 
of the further processing and purification of source materials, and 
the size, use and disposition of workings [worhmg f] stocks and 
stocks in transit. Without such comprehensive international control 
of the flow of source materials from the first point where they are 
capable of being diverted, there would be a serious risk of the diver
sion of source material or of the accumulation of stocks with a view to 
subsequent diversion or seizure. The basic policies and provisions 
governing the exercise of this international control and direction 
must be specified in the treaty or convention and implemented by the 
international agency. To administer these controls effectively, the 
international agency, acting as trustee for all the signatory nations 
jointly in accordance with the policies set forth in the treaty or con
vention, must be given indisputable control of the source materials 
promptly after their separation from their natural deposits.

I f  ownership of source material, after separation from its place 
of deposit in nature, were to remain with the nation, it might be left 
open to doubt whose decision would prevail in regard to the disposi
tion of this material. International security requires that there be 
no doubt that, within the terms of the treaty or convention, the right 
of decision in these matters must lie with the international agency.

It has, therefore, been decided that ownership of source material 
must, not be vested in any nation or individual, under the terms of

1 Ante, doc. 10.
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the treaty dr convention. No nation or person would/therefore, be 
able lawfully to possess or dispose of source material after it had 
been mined. The mere possession or movement of any such material 
without the consent of the agency would be unambiguous evidence of 
violation of the treaty or convention.

For these reasons, it follows that the concept of ownership, as dis
cussed in chapter l,1 must apply to all uranium and thoriuin from the 
time they are removed from their place of deposit in nature. In the 
case of operations involving other important constituents as well, the 
agency should assume ownership as soon as these constituents have 
been extracted. In any case, nations will not dispose of any ore 
containing uranium or thorium in prescribed concentraftions without 
the consent of the agency.

As stated above, the agency must be granted certain powers to reg
ulate production, and these will necessarily limit the freedom with 
which the mines can be operated. Considerations both of security and 
of effective exploitation of the world’s resources of uranium and 
thorium require that the agency should be empowered to establish 
world mining quotas, and these considerations must be taken into 
account in fixing such quotas. The agency must be empowered to 
establish national mining quotas and be able to prescribe rates of 
production determined by world needs against these quotas. The 
most equitable basis on which to establish such quotas would seem 
to be the principle that comparable national deposits throughout the 
world should be depleted proportionately. In the case of source 
material containing other important constituents, special considera
tion must be given in the assignment of mining quotas, in order to 
maintain control of uranium and thorium while permitting the pro
duction of the other important constituents.

The foregoing considerations do not require the ownership or man
agement of mines by the international agency.

The mining of uranium and thorium without the permission of the 
agency would be of no legitimate use to any nation and would involve 
dangers to other nations. The agency must assign mining quotas and 
must know where, and under what conditions, these quotas are being 
fulfilled. I t follows, therefore, that the mining of any deposits con
taining uranium or thorium will have to be covered by a licensing 
arrangement between the individual nations and the agency. The 
terms of such licence should include the principles set forth in the 
specific proposals listed below, together with such special provisions 
as may be required in each particular case. In the event of any serious 
violation, of the term? of the licence, the agency must be empowered to 
take whatever action is necessary in the interests of maintaining 
security.

a Ante, pp. 93-103.
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Security does not necessarily demand ownership by the agency of 
source materials Still in the ground, provided that effective interna
tional control is maintained over the actual mining operations. More
over, the agency would not normally have any reason to operate mines 
itself, and should interfere as little as possible with normal national 
activities in this field. However, in special circumstances, there may 
well be advantages in permitting the agency, in agreement with the 
nation concerned and the owners, to acquire ownership or manage
ment of a mine.

The prices to be paid for ores and concentrates may be expected to 
change over a period of years. While pricing policy is an important 
economic consideration, the principle must be firmly established that 
the pricing mechanism can be permitted to operate only within the 
framework of established quotas. In all cases, the prices paid must be 
high enough to give fair and equitable compensation.

With the foregoing considerations in mind, the following specific 
proposals are put forward:
Specific proposals

I. The international agency shall obtain and maintain:
(a) Information as complete and accurate as possible concerning 

world supplies of source material; and
(b) Effective control of source material, whether in raw material, 

concentrated or other form.
II. The international agency shall prescribe and publish from time 

to time the minimum concentrations of key substances present in any 
ores, metals or other materials which come within the definition of 
■“source material”, and also the minimum quantities of source material 
which are of significance in connexion with the various aspects of 
•control.

III. The duties of the international agency under specific proposal 
I  shall be performed in accordance with the following provisions:
(a) Reports from nations

Nations shall furnish the agency with reports which shall describe 
the location, amount, character, concentration and mode of occurrence 
of source material known to be present in deposits, mines or dumps 
or elsewhere within their respective territories. The areas which 
have been surveyed or explored for source material, as well as any 
areas in which such surveys or explorations are in progress or are 
planned, and the methods used or planned to be used in such surveys 
•or explorations, shall also be described. The agency shall specify the 
times at which reports are to be rendered and the particulars of the 
information required, and nations shall undertake to furnish promptly 
.-such information as is requested.
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(b) Verification of reports
Subject to the limitations and procedures specified in chapter 6,1 

the agency shall conduct inspections, surveys and explorations to 
check the information reported by nations concerning the presence 
or absence of source material within their territories. In areas which 
are reported to contain significant quantities of source material, the 
provisions of paragraph (d) shall apply. In areas which are re
ported by the nation not to contain significant quantities of source 
material, the agency shall determine the extent to which it should 
conduct inspections, surveys or explorations and the methods to be 
used. Factors to be considered by the agency in making such deter
minations include the geology of the area involved, the degree of 
completeness and detail which characterize the data reported by 
the nation, the methods used in the surveys or explorations by which 
such data were acquired, the accuracy of information reported by 
the nation and already checked by the agency, and the presence or 
absence of any other grounds for believing that the area involved 
contains source material. A nation shall have the right to appeal 
to an appropriate international body against what it may consider 
to be an improper use by the international agency of the powers of 
conducting surveys and explorations in the case of areas reported 
not to contain source material. (See item A.3 (d), “Definition of 
types of operating decisions subject to review and of those not subject 
to review”, and item A.3 (e) , “Determination of review body or bodies 
and of principles governing review”, of the summary of principal 
subjects.2)
(c) Discovery of new deposits

Subject to the limitations and procedures specified in chapter 6,. 
the agency shall conduct, or arrange with nations for the conduct 
of, surveys and explorations to discover new deposits of source ma
terial. This includes the right of the agency to re-survey or re- 
explore areas which have previously been surveyed or explored 
either by the agency or by nations. Nations shall undertake to co
operate with and assist the agency in the discovery of new deposits 
of source material, and both parties shall provide such skilled per
sonnel, material assistance and liaison personnel as may be mutually 
agreed upon. A nation shall have the right to appeal to an appro
priate international body against what it may consider to be an 
improper use by the international agency of the powers of conducting 
surveys and explorations in the case of areas reported not to con
tain source material. (See item A.3 (d), “Definition of types of 
operating decisions subject to review and of those not subject to

1 Post, pp. 135-152.
2 Ante, doe. 14.
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review,” and item A.3 (e), “Determination of review body or bodies 
and of principles governing review,” of the summary of principal 
subjects1.)
(d) Areas contawmg source material

Subject to the limitations and procedures specified in chapter 6,2 
the agency shall conduct routine inspections and surveys and intensive 
explorations of areas known to contain significant quantities of source 
material and of all mines in such areas. The routine inspections and 
surveys will be primarily for the purpose of preventing or detecting 
clandestine activities in these areas. The intensive explorations will be 
primarily for the purpose of checking and supplementing existing in
formation as to the location, amount, character, concentration and 
mode of occurrence of the source material. The agency shall analyse, 
co-ordinate, compile and publish all data concerning known supplies of 
source material.

IV. The international agency shall become the sole owner of all 
source material not containing other important constituents, from 
the time the source material is removed from its place of deposit in 
nature, and shall specify iii each case the concentration at which it 
shall take possession.

V. In the case of source material containing other important con
stituents, the international agency shall assume ownership of the 
source material as soon as these constituents have been extracted. 
If  the owning nation or person does not extract these constituents 
within a reasonable period of time, the agency shall have authority 
to assume ownership and take possession of the source material. In 
any case, nations will not dispose of or transfer any source materials 
without the consent of the agency. The agency shall also have the 
authority to assume ownership and take possession of source material 
containing other important constituents if such action is necessary 
for security. Factors to be considered by the agency in such cases 
include the concentration of key substances in the source material, 
the nature of the mining and milling processes, the extent to which 
the concentration of key substances is increased by these processes, 
the scale of the operations, and the handling, transport or trans
shipments involved before chemical processing is performed. The 
agency shall give notice to the nation before taking such action, and 
the nation shall have the right to appeal to an appropriate interna
tional body against the decision of the agency. (See item A.3 (d ), 
“Definition of types of operating decisions subject to review and 
of those not subject to review,” and item A.3 (e)9 “Determination

1 Ante, doc. 14.
2 Post, pp. 135-152.
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of review body or bodies and of principles governing review,” of the 
summary of principal subjects.)

VI The international agency shall be authorized to purchase source 
material in the locality and country containing deposits of it, in 
cases where such purchase is agreed to by the nation concerned and 
by the agency. In such cases, the agency shall be authorized to dig, 
develop and operate mines or arrange therefor.

VII. By agreement with the nation concerned, the agency shall be 
authorized to construct mills and establish dumps, or to purchase, 
acquire, lease, develop or operate, or contract, or otherwise arrange, 
for the development or operation of, source material mines, mills and 
dumps.

VIII. In regard to the mines, mills or dumps operated by the in
ternational agency, the agency shall:

(a) Institute accounting procedures and other safeguards for the 
control of source material;

(b) Prevent the waste of source material; and
(<?) Be authorized to sell other important constituents.
IX. Mines, mills and dumps which handle or contain source ma

terial and which are operated by nations or persons shall be operated 
only under licence from the international agency. Such licences shall 
include the following provisions:

(a) The agency shall require reports from nations as to description, 
ownership, location, transfer and use of such mines, mills and dumps.

(b) The agency shall make inspections and conduct accountings 
for materials, including independent sampling, weighing, assaying 
and analysis of materials and tests of equipment, and shall maintain 
laboratories and technical personnel for these purposes.

(c) The agency shall maintain guards to prevent diversion of 
source material.

(d) The agency shall require operating procedures, schedules and 
equipment necessary to ensure control, to facilitate accounting, and to 
prevent loss or waste of source material.

(e) The agency Shall reserve the power to modify regulations and 
to suspend or revoke licences in case of violation by the licensee. In 
case of refusal by the agency to grant a licence applied for by a 
nation, or in case of suspension or revocation of a licence granted, 
the applicant or licensee shall have the right of appeal to an interna
tional court, and the agency shall have the right to maintain its con
trol measures. (See item A.3 (d ), “Definitions of types of operating 
decisions subject to review and of those not subject to review,” of the 
summary of principal subjects.)



118 DOCUMENT 19 : SEPTEMBER 11, 1947

X. The international agency shall assign annual quotas for the 
production of source material to nations in .whose territory deposits 
or dumps are located. These quotas shall be determined in accord
ance with the general principle to be laid down in the treaty or con
vention, that comparable national deposits throughout the world 
should be depleted proportionately. The general procedure for as
signing quotas shall be as follows:

(a) The agency shall estimate the reserves of source material con
tained in deposits and dumps throughout the world.

(b) The agency shall estimate the annual world needs for source 
material, taking into account its conservation for future uses.

(<?) The agency shall determine from time to time the minimum 
concentration of source material which should be exploited, taking 
into account questions of economy and of strategic distribution. (See 
item B.l, “Principles governing the geographical location of danger
ous activities and stockpiling”, of the summary of principal subjects1.)

(d) The agency shall assign annual quotas to nations on the basis 
that the ratio of the quota of a nation to its currently exploitable re
serves shall be approximately the same as the ratio of the amiual 
world needs to the total currently exploitable world reserves.

(e) In assigning quotas, the agency shall specify the.concentration 
of key substances which it requires, as well as the total quantities.

(/) Nations shall be obligated to supply to the agency the annual 
quotas of source material assigned to them.

(g) Quotas may be exceeded only in cases where other important 
constituents are being extracted.

(h) Annual quotas shall be assigned to any deposits or dumps of 
source material owned by the agency on the basis that the ratio of 
the quota of an individual deposit or dump to its currently exploit
able reserves shall be approximately the same as the ratio of the 
annual world needs to the total currently exploitable world reserves.

(i) Annual quotas may be adjusted or averaged over a period of 
years by the agency to accord with practical mining considerations.

XI. The international agency shall compensate the owner of a source 
material mine for any losses suffered as a result of a shut-down or a 
change in operating policy required by the agency and for expenses 
that may be incurred in maintaining the mine in safe condition for 
future operations. The amount of such compensation or maintenance 
shall be decided by negotiation between the owner, the nation in whose 
territory the mine is situated, and the international agency, or, in the 
event of failure to reach agreement, by arbitration or in the

1 Ante, doc. 14.
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last instance by an international court. (See item B.2, “Financial 
and budgetary organization’V of the summary of principal subjects.)

XII. The international agency shall give fair and equitable com
pensation for source material determined by agreement with the na
tions concerned. The concentration of key substances in the source 
material shall be one of the elements determining the compensation. 
Should the agency acquire source material still containing other im
portant constituents, the value of these constituents shall be taken 
into account in determining the compensation. If no agreement can 
be reached, the nature and amount of compensation shall be deter
mined by arbitration or in the last instance by an international court. 
(For financial arrangements, see item B.2 of the summary of principal 
subjects.)

XIII. The international agency shall be authorized to make avail
able source material in limited quantities to nations for use in research 
on, or development of, atomic energy (in accordance with chapter 
2) 1 or for use outside the field of atomic energy subject to licensing, 
and accounting or inspection of such uses. (For the principles to 
govern the distribution of nuclear fuels, see chapter 5.) 2

XIV. The international agency shall have the following powers 
and duties in regard to the transport of source material:

(a) The agency shall be authorized to arrange with the national 
or international authorities for the transport of source material and 
for the construction and operation of means therefor.

(b) The agency shall inspect facilities for the transport of source 
material, account for source material in transit, assign guards, and 
take, in concert with the national authorities, other appropriate pro
tective measures to the extent necessary to prevent unlawful trans
port of source material and to prevent loss or diversion of source 
material during transit.

XV. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from owning or pos
sessing any mineral deposit known, to contain a significant quantity 
of source material, or any source material mine, mill or dump, with
out reports being made to the international agency.

XVI. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from operating any 
source material mine, mill or dump, except as authorized by licence 
or regulation of the international agency.

XVII. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from owning source 
material removed from its place of deposit in nature, except in the 
case of source material containing other important constituents (see 
specific proposal V above).

1 Ante, pp. 103-109.
2 Post, pp. 126-135.
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XVIII. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from possessing, 
storing, transporting or using a significant quantity of source ma
terial removed from its place of deposit in nature, except as authorized 
by licence or regulation of the international agency.

XIX. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from:
(a) Seizing, tampering with, or interfering with any source ma

terial deposit, mine, mill or dump, or any significant quantity of 
source material;

(5) Obstructing the operation of any source material mine or 
mill; and

(c) Damaging or destroying any source material deposit, mine, 
mill or dump, unless so authorized or directed by the international 
agency.

XX. The international agency shall have the duty to seek out any 
clandestine activities which involve source material. To this end, the 
agency shall have the power to conduct ground, aerial and other sur
veys, exploratory operations, accounting for materials, and inspec
tions. These may be either of a routine character in the case of areas 
known to contain source materials, or of a special character when 
deemed necessary by the agency. (For rights of, and limitations on, 
the international agency and its personnel in carrying out such 
powers and duties, see chapter 6.)1

XXI. The international agency and its personnel, officers and 
agents, shall have, and nations shall be obligated to provide them 
with, unimpeded rights of ingress, egress and access to the extent nec
essary to carry out the powers and duties of the agency specified in 
this paper. (For rights of, and limitations on, the international 
agency and its personnel in carrying out such powers and duties, see 
chapter 6.)1

C h a p t e r  4 . P ro cessing  a n d  p u r if ic a t io n  of source m a t e r ia l

General considerations
The first report of the Atomic Energy Commission to the Security 

Council states, in the summary of chapter 3 of Part V, the following 
findings in reference to the processing and purification of source 
material:

“Adequate safeguards against diversion from declared refineries 
and chemical and metallurgical plants are possible by a system of in
spection, including guards, similar to normal managerial operating 
controls, provided that the inspectorate has unrestricted access to all 
equipment and operations and has facilities for independent weighing, 
assay [,] and analysis, and provided that it has the right to require the

'Post, pp. 135-152.
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plant to be shut down for purposes of clean-up and accounting at 
appropriate times and to require efficient operating procedure.

“At these stages, there is no fundamental difference between the 
processes for thorium and for uranium.” 1

However, Part V of the first report also states:
“The specific control measures mentioned in the findings are not 

meant to be definitive, but rather to be indicative of the various types 
of safeguards applicable at each stage.” (chapter 1)2

“In designing an effective and comprehensive system of control, 
attention must be given not only to the safeguards required at the 
several stages but also to the interrelation among these safeguards. 
Of particular importance in this connexion is the scheduling of opera
tions at successive stages in such a way that stocks of dangerous 
material are kept to a minimum.” (chapter 8) 3

In considering the co-ordination of safeguards, account must be 
taken both of the ownership of source material by the international 
control agency and of the findings of the first report on the production 
of nuclear fuel. If the international agency owns the source material 
from mines and mills, and if the international agency manages isotope 
separation plants and all reactors involving or producing significant 
amounts of nuclear fuel, this will largely determine the arrangements 
for the processing of source material, which is the connecting link 
between these two stages.

Without complete control of the schedules of such processing opera
tions, the agency would not be able to maintain its programme for 
the production of nuclear fuels or to prevent the accumulation of 
dangerous stocks of material. This is a matter which involves both 
the supply of materials from earlier stages and the need for the 
products at later stages. These various stages may be located in the 
territory of different nations. I t is, therefore, clear that only the 
international agency can be in a position to have sufficient knowledge 
and authority to determine these schedules.

Furthermore, a nation would have little to gain by operating chem
ical or metallurgical plants for the processing of material owned by 
the international agency and not necessarily intended for use in that 
nation. For example, uranium hexafluoride has no use except in iso
tope separation plants managed by the international agency. The 
situation is similar with regard to metallurgical plants producing 
uranium metal for use in nuclear reactors managed by the international 
agency. Such processing facilities are small and are not likely to 
constitute a significant factor in the national economy.

1 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Supple
ment, Report to the Security Council (1946), p. 51.

2 IMd., p. 45.
* Ibid., p. 65.
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These considerations indicate the necessity for the management 
of chemical and metallurgical plants by the international agency, 
which would also have important advantages from the technical point 
of view. Accounting for materials requires greater accuracy since 
the danger resulting, from diversion is more immediate than in pre
vious stages. Any diverted material may be used directly to produce 
nuclear fuel in existing isotope separation plants or reactors.

In the case of refineries the situation may be somewhat different. 
Refineries may be closely associated with mills operated by nations 
or persons. For practical reasons, it may be desirable to carry out 
further concentration of source material after milling in order to 
reduce its bulk for transport. Moreover, refineries may be primarily 
concerned with the extraction of other important constituents from 
source material. Finally, materials treated in refineries are not at 
such an advanced stage in the process of producing atomic energy 
as the products from chemical and metallurgical plants, which are 
ready for immediate use in the production of nuclear fuels.

These various considerations have led to the specific proposals 
which follow. The proposals provide that refineries for the con
centration of key substances in source material may be operated or 
licensed by the international agency, at its discretion. Refineries for 
the extraction of other important constituents from source material 
would normally be operated by nations or persons, under licence by 
the agency. Chemical or metallurgical plants for treating key sub
stances should be owned, operated and managed by the agency.
Specific proposals

I. The international agency shall require initial reports from na
tions and persons as to the location, description and ownership of all 
source material refineries and chemical or metallurgical plants for 
treating key: substances. The agency shall require such additional 
reports, periodically and from time to time, as it desires in regard 
to the operation of any licensed facilities.

II. The international agency shall have the authority to determine, 
in each case, whether it shall own, operate and manage any source 
material refinery or whether it shall license the operation of the re
finery by a nation or person, with the exception of the refineries speci
fied in specific proposal I II  below. In the event that the agency 
determines to license the operation of such a refinery, the agency 
shall have the following powers and duties, for which provisions shall 
be made in the licence:

(a) The agency shall make inspections and conduct accountings 
for materials, including independent sampling, weighing, assaying 
and analysis of materials and tests of equipment, and shall maintain
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independent laboratory facilities and technical personnelfor these 
purposes.

(6) The agency shall maintain guards to prevent diversion of ma
terial containing key substances.

(c) The agency shall require shut-downs or shall modify schedules 
for purposes of clean-up and accounting at appropriate times or in 
the event of significant accounting discrepancies.

(d) The agency shall require operating procedures and equipment 
to ensure necessary efficiency and complete control and to prevent 
loss or waste of key substances. In the case of refineries which may be 
built or modified for operation under licence, the plans shall be ap
proved by the agency.

(e) The agency shall have unrestricted access to all equipment and 
operations.

(/) The agency shall specify the operating schedules and shall 
make such changes in schedules as may be necessary for proper co
ordination with other activities of the agency.

(g) The agency shall specify the concentration of key substances 
desired and shall take immediate possession of refined materials as 
produced.

(h) The agency shall reserve the power to modify the provisions 
of the licence and to revoke the licence, taking over the ownership, 
operation and management of the refinery, with due compensation 
to the owner. (For questions of appeal see item A.3 (<#), “Definition 
of types of operating decisions subject to review and of those not 
subject to review,5’ of the summary of principal subjects \)

III. Refineries customarily engaged in the processing of source ma
terial for the purpose of extracting other important constituents will 
normally be owned, operated and managed by nations or persons, and, 
in that event, shall be granted licences by the agency for this purpose. 
The agency shall require, however, that the other important constit
uents leaving the refinery should contain neither significant percent
ages nor significant total amounts of key substances. In cases where 
licences are granted, the agency shall have the following powers 
and duties, for which provisions shall be made in the licence. It will 
be understood that the stringency required in the application of these 
provisions may be found by the agency to depend on whether key 
substances are removed in the form of concentrates during processing 
or whether the key substances appear in the waste or tailings of the 
process.

(a) The agency may set a reasonable time limit for the extrac
tion of the other important constituents, in order to meet established

1 Ante, doc. 14.
5141548— 60— vol. 1-------11
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quotas for the production of key substances (see chapter 3) 1 or to 
prevent dangerous accumulations of source material. (See item B.l, 
“Principles governing the geographical location of dangerous ac
tivities and stockpiling”, of the summary of principal subjects 2.)

(5) The agency shall make inspections and conduct accountings 
for key substances, including the independent sampling, weighing, 
assaying and analysis of materials and tests of equipment, and shall 
maintain independent laboratory facilities and technical personnel 
for these purposes.

(c) The agency shall maintain guards to prevent diversion of 
source material.

(d) The agency shall be authorized to require shut-downs or other 
suitable measures for purposes of clean-up and accounting at ap
propriate times, and shall be required to do so in the event of signif
icant accounting discrepancies.

(e) The agency shall require operating procedures and equipment 
necessary to ensure control of key substances and to prevent their 
loss or waste.

(/) The agency shall assume ownership of all the source material 
as soon as the other important constituents have been extracted and 
shall immediately take possession of concentrates of key substances or 
of wastes or tailings which contain key substances in concentrations 
exceeding limits to be specified by the agency.

(g) The agency shall reserve the power to modify regulations and 
to suspend or revoke licences in case of violation by the licensee. In 
case of suspension or revocation of a licence, the agency shall have the 
right to maintain its control measures. (For questions of appeal, see 
item A.3(d) of the summary of principal subjects.)

IV. The international agency shall be authorized to process source 
material containing other important constituents in cases where this is 
agreed to by the agency and the nation concerned, or in cases where 
the agency has taken possession of such materials in accordance with 
specific proposal V of chapter 3.3 In such cases, the agency shall re
turn to the original owner any other important constituents which are 
extracted, upon payment of the costs of processing, or market such 
by-products by agreement with the owner.

V. The international agency shall own, operate and manage all 
chemical and metallurgical plants for treating key substances. The 
agency shall be authorized to purchase or construct, or arrange for 
the construction of, any such plants. In regard to these facilities

1 Ante, pp. 109-120.
3 Ante, doc. 14.
* Ante, pp. 116-117.
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and to any source material refineries which it operates, the agency 
shall:

(a) Institute and maintain accounting procedures and other safe
guards for the control of source material;

(b) Prevent the waste of source material;
(c) Engage in research and process development designed to im

prove recoveries of key substances;
(d) Take all necessary measures to protect its workers from the 

hazards involved in handling radioactive or toxic substances; and
(e) Have the authority to sell other important constituents and 

naturally occurring radioactive substances other than key substances.
VI. Stocks of refined source material and treated key substances 

shall be kept as low as is consistent with efficient operating proce
dures. The distribution of such stocks and the location of the facili
ties producing them shall be determined in accordance with the prin
ciples to be considered under item B.l of the summary of principal 
subjects.

VII. During and after the processing and purification of source 
material, the international agency shall retain all its powers and du
ties, including those regarding ownership and transport of source 
material, which are specified in chapter 3.

VIII. The financial arrangements between the agency and nations 
or persons in connexion with licences or purchases specified in this 
paper shall be fair and equitable. (See item B.2, “Financial and 
budgetary organization”, of the summary of principal subjects.)

IX. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from owning, possess
ing, operating or managing any source material refinery without a 
licence from the international agency.

X. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from owning, possess- 
ing, operating or managing any chemical or metallurgical plants for 
treatin g key substances.

XI. In regard to source material refineries and chemical or metal
lurgical plants for treating key substances, nations and persons shall 
be prohibited from:

(a) Tampering with, interfering with, obstructing the operation 
of or seizing any such facilities; and

(b) Damaging or destroying any such facilities, except as author
ized or directed by the international agency.

XII. The international agency shall have the duty of seeking out 
any clandestine activities involving source material refineries or chem
ical or metallurgical plants for treating key substances. To this end, 
the agency shall have the power to conduct accountings for materials



126 DOCUMENT 19 : SEPTEMBER 11, 1947

and inspections and take other necessary measures. (For rights of, 
and limitations on, the international agency and its personnel in 
carrying out such powers and duties, see chapter 6.)1

X III. The international agency and its duly authorized personnel 
and agents shall have, and nations shall be obligated to provide them 
with, unimpeded rights of ingress, egress and access to the extent 
necessary to carry out the powers and duties of the agency specified in 
this paper. (For rights of, and limitations on, the international 
agency and its personnel in carrying out such powers and duties, see 
•chapter 6.)1
C h a p t e r  5. S t o c k p il in g , pr o d u c t io n , a n d  d ist r ib u t io n  o f n u c l e a r

PUELS AND THE DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF ISOTOPE SEPARA
TION PLANTS AND OF NUCLEAR REACTORS

General considerations
The first report of the Atomic Energy Commission to the Security 

Council concluded that, from the point of view of safeguards, the in
ternational control agency should manage isotope separation plants, 
nuclear reactors (in many cases), chemical extraction plants, and the 
preparation, storage and transport of high-grade nuclear fuels. The 
first report, however, did not include consideration of the effects on 
world security of the possible policies for the production of nuclear 
fuel, nor did it make a proposal as to whether such policies should 
be decided by individual nations or by the international agency. 
These are matters which now need to be taken into account and 
decided.

It is recognized that the fields of peaceful application of atomic 
energy in the future will require large-scale facilities for the produc
tion of nuclear fuel, facilities using large quantities of nuclear fuel, 
and reserve stockpiles of nuclear fuel. This will be true to some ex
tent even before the utilization of atomic power. For example, certain 
reactors necessary to produce radioactive isotopes on a useful scale 
for application in research and industry may involve dangerous quan
tities of key substances or nuclear fuel. Development work in 
connexion with power generation may also require a number of in
stallations each using dangerous quantities of material. These 
facilities could be readily utilized for military purposes unless ef
fectively controlled by an international agency. These facts will 
become even more significant when atomic power becomes a large 
factor in the world’s power resources. Consequently, the control of 
the production, distribution and stockpiling of nuclear fuels will be a 
major task confronting the international agency. Sure means of con
trol to prevent the diversion of clandestine production of key sub-

1 Post, pp. 125-152.



DOCUMENT 19 . SEPTEMBER 11, 1947 127

stances and of nuclear fuel are absolutely necessary in the interests 
of security.

I t is also essential that the advantage which might be gained by a 
nation or a group of nations through seizure of production facilities 
or of stockpiles of materials should be minimized, particularly in 
the case of separated or purified nuclear fuel, because of the small 
facilities and slight additional effort necessary to produce weapons 
from such material. The seizure of stockpiles, production facilities 
or facilities utilizing nuclear fuel will always be a danger of such 
magnitude that it should be recognized by all nations as a most 
serious violation of the treaty which has taken place and as an 
indication that the nation in question is about to embark on atomic 
warfare. Further study of violation of the treaty or convention by 
seizure and other violations will be given in item B.3, “Prohibitions 
and enforcement”, of the summary of principal subjects.1 I t is vital 
that production facilities, facilities utilizing nuclear fuel, and stock
piles should be distributed in such a way as to minimize the pos
sibility that seizure would provide an aggressor with a military ad
vantage. Such a distribution cannot in itself prevent an atomic 
war, but the objective should be to decrease the incentive for any one 
nation or group of nations to attempt to secure a military advantage 
by seizure. The problem of determining the most satisfactory dis
tribution of dangerous facilities and stockpiles will be examined 
more fully under item B.l, “Principles governing geographical lo
cation of dangerous activities and stockpiling”, of the summary of 
principal subjects,1 but some of the general principles are of impor
tance to this paper in order that the functions of the agency may 
be determined more completely. In this connexion, the major ques
tions to be considered are the total amount of nuclear fuel to be 
stockpiled, the relation between the reserves for present and future 
needs, and how the maintenance of these reserves can be reconciled 
with security.

One difficulty lies in the fact that there is conflict between the 
requirements of security and those of large-scale development and use 
of atomic energy for peaceful purposes. The prohibition of any 
stockpiling of nuclear fuel, instead of providing the control of atomic 
energy “to the extent necessary to ensure its use only for peaceful 
purposes”,2 might delay or hinder the development and use of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes. There would thus be grounds for 
legitimate complaint against a prohibition of stockpiling. On the 
other hand, the production of large quantities of nuclear fuel over 
and above what was necessary for actual use, would lead to the 
creation, throughout the world, of stockpiles of material which could

1 Ante, doc. 14.
2 Ante, doc. 9(A).
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be readily used for a very large number of bombs. This would hardly 
be consistent with security.

In attempting to reconcile these two divergent factors, we are faced 
with difficulties due to lack of knowledge and technical uncertainties. 
I t  is not known how effective the denaturing of nuclear fuel might 
be from the point of view of security, nor how seriously the use of 
denatured fuel would affect the economic and practical feasibility of 
the use of atomic energy. Moreover, it is not known when atomic 
power may become a considerable factor in the world’s power re
sources or how large a factor it may become.

Basic information is lacking also on a most important aspect of 
the operation of atomic power plants and the pro[d]uction of nuclear 
fuels. “This is the question whether or not enough additional fuel 
can be made in a power reactor to replace the original supply of 
nuclear fuel being consumed. If  not, the world supply of nuclear 
fuels is measured by the amount of U-235 present in nature extended 
a little by such additional quantities of Pu-239 or TT-233 as are gen
erated in the consumption of U-235. On the other hand, if the regen
eration of nuclear fuels can fully replace the original materials, then 
all the U-238, one hundred and forty times as plentiful as U-235, 
and also the world’s supply of thorium, which is more plentiful than 
uranium, constitute potential nuclear fuels.” 1 The uncertainty and 
lack of information regarding regeneration and other unsolved tech
nical difficulties make it very important that the international agency 
should conduct research and development in this field, so that the 
place of atomic power in the world’s economy may be accurately 
evaluated.

In regard to the specific proposal for future production and stock
piling of nuclear fuels, it appears that at the present time policy 
should be dictated primarily by security considerations. The pro
duction and stockpiling of denatured materials should be permitted 
if such denaturing is found to be effective. However, nuclear fuel 
in a form suitable for ready conversion to use in atomic weapons 
should not be produced in a quantity beyond that required for actual 
beneficial purposes. This restriction should be a provision of the 
treaty or convention, and should remain in effect until new technical 
findings and considerations of security warrant its revision. I t  was 
decided that production and stockpiling should be restricted in this 
way, because it was believed that the nations concerned could not be 
expected to agree on a provision that would permit substantial altera
tions in the conditions of world security. When a relaxation of this 
policy appears to be desirable, nations should have the opportunity 
to judge the appropriate changes and their effect on security. Modi-

1 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Supple- 
ment, Report to the Security Council (1946), p. 28.
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fications of this policy, therefore, should require amendment of the 
treaty or convention in accordance with the terms of the latter. The 
disposition of existing stockpiles and the transition from the initial 
to the eventual distribution should be considered under item B.4, 
‘“Examination of existing stockpiles and the transition accomplished 
from conditions of national control to the final conditions of pre
dominantly international control,” of the summary of principal 
subjects.1

In view of the foregoing considerations, it has become evident to 
us that it is necessary for the international agency to have, in addi
tion to its duty of management, the duty of making and carrying 
out decisions in implementation of quotas, provisions and principles 
-contained in the treaty or convention regarding the production, 
distribution and stockpiling of nuclear fuel and the distribution and 
utilization of dangerous facilities involving nuclear fuel.

The owner of a facility or activity customarily has the right to 
make such decisions. If national or private ownership were per
mitted, it would lead to controversy and make it impossible for the 
agency, in accordance with the quotas, provisions and principles set 
up in the treaty or convention, to exercise sufficient control to ensure 
security. For these reasons, and for the reasons given in chapter 1, 
it was therefore concluded that nations or persons should not own, 
and that the international agency should own, nuclear fuel or dan
gerous facilities involving nuclear fuel, in the sense in which owner
ship is defined in chapter l.2

All activities which can be classified as non-dangerous should be 
permitted to nations, subject to the licensing and regulation re
quired by considerations of security. The dividing line between 
dangerous and non-dangerous activities will change from time to 
time. Many factors will be involved, and these factors will vary 
from one installation to another. I t is necessary, therefore, that the 
international agency, in determining what is dangerous and what is 
non-dangerous, should take into account the progress of the science. 
In  the expectation that future developments will affect the specific 
terms of licensing arrangements for the use of nuclear fuel and key 
substances in non-dangerous pursuits, only the general nature of the 
provisions of such licences can be indicated at this time.

It is believed that the adoption of the principle of ownership, 
operation and management of dangerous facilities involving nuclear 
fuel by the agency, together with the licensing and regulation of 
non-dangerous activities, will bring the benefits of atomic energy to 
all nations, and at the same time ensure reasonable security against 
atomic war and, particularly, provide a warning of any prepara

1 Ante, doc. 14.
a Ante, pp. 93-103.
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tions for a surprise atomic war. When and if the time comes that 
atomic energy can be used to produce power on an economic basis, 
the international agency should, subject to the requirements of secu
rity, make such power available at the request of any nation ready 
to enter into appropriate agreements. The type of plant and its 
location would be fixed by the agency in co-operation and agreement 
with the nation concerned. In this way, all nations could enjoy the 
benefits of atomic energy, and interference with the economic affairs 
of any nation could be minimized; in fact, positive advantages 
would arise from the co-operative development of atomic energy 
and the pooling of information, facilities and personnel.
Specific proposals

I. The international control agency shall own all nuclear fuel.
II. The international agency shall have the exclusive right to own, 

operate and manage dangerous facilities capable of producing nu
clear fuel, dangerous facilities capable of utilizing nuclear fuel for 
the production of power or radioactive isotopes, dangerous facilities 
utilizing nuclear fuel for other beneficial purposes and dangerous 
facilities handling or processing nuclear fuel. In regard to all such 
facilities, the international agency shall:

(a) Institute and maintain the best possible accounting procedures, 
an effective system of continuous guarding and all other measures re
quired for complete control of nuclear fuel and of key substances;

(b) Conserve nuclear fuel and key substances;
(<?) Take all necessary measures of protection against hazards 

involved in handling radioactive or toxic substances; and
(d) Engage in continuing research and development for the pur

pose of improving the recovery and conservation of nuclear fuel and 
of key substances, the accuracy of accounting, the effectiveness of 
controls and the measures of protection against hazards.

III. All dangerous facilities as listed in specific proposal I I  above 
shall be disposed of, converted to non-dangerous uses or turned over 
to the international agency in accordance with the terms of the treaty 
or convention and the directions of the agency. This subject will 
be covered in a subsequent report. (See item B.4 of the summary 
of principal subjects1.)

IV. The international agency shall have the authority to design 
and construct, or arrange for the construction of, dangerous facilities 
as listed in specific proposal II  above. The agency shall also have 
the authority to design, to construct (or arrange for the construction 
of), and to own, operate and manage non-dangerous facilities involve 
ing nuclear fuel.

1 Ante, doc. 14.
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V. It shall be lawful, however, for nations subject to effective con
trol (licensing, supervision and/or inspection) by the international 
agency to own, design, construct and operate non-dangerous facilities 
using or capable of producing non-dangerous quantities of nuclear 
fuel.

VI. The international agency shall have the power and authority 
to adapt its control, to changing conditions, and it will make every 
effort to widen the activities involving nuclear fuels and key sub
stances permitted to nations, as conditions warrant.

VII. The international agency shall, as world security becomes as
sured, be guided by the general principle that nuclear fuel is intended 
for beneficial use, and shall encourage and assist nations in develop
ing peacetime uses of atomic energy. To achieve this objective, it will 
license, make regulations, contract with nations and utilize its own 
personnel for the purpose of providing beneficial uses.

VIII. The international agency shall lease nuclear fuel and key 
substances, and shall license facilities for the utilization of nuclear 
fuel and of key substances, provided that no dangerous activity or 
facility is involved, and subject to the provisions listed below. The 
agency, in administering these provisions, should take into account 
the quantity and quality of nuclear fuel and the nature of the facili
ties involved in each particular case. Where the total quantities of 
nuclear fuel are very small, the agency may dispense with any of 
these provisions it deems unnecessary. The provisions are as follows:

(a) The design of licensed facilities involving the use of nuclear 
fuel and of key substances shall be subject to approval by the agency, 
and the agency may require modifications to the extent necessary to 
ensure effective control.

(5) The agency shall make certain that nuclear fuel provided 
under lease or produced under licence is not used by any nation or 
person in the development of an atomic explosion or an atomic 
weapon.

(<?) The agency shall require operating procedures and equip
ment necessary to prevent diversion, waste or unnecessary loss of 
nuclear fuel and of key substances.

(d) The licensee shall keep complete and accurate records concern
ing the operation of the facility, the consumption of key substances 
and the consumption or production of nuclear fuel, and shall make 
reports to the agency periodically, or as requested.

(e) The possession of nuclear fuel and of key substances shall not 
be transferred without the consent of the agency.

(/) The disposition of any nuclear fuel produced in a licensed 
facility shall be determined by the agency.

(g) The agency shall make inspections of licensed facilities if 
and when it deems necessary in order to ensure compliance with all
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provisions of the licence, either during or after construction, and 
shall have unrestricted access to all materials, equipment, operations 
and records.

(h) The agency shall maintain guards to prevent diversion of nu
clear fuel and of key substances from licensed facilities, wherever 
and whenever it deems necessary to ensure effective control.

(i) The agency shall reserve the power to modify the provisions of 
the lease or licence and, in case of violation, to suspend or revoke the 
lease or licence and take possession of the nuclear fuel involved. If 
such a suspension or revocation should take place, the agency shall 
have the right to maintain its control measures over any facilities 
involved. (For appeal and review, see item A.3(<Z), “Definition of 
types of operating decisions subject to review and of those not 
subject to review”, of the summary of principal subjects \)

IX. The international agency, when providing beneficial uses of 
atomic energy according to its obligations under the treaty or con
vention, will do so on a self-supporting basis. (See item B.2 
“Financial and budgetary organizations”, of the summary of 
principal subjects1.)

X. Nuclear fuels shall be transported or transferred only by, or 
with the authority of, the international agency. The agency shall 
have the following powers and duties in regard to the transport of 
nuclear fuel:

(a) During transport, nuclear fuel shall remain in the possession 
and custody of duly authorized personnel of the agency.

(&) The agency shall be authorized to arrange with the national 
or international authorities for the transport of nuclear fuel.

(c) Where security requires, the agency shall be authorized to 
transport nuclear fuel in its own vehicles over established transport 
routes, subject to proper notification to the nations concerned.

(d) The agency shall inspect facilities for the transport of nuclear 
fuel, account strictly for nuclear fuel in transit, assign armed guards, 
and take, in concert with the national authorities, other appropriate 
protective measures to the extent necessary to prevent unlawful trans
port of nuclear fuel, to prevent loss or diversion of nuclear fuel 
during transit and to protect against hazards including health 
hazards.

XI. The international agency shall distribute its production fa
cilities and other facilities containing dangerous stocks of nuclear 
fuel, key substances and source material and its stockpiles of nuclear 
fuel, key substances and source material in accordance with the quotas.

1 Ante, doc. 14.
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provisions and principles laid down in the treaty or convention gov
erning geographical location of dangerous activities and stockpiling. 
(See item B.l of the summary of principal subjects.) Some of the 
principles and considerations are listed 'here in order that the func
tions of the agency in this regard may be more completely determined. 
They are:

(a) A distribution is necessary which will avoid the possibility of 
nations achieving a military advantage by the seizure of existing 
stockpiles and facilities within or adjacent to their territories. Loca
tion of ores, refineries and facilities necessary for production, location 
of stockpiles of nuclear fuel and of source material, and location of 
facilities utilizing nuclear fuel or key substances are factors that must 
be considered in determining a distribution which would minimize 
the effects of seizure.

(b) The nation or group of nations benefited by any facility shall 
make compensation to the agency for the benefits sufficient to cover 
costs.

(c) Dangerous facilities shall be provided for nations only as 
world conditions of security warrant and where economic justification 
exists.

(d) The transition between the initial and eventual distribution 
of facilities, source material and nuclear fuel will be in accordance 
with the stages and principles prescribed by the treaty or convention, 
(See item B.4 of the summary of principal subjects.)

XII. The international agency shall keep the production of nuclear 
fuel, in a form suitable for ready conversion to use in atomic weapons, 
at the minimum required for efficient operating procedures necessi
tated by actual beneficial uses, including research and development. 
The agency shall not be authorized to increase existing stocks of nu
clear fuel for any contemplated requirement, except where it is neces
sary to produce nuclear fuel for use in facilities whose location, 
design, construction and financing have been definitely decided by the 
agency and the nation concerned.

XIII. In order to carry out the provisions of specific proposals 
X I and X II and other functions, the international agency shall have 
the duty to ensure proper determination of the type and location of 
all dangerous facilities and shall control, by licence or otherwise, the 
type and location of non-dangerous facilities involving nuclear fuel 
and key substances when it deems necessary. In the determination of 
the type and location of facilities, the agency will have power to 
determine distribution by nations in accordance with quotas, provi
sions, and principles set up in the treaty or convention, whereas the 
location and type of any particular facility within a nation will be 
decided by the nation concerned in agreement with the agency. The
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agency’s rights regarding the determination of location within the 
territory of a nation will be limited to such specific factors pertaining 
to international security as may be specified in the treaty or convention.

XIV. Nations shall report to the international agency the desire 
or intention to build or modify any isotope separation plant, reactor 
or related chemical plant. The international agency shall have the 
right to check the design of any proposed isotope separation unit, 
nuclear reactor or related chemical plant, or modification thereto, 
in order to determine whether the facility falls within a dangerous 
category, and suggest such changes in design, size or location as may 
be necessary to bring it within the non-dangerous category. If such 
facilities fall within the dangerous category, in accordance with spe
cific proposal II  only the international agency shall have the right to 
proceed with construction and operation. If  the facilities fall within 
the non-dangerous category, in accordance with specific proposal VII 
it shall be lawful for the nation to continue construction and opera
tion, subject to effective control (licensing, supervision and/or inspec
tion) by the international agency.

XV. The international agency shall have the authority to require 
periodic reports from nations regarding the production, shipment, 
location and use of specialized equipment and supplies directly related 
to the production and use of atomic energy, such as mass spectrome
ters, diffusion barriers, gas centrifuges, electromagnetic isotope sep
aration units, very pure graphite in large amounts, heavy water, and 
beryllium or beryllium compounds in large amounts. In addition, 
the agency shall have authority to require reports as specified of cer
tain distinctive facilities and construction projects having features of 
size and design, or construction or operation, which, in combination 
with their location and/or production or consumption of heat or elec
tricity, are peculiarly comparable to those of known atomic facilities 
of dangerous character.

XVI. All nuclear fuel produced in non-dangerous isotope separa
tion units, reactors and related chemical plants shall be reported to 
the international agency. Such nuclear fuel, in accordance with 
specific proposal I, will be owned by the international agency. The 
international agency shall prescribe the distribution of nuclear fuel 
so produced, and shall, where proper, reimburse the nation concerned.

XVII. The international agency shall report periodically to the 
Security Council (or to such organs as may be designated by the 
treaty or convention in accordance with item A.3, “Organization and 
administration of the international agency”, of the summary of prin
cipal subjects1) the status of all source material, nuclear fuel and 
facilities utilizing or capable of producing key substances or nuclear

1 Ante, doc. 14.
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fuels. These reports will include complete data and plans on the 
production and consumption of key substances and nuclear fuels; on 
the distribution of all source material and nuclear fuel, including 
the amount and distribution of nuclear fuel in stockpiles; and on the 
distribution and status of both non-dangerous and dangerous facil
ities utilizing or capable of producing key substances or nuclear fueL

XVIII. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from owning any 
nuclear fuel. However, the international agency may authorize na
tions to use or produce nuclear fuel in non-dangerous activities.

XIX. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from owning, oper
ating or managing any dangerous facility or engaging in any danger
ous activity involving nuclear fuel.

XX. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from producing, 
possessing, transferring, storing, transporting, handling or using nu
clear fuel, except as authorized by lease, licence or regulation of the 
international agency.

XXI. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from:
(a) Seizing or tampering with nuclear fuel or any facility involv

ing nuclear fuel;
(b) Obstructing or interfering with the operation of a;ny facility 

or activity involving nuclear fuel; and
(c) Damaging or destroying any nuclear fuel or facility involv

ing nuclear fuel, unless so authorized or directed by the international 
agency.

XXII. The international agency shall have the duty of seeking 
out any clandestine activities or facilities involving nuclear fuel: To 
this end, the agency shall have the power to require reports, on rele
vant matters, to conduct ground, aerial and other surveys, and to 
make direct inspections, all subject to appropriate limitations. (For 
rights of, and limitations on, the international agency and its per
sonnel in carrying out such powers and duties, see chapter 6.)

X X III. The international agency and its duly authorized per
sonnel and agents shall have, and nations shall be obligated to pro
vide them with, definite rights of unimpeded ingress, egress and access 
to the extent necessary to carry out the powers and duties of the 
agency that are specified in this chapter. (See chapter 6.)

C h a p t e r  6. R ig h t s  o f , a n d  l im it a t io n s  o n , t h e  i n t e r n a t io n a l
AGENCY IN  RELATION TO INSPECTIONS, SURVEYS AND EXPLORATIONS

General considerations
The first report of the Atomic Energy Commission to the Secu

rity Council contains an introductory analysis of some of the ques-
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tions which are involved in this paper, and also some detailed find
ings, which were said to be indicative rather than definitive, but 
which, nevertheless, are relevant to, and have been considered in the 
formulation of, the specific proposals made in this paper. In addi
tion, the first report recommended that the treaty or convention for 
the international control of atomic energy should include provisions:

“affording the duly accredited representatives of the international 
control agency unimpeded rights of ingress, egress and access for the 
performance of their inspections and other duties into, from and 
within the territory of every participating nation, unhindered by na
tional or local authorities.” (Part III, recommendation 3.(6), of 
the first report \ )

This recommendation likewise has been taken into account in this 
chapter.

The first report recognized, however, that, although the agency’s 
powers of inspection would need to be very wide if the system were 
to be effective and security achieved, they nevertheless should not 
be unlimited; and that reasonable and proper use of the powers 
granted would be necessary to avoid undue interference with activi
ties unrelated to atomic energy. It assumed throughout that some 
restraints against possible abuses by the agency would need to be 
provided. It indicated what the general character of such restraints 
might be and it stated that particular restraints should be provided 
against misuse or disclosure of information secured by the agency 
since—

. . it seems inevitable that any system of inspection adequate 
to ensure the detection of clandestine activities will result in knowl
edge and inspection of activities unrelated to atomic energy.” (Part
V, chapter 6 of the first report2.)

The report did not specify what these, or other, particular re
straints should be. Nor did it purport to specify all the various 
objects of the searches to be conducted by the agency.

These latter have now been stated comprehensively in certain of the 
specific proposals contained in chapters 3, 4 and 5,3 dealing with the 
functions of the agency in relation, respectively, to the location and 
mining of ores, to the processing and purification of source material, 
and to the stockpiling, production and distribution of nuclear fuels. 
In accordance with the various references to this chapter which were 
made in those specific proposals, the detailed rights and limitations 
which should apply to each of the various types of searches which 
have been proposed must now be considered.

1 Ante. doc. 10.
2 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Supple

ment, Report to the Security Council (1946), p. 57.
* Ante, pp. 109-135.
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Consistently with the first report, the proposed searches fall into 

the following three categories:
1. Inspections of declared activities (including mines, facilities and 

materials) to assure their use only for peaceful purposes and to pre
vent illicit diversions of materials;

2. Geological and mineralogical ground surveys and explorations, 
and geological aerial surveys, carrying out the agency’s duty to obtain 
and maintain accurate and, so far as possible, complete information 
concerning world supplies of source material; and

3. Inspections, ground surveys and aerial surveys to detect clandes
tine activities which might be conducted, or secret mines, facilities 
or materials which might be possessed, in violation of the treaty or 
convention.

All three categories have this in common, that each involves neces
sary concessions in the traditional jurisdiction of nations. But these 
concessions differ in extent. For reasons which will be indicated, they 
are broader in category 2 than in category 1, and they are even more 
so in category 3. Correspondingly, the detailed rights and limita
tions which should apply to each category present questions which 
differ in degree.

1. Inspection of declared activities
The questions are least difficult in this category. The inspections, 

in most instances, will be governed by the agreed terms of a licence, 
lease or other contract concluded with the agency. In the exceptional 
instances, the activities would at least have been reported to the 
agency by the nation concerned, as required by the treaty or con
vention. In no case within category 1, therefore, would the agency 
have occasion to conduct any inspection in the nature of an explora
tory search. The activities subject to inspection would be known 
in advance. Their particular locations would be the only areas neces
sary to visit. Since these areas would be a small fraction of the to
tal territory of any nation, the inspections would involve no possi
bility of undue interference with national life in fields unrelated to 
atomic energy.

Additional reasons why the political problems raised by inspections 
of declared activities are considered to be less formidable than those 
raised under category 2 or 3 are: (a) that since such inspections will 
be conducted as a matter of routine duty, they would not be likely to 
involve imputations of bad faith comparable to those which might 
arise in the case of surveys or inspections conducted under category 
2 or 3 on suspicions of violation of the treaty or convention; and (i ) 
that since most declared activities will be subject to other controls 
under the treaty or convention, there would be still less reason to 
object to the inspection.
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2. Surveys and explorations for source material

It shall be the duty of the agency to conduct or to arrange with 
nations for the conduct of surveys and explorations to discover and 
determine world supplies of source materials. The surveys and ex
plorations in this category have been discussed in chapter 3 and, par
ticularly, in specific proposal III of that chapter. It has been pro
posed there that the agency should be authorized to conduct surveys 
not only in areas known to contain source material but also in areas 
which, in the judgment of the agency, are likely to contain source 
material and in areas where it may be necessary for the agency’s per
sonnel to go in order to verify reports furnished by the nations con
cerned, or in order to discover source material in places on which 
reports required by the agency have not been received from the nation 
concerned. These areas, in the aggregate, may amount to a substan
tial portion of the territory of particular nations. They may include 
private as well as public lands. Military or other restricted areas, 
moreover, would not be exempt. It is evident, therefore, that the 
proposed powers of the agency in this category will be more extensive 
than those in category 1. Accordingly, provision has been made for 
warrants in appropriate cases.

3. Inspections and surveys to detect clandestine activities
Of all the powers and duties proposed to be assigned to the agency, 

none are more important to security than are those in this category. 
But it is also recognized that they could be the most susceptible of 
abuse and that, if abused, they would be most likely to create irrita
tion and friction.

The reasons for this are: (a) the broad character of the powers 
that will have to be granted, including authority, in circumstances 
where there are reasonable grounds for suspicion and where pre
scribed procedures are followed, for the agency’s personnel to visit 
any area, mine, facility or place of whatever description within the 
territory of participating nations; and (5) the fact that the agency, 
in performing its duty, will have to question the good faith of Gov
ernments, since it is unlikely that private individuals or groups of 
individuals could conduct clandestine activities on a scale of military 
significance, and since it is even more unlikely that they could do so 
without the knowledge of the Government in the particular territory.

In the specific proposals which follow, account has been taken of 
the above factors and of the natural desire of nations and persons to 
be free from unwarranted invasions of their privacy. But account 
has also been taken of the need for participating nations to be pro
tected against the danger of violations or evasions through clan
destine activities. And this need has been deemed paramount.
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The specific proposals are designed to accomplish the following 

aims:
1. To deter nations and persons from embarking on any clandestine 

activities in violation of the treaty or convention;
2. To dispel false suspicions or accusations which otherwise would 

breed friction and insecurity;
3. To provide the agency with the rights and assistance which it 

must have in order to discover clandestine activities if any occur, so 
that the agency may give complying states prompt warning of such 
activities;

4. To provide limitations, chiefly in the form of procedural require
ments varying with the circumstances, which will not jeopardize at
tainment of the foregoing aims but which will serve as restraints 
against possible abuse by the agency; and

5. To promote co-operation between the agency and the nations 
concerned.

Far-reaching rights of entry into, movement and access within, and 
egress from national territories are deemed essential in accomplish
ing aims 1 and 3. It is not contemplated or proposed, however, that 
there should be any right of secret entry into national territories, or 
that nations would have no right to prevent the entry of particular 
inspectors if valid cause, as specified in the treaty or convention, ex
isted (see specific proposal II). Possible examples of such valid 
cause would be: that the inspector was, in fact, an imposter, posing as 
a duly accredited representative of the agency; or that, unknown to 
the agency, he was in reality a secret agent of a foreign Government, 
or an exile, or the like.

Specific proposals IY and Y provide for notice to the nation con
cerned in the case of all surveys and explorations and in the case of 
some inspections for clandestine activities. They provide also for 
national liaison representatives and for the duties of such represent
atives in assisting the personnel of the agency. These provisions 
are designed to eliminate the friction and mistrust that might 
otherwise arise and to obligate the nations to furnish assistance 
needed by the agency.

Specific proposals IX, XI, X II, X III, XIY and XVIII contain 
recommendations as to the extent to which the agency’s inspectors 
should observe domestic laws and traditions with respect to rights of 
personal privacy and private property; as to whether warrants or 
similar authorizations should be required, and, if so, in what cir
cumstances; as to whether they should be obtainable from an inter
national court, body or official, or only from a domestic source; as 
to whether in any event the agency should apply first to the domestic 
source; and as to the showing of cause which must be made by the 
agency before a warrant should be issued.

514543— 60—vol. 1------ 12
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Any requirement of a warrant would be a restraint susceptible, in 
some circumstances, of unduly delaying or restricting the agency. 
The same is true in domestic experience. This consideration, how
ever, must be balanced against the need for protecting the personal 
right of freedom from unreasonable search, a right which, under some 
domestic laws and constitutions, is a limitation even on the highest 
national authorities. In the international field, and in the absence 
of any comprehensive treaty or convention for the control of con
ventional armaments, it must be balanced also against the unwilling
ness of nations to permit inspection of their non-atomic military and 
other restricted facilities except by special consent or for good cause 
shown.

In order to reconcile these competing considerations, it is proposed 
that the treaty or convention should contain provisions for warrant 
procedure, but that these provisions should be strictly limited and 
should act as a restriction on the agency only in the case of inspec
tion, without special consent, of private or restricted property not 
open to the public, and in the case of certain ground surveys and 
aerial surveys which are additional to others which the agency may 
conduct without warrant or other special authorization. It is pro
posed also that warrants should be obtainable from an international 
court, body or official as well as from domestic sources. Whether the 
International Court of Justice, as distinct from some other interna
tional body of a juridical character, should have such jurisdiction is 
a question which is left for a later report in which the detailed func
tions and procedures both of the proposed international court and 
of domestic courts concerned in the matter will be set forth, (see item 
A.3. (0), “Determination of review body or bodies and of principles 
governing review” and items A.3. (b )  and (d ) of the summary of 
principal subjects.1)

However, the international court or body selected should be inde
pendent of the agency itself since otherwise there would be a danger 
that the agency would, in effect, be judging its own case. This was 
thought to be particularly desirable in the case of the agency ques
tioning the good faith of Governments.

In Part Y, chapter 6, of the first report, it is stated that “it would 
in general be necessary to require that demonstrable grounds for 
suspicion exist as a justification for inspection and to establish rea
sonable legal procedures for the regulation of inspection”. 2

This would apply to special investigations and surveys undertaken 
to clear up suspicion. Searches based on vague suspicions, for which 
specific justification is difficult to establish, may well lead to friction

1 Ante, doc. 14.
2United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Supple

ment, Report to the Security Council (1946), p. 58.
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between the agency and the nation concerned. For this reason, and 
because of the limitations placed on the agency in the detection of 
clandestine activities, it was considered that, in addition, there should 
be some kind of routine searches which would be carried out without 
any allegation of suspicion. Accordingly, it is proposed that the 
agency should have the duty of making spot aerial surveys over every 
participating nation, limited to a comparatively small area to be 
chosen by the agency and carried out as a matter of routine in every 
period of, say, two years. In view of the advantages of aerial sur
vey, and the powers of ground survey provided in other proposals of 
this document, it was decided to limit this kind of survey to aerial 
survey. Such surveys, besides providing a deterrent from clandes
tine activities, would serve to dispel suspicions among nations that 
clandestine activities exist but remain undetected. They would also 
accustom nations to regular aerial surveys.

SUMMARY CONCLUSION
In brief, the proposals contained in this chapter provide very 

extensive powers of inspection and search which enable the agency 
to visit any accessible place and provide appropriate procedures 
applicable in certain specified circumstances. It has to be recog
nized that, in addition to these proposed procedural requirements 
and limitations, the good sense and also the budget of the agency 
will themselves be limitations on the exercise of powers given to 
the agency, and that, by virtue of the positive functions of the 
agency which have been proposed in previous chapters, the amount 
of inspection required and the attendant interferences will be much 
less than would be necessary under a control system based on inspec
tion alone.
Specific proposals

Inspection personnel

I. The personnel of the international agency who are employed to 
conduct the inspections, surveys and explorations proposed in other 
chapters and elaborated herein, shall be selected by the agency on 
an international basis. The , maximum percentage of such personnel 
that may be selected from among the nationals of any one nation and 
the principles which shall govern their assignment to particular 
inspections, surveys or explorations shall be specified in the treaty or 
convention. The principles of Article 100 of the Charter of the 
United Nations shall apply to the staff of the agency. (See item 
A.3, “Organization and administration of the international agency”, 
of the summary of principal subjects.)
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II. The duly accredited personnel of the international agency 
who are assigned to conduct the inspections, surveys and explorations 
which have been proposed in the other chapters, or to perform other 
functions therein described involving travel, shall be accorded by 
the treaty or convention special rights and privileges of entry into, 
movement within and egress from the territory of participating 
nations.

(a) To facilitate their travel, such personnel may be issued United 
Nations Ictissez-passer. These laissez-passer shall be recognized and 
accepted as valid travel documents by the authorities of all partici
pating nations, taking into account that visas may be required.

(&) Where visas are required, and are applied for, by agency per
sonnel who hold such laissez-passer and who are certified to be travel
ling on business of the agency, the applications shall be dealt with as 
speedily as possible and, in any event, within two weeks. They may 
be validly denied only in extraordinary circumstances and upon 
strictly limited grounds which shall be described in the treaty or con
vention. (These exceptional circumstances and grounds remain to 
be considered in detail at a later date.)

(c) I f any such personnel are denied visas or are otherwise ex
cluded from the territory of a participating nation, and if the inter
national agency deems that such action was in violation of the treaty 
or convention, the agency shall be entitled to apply to an interna
tional court or other designated body of a judicial character for a re
view of the action. The decision of the designated court or body 
shall be binding upon the nation concerned as well as upon the agency. 
(Enforcement of the treaty or convention will be dealt with under 
item B.3 of the summary of principal subjects1.)

(d) Accredited personnel of the international agency who are 
admitted to the territories of participating nations shall be granted 
facilities for speedy travel and communication in discharging their 
duties there. Subject to the limitations and procedures proposed 
in subsequent specific proposals of this chapter, they shall be free 
to visit all regions and places within such territories. In any particu
lar locality or place, they shall enjoy rights and privileges of access, 
visitation and movement no less than those enjoyed by the local popu
lation.

(e) The agency will appoint some members of its personnel as 
permanent representatives to a nation or group of nations. The valid
ity of the visas that the nations would grant to such personnel would 
not be less than two years.

1 Ante, doc. 14.
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General limitations applicable to all
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inspections, surveys and explorations
III. The international agency and its personnel shall be bound by 

the following general limitations in exercising their powers to conduct 
the inspections, surveys and explorations which have been proposed 
in previous papers. In addition, subsequent specific proposals of this 
chapter propose that they shall be bound by special limitations and 
procedures in conducting inspections, surveys or explorations in cer
tain circumstances specified in those places.

(a) Inspections, surveys or explorations shall be conducted by the 
agency only for purposes related to atomic energy. Inspections, sur
veys or explorations which, although properly commenced, are found 
by the agency during their course to be serving no such authorized 
purpose shall be discontinued as soon as such fact becomes apparent 
to it.

(5) In conducting inspections, surveys and explorations, the 
agency and its personnel shall have regard to domestic laws and cus
toms relating to rights of personal privacy and private property to 
the fullest extent consistent with the effective discharge of their 
duties under the terms of the treaty or convention.

(<?) Neither the agency nor its personnel shall disclose confidential 
or private information unrelated to atomic energy which is acquired 
in the course of inspections, surveys or explorations. The agency shall 
take special precautions to prevent such disclosure by its personnel.

(d) The agency shall be liable to give just compensation for dam
ages caused by its personnel in the course of inspections, surveys or 
explorations. (The circumstances in which such personnel shall be 
subject to suit or prosecution under the domestic law of the nation 
within whose territory their acts occurred remain to be considered 
in detail at a later date in connexion with the general privileges and 
immunities of the agency and its personnel.)

Notice to, and liaison with, national authorities; duties of liaison
representatives

IV. Notice cmd liaison. Before conducting any survey or explora
tion, the agency shall give notice to the nation concerned, and the 
nation concerned may, if it so desires, and shall, if requested by the 
agency, send a representative (or a number of representatives, if 
agreed to or requested by the agency) to accompany and assist each 
surveying or exploring party, but not to delay or restrict the person
nel of the agency. In the case of inspections, the nation concerned 
shall send one or more representatives whenever requested by the 
agency; the other requirements shall vary according to the circum
stances, as follows. The agency may conduct inspections of activities,
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mines, facilities or places without advance notice to the nation con
cerned, and without affording opportunitiy to the nation to send a 
representative, in the following cases: (a) in the case of any activity, 
mine, facility or place which is managed, licensed or leased by the 
agency; (6) in the case of any activity, m,ine, facility or place which 
is required by the treaty or convention to be reported to the agency 
and which has been so reported; (c) in the case of any activity, mine, 
facility or place which is open to the public; or (d ) in the case of the 
owner or responsible official in charge of any activity, mine, facility 
or place having given advance lawful consent to inspection by the 
agency. As a general rule, inspection of activities, mines, facilities; 
or places which are not within any of the foregoing four categories 
shall be conducted by the agency only after it has notified the nation 
concerned and has afforded the nation due opportunity to send a rep
resentative with each inspecting party (or a number of representa
tives, if agreed to or requested by the agency). In exceptional cir
cumstances, where, through removal or concealment, or otherwise, the 
object of the inspection might be defeated if advance notice were 
given to the nation concerned, the agency may depart from the fore
going general rule and may inspect such an activity, mine, facility 
or place without advance notice, provided, first, that such inspection 
without notice is authorized by warrant or other special authoriza
tion of an international court, body, or official competent jurisdiction, 
as agreed to in the treaty or convention, and, secondly, that the agency 
invites a previously assigned representative of the nation concerned 
to accompany its inspector.

V. Duties of liaison representatives. The national representatives 
referred to in the preceding specific proposal shall have the following 
duties in assisting the personnel of the agency, and their respective 
Governments shall assure that they perform such duties. When the 
agency requests that such a representative should accompany a partic
ular inspection, survey or exploration party, he shall report on the 
date specified; vouch for the identity and authority of the agency’s 
personnel; and see to it that the agency’s personnel receive the co
operation of the persons concerned and such freedom, of movement, 
access, inspection, survey and exploration as is their right under the 
treaty or convention, and at no time delay or restrict, or permit other 
nationals to delay or restrict, the agency’s personnel in the prompt, 
safe and efficient performance of their functions.

Inspection of declared activities

VI. Licensed activities. Inspections of mines, facilities, activities 
or materials which are licensed or leased by the international agency 
shall be conducted by it as a matter of routine, in accordance with the
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terms of the licence or lease, which will in themselves grant or reserve 
to the agency rights of access and inspection necessary to the fulfil
ment of its duties. In such cases, the agency shall not be required to 
obtain a warrant or other special authorization.

VII. R&ported activities. Inspections of mines, facilities, activ
ities or materials which are not licensed or leased by the agency, but 
which are required by the treaty or convention to be reported to the 
agency and which are so reported, may also be conducted by the 
agency without warrant or other special authorization, subject to the 
general limitations and procedures prescribed in specific proposals 
III and IV. This specific proposal will apply to declared facilities 
producing specialized equipment and supplies closely related to the 
production of atomic energy, such as mass spectrometers, diffusion 
barriers, gas centrifuges, electromagnetic isotope separation units, 
very pure graphite in large amounts, heavy water and beryllium.

With regard to certain distinctive facilities and construction proj
ects required to be reported in specific proposal XV of chapter 5,1 the 
agency shall give advance notice before conducting such inspections, 
and the nations concerned shall provide a representative to accom
pany such inspections of certain distinctive facilities and construction 
projects having features of size and design, or construction or opera
tion, which, in combination with their location and/or production or 
consumption of heat or electricity, are peculiarly comparable to those 
of known atomic facilities of dangerous character.

Ground surveys and explorations for source material
VIII. The inspections and ground surveys and the explorations 

which, under specific proposal III of chapter 3,2 the agency is re
quired to conduct in areas known to contain significant quantities of 
source material, may be conducted without warrant or other special 
authorization or consent, subject to the general limitations specified 
in specific proposal III of this chapter and to the requirements for 
notice to, and liaison with, the nation concerned specified in specific 
proposals IV and V of this chapter. The same provisions shall apply 
to the inspections, ground surveys and explorations for source ma
terial which, under specific proposal III of chapter 3, the agency is 
authorized or required to conduct in other areas, except that in such 
areas the agency shall be required to obtain a warrant or other special 
authorization or consent in accordance with specific proposals IX, X, 
X II and X III of this chapter before inspecting private or military or 
other governmental facilities which are not open to the public.

1 Ante, p. 134.
2 Ante, pp. 114-116.
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activities in private or restricted places
IX. Requirement of warrants or special consent. Inspections and 

ground surveys, additional to those mentioned in the preceding spe
cific proposals, may be conducted by the agency at such times and in 
such manner as may be authorized by any of the following:

(a) By domestic law or by warrant or other authorization issued 
by a domestic court, body or officer of competent jurisdiction upon a 
showing of probable or reasonable cause in accordance with specific 
proposal X II (b) ;

(b) By warrant or other authorization issued by an international 
court or body of competent jurisdiction, upon a showing of probable 
or reasonable cause in accordance with specific proposals X II and
X III, or

(c) By special consent of the nation or lawful consent of the re
sponsible official concerned, on request of, or as otherwise arranged 
with, the agency.

X. Granting of special consent. In order to promote confidence 
and to facilitate the functioning of the international agency by re
ducing the number of instances in which the agency would need to 
obtain warrants or other special authorization, the participating na
tions shall undertake to comply, and to encourage their nationals to 
comply, with reasonable requests of the agency to consent to particu
lar inspections, surveys and explorations. The agency, in turn, shall 
collaborate with the nations and their authorities.

XI. Resort to domestic or international court, body, or official. 
Where warrants or similar authorization are required in accordance 
with specific proposal IX, they normally, but not necessarily, shall be 
sought in the first instance from the appropriate domestic court, body 
or official. But in no case shall a denial or undue delay by a domestic 
court, body or official prejudice the right of the agency to apply to an 
international court or body.

X II. Domestic courts, bodies or officials required to issue warra/nts 
upon showing of probable or reasonable cause. The participating 
nations shall take such legislative or other action as may be necessary:

(a) To establish and maintain in the various regions of their terri
tory local courts, bodies or officers having jurisdiction to issue 
warrants or other authorization to the international agency for inspec
tions and surveys in accordance with specific proposal IX ; and

(b) To require that such warrants or other authorizations shall be 
issued whenever the agency or its accredited representative shows 
probable or reasonable cause to suspect or believe that any of the 
following activities are occurring, or that any of the following are
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located upon or within the property which is sought to be entered and 
inspected or surveyed and which is described:

(i) Any activity which is required to be reported, licensed or regu
lated, or which is prohibited, by the treaty or convention;

(ii) Any facility or material which is required to be reported or 
controlled* or the possession of which is prohibited to nations 
or persons, under the treaty or convention;

(iii) Any material which should be discovered pursuant to the treaty 
or convention; and

(iv) Any evidence that a violation of the treaty or convention has 
occurred, is occurring or is threatened.

X III. International court, body or official required to issue war
rants upon showing of probable or reasonable cause. Upon proper 
application and the same showing of probable or reasonable cause 
as is described in specific proposal X II, an international court or 
body shall issue warrants or other special authorizations for inspec
tions and surveys by the agency in accordance with specific proposal
IX.

XIV. Scope of warrants. The warrants or equivalent authoriza
tions which are referred to in specific proposals IX , XI, X II and X III 
shall describe the premises or areas authorized to be entered and the 
facilities or other property authorized to be inspected or the areas 
authorized to be surveyed. They may specify the manner in which 
the inspections or surveys shall be conducted consistently with the 
treaty or convention. In the case of inspections, they may authorize 
the agency to take custody of property which is used or possessed by 
nations or persons in violation of the treaty or convention.

Aerial surveys

XV. Spot aerial surveys. The treaty or convention shall provide 
that the agency shall conduct spot aerial surveys in each period of 
two years over areas not exceeding five per cent of the territory under 
the control of each nation or areas not to exceed 2,000 square miles, 
whichever is the larger. (These area limitations apply to spot aerial 
surveys only.) The location of the areas to be surveyed shall be 
determined by the agency. Aerial surveys made under these pro
visions shall be subject to the limitations and procedures prescribed 
in sub-paragraphs (&),(&) and (c), as follows:

(a) The nation concerned shall have notice of every aerial survey 
and shall be afforded opportunity to present objections or to suggest 
modifications.
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(6) The nation concerned shall have the right to examine the air
craft used by the agency and to send at least one observer on each 
survey flight.

(c) Copies of aerial photographs taken by the agency and reports 
of information obtained by it in the course of its aerial surveys shall 
be furnished to the nation concerned upon its request. Only infor
mation relating to atomic energy shall be made public as required 
by the treaty or convention.

XVI. Routine aerial surveys in areas known to contain source 
material. The treaty or convention shall grant the agency the right 
to conduct routine aerial surveys over areas which are known to con
tain source material, subject to the limitations and procedures pre
scribed in sub-paragraphs (a), (5) and (c) of specific proposal XV.

XVII. 0  ther aerial surveys relating to source material. The treaty 
or convention shall grant the agency the right to conduct such aerial 
surveys as the agency deems desirable in conjunction with the sur
veys and explorations conducted by the agency in areas known, or 
likely, to contain source material or as the agency deems necessary 
for the purpose of verifying information furnished, as specified in 
specific proposal III of chapter 3. These surveys shall be subject to 
the limitations and procedures prescribed in sub-paragraphs (a), (6) 
and (c) of specific proposal XV.

XVIII. Aerial surveys upon suspicion of clandestine activities. 
On the consent of the nation concerned, or when authorized by war
rant or other special authorization issued to the agency upon a show
ing of probable or reasonable cause similar to that prescribed in spe
cific proposals X II and X III, the agency may conduct aerial surveys 
over territories of participating nations to verify reports of clandes
tine activities or to clear up other suspicion. These surveys shall 
be subject to the limitations and procedures prescribed in sub- 
paragraphs (a), (5) and (<?) of specific proposal XV.

Formal inquiries
XIX. The agency may set up formal inquiries whenever, through 

reports made to it or through information acquired in the course of 
its operations, inspections, surveys or explorations, it ascertains facts 
which, in its opinion, make such inquiries necessary or desirable for 
purposes authorized by the treaty or convention. Notice of such in
quiries and opportunity to attend and be heard shall be accorded the 
nations concerned, and the nations shall undertake in the treaty or 
convention to co-operate as provided in specific proposal XX.

Prohibitions against nations and persons

XX. Nations and persons shall be prohibited from hindering, ob
structing, delaying, preventing or otherwise interfering with any au-
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thorized inspection, survey, exploration, formal inquiry or other 
function of the international agency. The treaty or convention would 
include provisions that the participating nations will take legislative 
and administrative action to compel persons within their territories 
to submit to, and to facilitate, authorized inspections, surveys and 
explorations by the agency, and to appear at, and participate in, its 
formal inquiries as necessary to fulfilment of the functions of the 
agency. (Prohibitions and enforcement will be dealt with under 
item B.3 of the summary of principal subjects1.)

Military reservations not exempt

XXI. Military facilities or reservations shall not be exempt from 
any of the provisions in the preceding sections.

Definition of terms/
The following terms are used in the preceding chapters with the 

meanings given below:
1. Aerial survey means any systematic investigation of an area 

from aircraft flying over it and includes visual and photographic 
observation and the use of other methods which may be developed 
for locating mineral deposits or for detecting clandestine activities.

2. Atomic energy includes all forms of energy released in the course 
of, or as a result of, nuclear fission or of other nuclear transforma
tions.

3. Atomic weapon includes any bomb or other object whatsoever 
which contains, or is designed to contain or utilize, nuclear fuel or 
radioactive isotopes and which, by explosion or other uncontrolled 
nuclear transformation of the nuclear fuel, or by radioactivity of the 
nuclear fuel or radioactive isotopes, is susceptible of use for purposes 
of mass destruction, mass injury or mass poisoning. It includes also 
any part, device or assembly specially designed for, or primarily 
useful in, such a bomb or object.

4. Chemical and metallurgical plants for treating hey substances 
include any facilities for the transformation of key substances from 
one chemical compound into another, the production and fabrication 
of key substances in the form of metals, and the removal of impurities 
from such compounds or metals. Examples are chemical plants which 
transform uranium oxide to uranium hexafluoride, and metallurgical 
plants which make pure uranium metal.

5. Dangerous activities or facilities are those which are of military 
significance in the production of atomic weapons. The word “dan
gerous” is used in the sense of “potentially dangerous to world secu
rity”. In determining from time to time what are dangerous activi

1 Ante, doc. 14.
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ties and dangerous facilities, the international agency shall comply 
with provisions of the treaty or convention, which will provide that 
the agency shall take into account the quantity and quality of mate
rials in each case, the possibility of diversion, the ease with which 
the materials can be used or converted to produce atomic weapons, 
the total supply and distribution of such materials in existence, the 
design and operating characteristics of the facilities involved, the 
ease with which those facilities can be altered, possible combinations 
with other facilities, scientific and technical advances which have 
been made, and the degree to which the agency has achieved security 
in the control of atomic energy. All facilities not falling within the 
“dangerous” category as defined above are referred to in this text as 
“non-dangerous”.

6. Exploration means a particular type of investigation for the 
purpose of discovering and determining the nature and extent of de
posits of source material and includes geological and mineralogical 
surveys, geophysical prospecting, boring or digging test holes, and 
obtaining and testing samples of ores.

7. Facilities involving nuclear fuel include any facilities containing, 
producing, or capable of producing, nuclear fuel, such as isotope sepa
ration units, nuclear reactors, related chemical plants or any other 
facilities for the separation, production, extraction, processing, treat
ment, fabrication, handling or storage of nuclear fuel.

8. Facility includes any plant, building, establishment, laboratory, 
installation, equipment and apparatus.

9. Ground survey means any systematic investigation of an area by 
a party on the ground, for the purpose of locating mines, large in
dustrial buildings and other facilities, and includes the right to 
make such measurements as are required.

10. Inspection includes the following:
(a) Inspection to detect clandestine activities, which means close 

scrutiny of areas, mines, facilities and activities to verify reports or 
to discover, confirm or disprove possible evasions or violations of the 
treaty or convention in the form of unreported, prohibited, or hidden 
activities; and

(5) Inspection of authorized mines, facilities or activities, which 
means close scrutiny of operations to detect possible evasions or vio
lations of prescribed methods of operation or diversion of materials. 
Inspection may include accounting for materials, examination of rec
ords, observation of points of ingress to and egress from mines or 
facilities to ensure that materials and supplies are flowing in the pre
scribed manner, and observation of the activities within the establish
ment or installation. To be fully effective, the power of inspection
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may require that the operations be carried on in a specified manner 
in order to facilitate the inspection.

11. Isotope separation unit includes any facility for the separation of 
isotopes or for changing the relative concentration of isotopes by 
any means or method. Examples of such methods are: electromag
netic separation, gaseous diffusion, thermal diffusion, contrifuging 
\centrifuging ?], chemical exchange, electrolysis and fractional 
distillation.

12. Key substance includes uranium, thorium and any other ele
ment from which nuclear fuel can be produced, as may be determined 
by the international agency. Uranium is to be considered as a key 
substance when the ratio of U-235 to U-238 is equal to or less than the 
natural ratio.

13. Material includes any solid, liquid, or gaseous matter whether 
in compound, mixture or any other form.

14. Nuclear fuel includes plutonium, U-233, U-235, uranium en
riched in U-235, material containing the foregoing, and any other 
material which the international agency determines to be capable of 
releasing substantial quantities of atomic energy through nuclear 
chain reaction of the material; but it does not include key substances 
or source material.

15. Nuclear reactor includes any facility capable of a self-sustain
ing nuclear chain reaction.

16. Person includes any natural person (including, but not limited 
to, any private individual and any governmental or other official) and 
any juridical person (including, but not limited to, any private, edu
cational, institutional, business, industrial, governmental or other 
organization, corporation, establishment or agency) : but it does not 
include nations, and it does not include the international agency or 
its officials, employees or agents when engaged in the authorized per
formance of their functions.

17. Radioactive isotope include any radioactive material (except 
nuclear fuel) yielded in, or made radioactive by exposure to the radia
tion incident to, the processes of producing or utilizing nuclear fuel.

18. Related chemical plant includes any facility for use in conjunc
tion with, but not necessarily in proximity to, a nuclear reactor for 
the purpose of extracting or recovering any nuclear fuel produced or 
contained in material which has been placed in or around the reactor 
during is operation.

19. Source material includes any material containing one or more 
key substances in such concentration as the international agency may 
by regulation determine.

20. Source material dump includes any stockpile, tailings or other 
accumulation or collection of source material from a mine or mill.
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21. Source material mill includes any facility for the concentration 
of key substances in source material by physical or mechanical means 
or methods, such as sorting, dressing, crushing, grinding, screening, 
shaking, grading, settling, flotation, use of concentration or jig tables,, 
use of magnetic or electrostatic methods, etc.

22. Source material mine includes any facility for the removal of 
source material from its place of deposit in nature..

23. Source material refinery includes any facility for the concen
tration of key substances in source material or the extraction of other- 
important constituents from source material by chemical means or 
methods, such as smelting, roasting, leaching, dissolving, precipitat
ing, etc.

24. Other important constituent of source material includes any 
commercially valuable constituent present in source material in a. 
concentration that customarily justifies its extraction but does not in
clude constituents which are key substances or naturally occurring; 
radioactive substances such as radium.

25. Survey includes both ground and aerial surveys.

20. Address by Secretary of State Marshall to the General- 
Assembly {Extract}, September 17, 1947 1

For the achievement of international security and the well-being- 
of the peoples of the world, it is necessary that the United Nations 
press forward on many fronts. Among these the control of atomic- 
'and other weapons of mass destruction has perhaps the highest 
priority if we are to remove the specter of a war of annihilation.

The preponderant majority of the Atomic Energy Commission has 
made real progress in spelling out in detail the functions and powers* 
of an international control agency which would provide a framework 
for effective atomic energy control. Two nations, however, have 
been unwilling to join the majority in the conclusions reached. This 
is a disturbing and ominous fact. In dealing with the facts presented 
by the advent of atomic energy, the majority has devised a system 
of control which, while it is bold and daring, is, in our view, essential 
for security against atomic warfare. The minority has evidently been

1 The United States and the United Nations: Repoi't by the President to the - 
Congress for the Year 19^1 (Department of State publication 3024: 1948), pp.. 
264-265. Address delivered at the 82d plenary meeting.
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unwilling to face these same facts realistically. The mandate of the 
General Assembly remains unfulfilled. Failure to agree on a system 
of control which can provide security against atomic warfare will 
inevitably retard the development of the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy for the benefits of the people of the world and will accelerate 
an atomic armaments race.

The initial offer made by the United States on June 14, 1946,1 by 
which this country would give up its present advantage in exchange 
for an effective system of control, has found most gratifying acceptance 
by the majority of the nations represented on the Commission. They 
have worked earnestly together to hammer out specific proposals 
whereby such a system could be put into effect. All have made im
portant contributions to the end product. The majority is convinced 
that its proposals provide the only adequate basis for effective control.

Since the United States realizes fully the consequences of failure to 
attain effective international control, we shall continue our efforts in 
the Atomic Energy Commission to carry forward our work along 
the lines of the majority views. We must state frankly, however, 
that in the absence of unanimous agreement on the essential functions 
and powers which the majority has concluded must be given to the 
international agency, there will necessarily be limitations on the extent 
to which the remaining aspects of the problem can be worked out in 
detail. If the minority persists in refusing to join with the majority, 
the Atomic Energy Commission may soon be faced with the conclusion 
that it is unable to complete the task assigned it under its terms of 
reference laid down in the General Assembly resolution of January
24, 1946.2

The United States also recognizes the importance of regulating 
conventional armaments. We regret that much more progress has 
not been made in this field. From this rostrum it is very easy to pay 
lip service to the sincere aspirations of all peoples for the limitation 
and reduction of armed forces. This is a serious matter which should 
not be the subject of demagogic appeals and irresponsible propaganda. 
I say frankly to the General Assembly that it is the conviction of my 
Government that a workable system for the regulation of armaments 
cannot be put into operation until conditions of international confi
dence prevail. We have consistently and repeatedly made it clear that 
the regulation of armaments presupposes enough international under
standing to make possible the settlement of peace terms with Germany 
and Japan, the implementation of agreements putting military forces 
and facilities at the disposal of the Security Council, and an inter
national arrangement for the control of atomic energy.

1 Ante, doc. 4.
8 Ante, doc. 3.
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Nevertheless, we believe it is important not to delay the formula
tion of a system of arms regulation for implementation when condi
tions permit. The Security Council has accepted a logical plan of 
work for the Commission for Conventional Armaments.1 We believe 
that the Commission should proceed vigorously to develop a system 
for the regulation of armaments in the business-like manner outlined: 
in its plan of work.

1Ante, doc. 17.
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21. Report and Resolution on the Soviet Proposals by the 

Working Committee of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, April 5 ,19481
The Soviet Union proposals of 11 June 19472 should introduction 

be considered against the background of the Commis
sion’s work up to that date.

2. When the Atomic Energy Commission began its 
work in June 1946, it received for its consideration:
(а) a UnitefiL States plan which provided for the elim

ination of atomic weapons through the establish
ment of a system of international control and 
development of atomic energy for peaceful pur
poses only; 3 and

(б) a Soviet Union proposal for the immediate outlaw
ing of such weapons and the destruction of existing 
stocks.4 In contrast to the United States plan the 
Soviet Union proposal made no provision for a 
scheme of international control.

3, Failure to reconcile the conflicting viewpoints re
flected in these proposals led the Commission to try a 
different approach. On 31 July 1946, the Scientific 
and Technical Committee wâ s instructed to determine 
in the first instance whether the international control 
of atomic energy was practicable from the technical 
point of view. This Committee of experts issued a 
report on 26 September 1946,5 which contained the

1U.N. doc. AEC/C. 1/76, Apr. 5, 1948, in International Control of Atomic 
Energy: PoUcy a t the Crossroads (Department of State publication 3161; 1948), 
pp. 227-239. Adopted by a vote of 9-2, the Soviet Union and the Ukraine 
opposing. .Gloss in original.

2 Ante, doc. 16.
8 Ante, doc. 4.
‘ Ante, doc. 5.
6 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Supple

ment, Report to the Security Council (1946), pp. 20-37.
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unanimous conclusion that “we do not find any basis 
in the available scientific facts for supposing that effec
tive control is not technologically feasible.” 1

4. This conclusion and the technical findings upon 
which it was based determined the pattern of subse
quent work in the Commission. It was unanimously 
decided (8 October 1946) to “examine and report on 
the safeguards required at each stage in the production 
and use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes to pre
vent the possibilities of misuse” indicated in the Scien
tific and Technical Report. In the ensuing year (Oc
tober 1946-September 1947) a considerable volume of 
work was done and two reports were issued describing 
in some detail those features of an international control 
scheme considered essential in the light of existing 
technical knowledge about atomic energy.

5. The Soviet Union Government did not subscribe 
to these reports, but, in spite of their rejection of the 
principles embodied in these reports and in spite of 
frequent protests against what they considered to be 
an unnecessary preoccupation with “technical details” 
to the neglect of the “foremost and most urgent task” 
of concluding an agreement on prohibition, they partic
ipated in the work; listened to  the technical evidence 
and freely disputed the conclusions that were drawn. 
They made no substantive proposals of their own, 
however, until June 1947, when the Commission had 
already carried its technical studies very far forward 
and on the basis of these had already made a number 
of firm conclusions regarding the requirements of an 
international control plan. In spite of this, the pro
posals were accepted for consideration by the United 
Nations Atomic Energy Commission.

6. The Soviet Union proposals of 11 June 1947 are 
entitled “Basic provisions on which an international 
agreement or convention on atomic energy control 
should be based”. After the Governments represented 
on the Commission had studied them, a resolution was 
passed on 15 August 1947 declaring that they did “not 
provide an adequate basis for the development of 
specific proposals for an effective system of interna
tional control of atomic energy”. Accordingly the 
Committee did not feel able to modify its programme

DOCUMENT 21 : APRIL 5, 1948
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of work but, recognizing that certain points in the So
viet Union proposals dealt with matters not yet studied 
by the Commission, recorded its intention to take them 
up in due course together with any new elaborations 
that might be forthcoming. The occasion for further 
discussion of the Soviet Union proposals was provided 
when in September 1947 the Soviet Union Delegation 
gave written answers to eleven questions submitted in 
writing by the United Kingdom Delegation the month 
before;1 thereafter, during the meetings of the Work
ing Committee in 1948, a very close examination of the 
proposals took place, in the course of which clarifica
tion was obtained from the Soviet Union Representa
tive on a number of points hitherto obscure. The fol
lowing analysis sets forth the conclusions that have been 
reached on the Soviet Union proposals, as elaborated.

7. Any basis offered for the control of atomic energy 
must be judged in the light of the existing technical 
knowledge. As outlined in the “First Report on the 
Scientific and Technical Aspects of the Problem of. 
Control”, the essential facts can be summarized as 
follows:

(a) Two elements, uranium and thorium play a 
unique role in the domain of atomic energy since, as 
far as is known, these are the only materials from 
which the special substances required for the develop
ment of atomic energy can be obtained. These special 
substances are called nuclear fuels.

(b) Nuclear fuels can be used either for peaceful 
purposes or for making atomic weapons, and most of 
the production processes for the former are the same 
as for the latter.

(c) Once the nuclear fuels are obtained, the detec
tion of secret manufacture of atomic weapons would be 
very difficult because only small installations are nec
essary. These could easily be concealed. Moreover, 
the time required to assemble bombs from nuclear fuel 
is very short.

(d) The misuse of atomic materials through (i) 
their diversion from legitimate uses and (ii) their se
cret manufacture are two extremely serious dangers, the 
more so because they could take place in a world appar-

The basic prob
lem of control

'Tor the texts of the British questionnaire and the Soviet reply, see ante, doe.
18.
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Soviet Union, 
proposals do not 
face the basic 
problems

The powers and 
facilities of an 
International 
Agency under 
the Soviet Union 
proposals

ently at peace. These two dangers must be eliminated 
if the peaceful development of atomic energy can be 
promoted in an atmosphere of confidence and general 
trust. They must therefore be provided against in any 
effective plan for the general international control of 
atomic energy.

8. The Soviet Union proposals were studied in the 
light of these considerations. This study has shown 
that the “strict international control” which even the 
Soviet Union Representatives maintain to be necessary, 
since M. Stalin first used these words in October 1946,1 
could not in fact be obtained by putting into force any 
plan based on these Soviet Union proposals. At least 
three basic considerations, which are elaborated in sub
sequent sections of this report, compel this conclusion; 
they are:

I. The powers provided for the International Control 
Commission by the Soviet Union proposals, confined as 
they are to 'periodic inspection and special investiga
tions, are insufficient to guarantee against the diversion 
of dangerous materials from known atomic facilities, 
and do not provide the means to detect secret activities.

II. Except by recommendations to the Security 
Council of the United Nations, the International Con
trol Commission has no powers to enforce either its own 
decisions or the terms of the convention or conventions 
on control.

III. The Soviet Union Government insists that the 
convention establishing a system of control, even so 
limited as that contained in the Soviet Union proposals, 
can be concluded only after a convention providing 
for the prohibition of atomic weapons and the destruc
tion of existing atomic weapons has been “signed, 
ratified and put into effect.”

9. The Soviet Union proposals prescribe the follow
ing activities for the “International Control Commis
sion” :
(a) inspection and special investigations;
( b) accounting for raw materials;
(c) the “working out and assignment” of the rules of 

technological control (this was explained as refer-

1 Interview with Hugh Baillie {New York Times, Oct. 29, 1946, p. 1).
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ring to regulations governing day-to-day activi
ties) ;

(d) asking Governments for information;
(e) submitting recommendations to Governments and 

to the Security Council.
10. As will be seen later, the International Control 

Commission would, according to the Soviet Union pro
posals, have no other means of enforcing its rules and 
recommendations under (e) and (e) than by appealing 
to the Security Council, which means that these rules 
and recommendations cannot in themselves be consid
ered as a form of control. Since accounting ((5) 
above) and asking Governments for information ((d)  
above) are among those functions which an inspector
ate would normally perform, we find that inspection 
would be in effect the only element of control at the 
Commission’s command.

11. The Soviet Union Government specifies that 
“the personnel of the inspectorate shall be selected on an 
international basis55 and, as under the majority pro
posals, stipulates that the Control Commission must 
have the facilities to carry out scientific research in the 
field of peaceful uses of atomic energy. It was also 
stated that the Commission would not be allowed to 
carry on any research in the field of atomic weapons.

12. As a result of exhaustive questioning, it has to 
be recognized that the powers of the inspectorate are 
strictly limited to what are described as

(i) “periodic inspections55 (“carried out at definite in
tervals55, but which could be “varied by the Control 
Commission55) ; and

(ii) “special investigations55 which can be conducted 
only in the case of suspicion.

The Soviet Union Representative argued that, if there 
was continuous inspection over any one operation, “it 
would cease to be inspection and become supervision or 
management55. Any measure more stringent than pe
riodic inspection is specifically ruled out since he also 
asserted that “supervision, management and licensing 
do not follow from the tasks of the establishment of 
strict and effective international control.55 As has 
been noted above, there is no provision whereby the 
Commission could correct even the abuses that might 
be revealed by this limited form of inspection.

Periodic inspec
tion and “special, 
investigations” 
are the only con
trol functions 
the Commission, 
will have

(Answer to 
United Kingdom 
Question 9)
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There are at 
least two dangers 
against which 
safeguards must 
be provided 
under any plan

Periodic inspec
tion is an inade
quate safeguard 
against diversion

13. The Soviet Union Representative has been asked 
many times how “periodic inspection” or “special in
vestigations” could give a guarantee against the most 
serious dangers generally contemplated, namely (i) the 
diversion of atomic materials to illegal uses in mines 
and plants, and (ii) the secret (clandestine) production 
of nuclear fuel in factories which the Government con
cerned does not choose to make known by declaring 
them to the International Control Commission. The 
answers given were not satisfactory for the following 
reasons.

14. A. Regarding the diversion of material from de
clared plants, the Soviet Union Representative could 
give no reply based on technical evidence or common 
sense to show that periodic inspections would enable an 
inspector either (a) to obtain an accurate estimate of 
the amount of material actually processed at the time 
of inspection, or (6) to check on the amount of ma
terial that has entered or left the plant and has been 
processed during the lapse of time between the “periodic 
inspections”.

15. It is appropriate to review the pertinent technical 
considerations which make the Soviet Union proposals 
inadequate in this regard.

16. Since no production of atomic energy can take 
place without uranium and thorium, an effective con
trol must start by preventing diversion from the mines. 
Without continuously checking on (i) the grade of the 
ores extracted (which may vary from one place to 
another in the same mine), (ii) the daily output, and
(iii) the amount shipped for refining, the inspectorate 
would not be in a position to verify the entries appear
ing in the books. No Government or private firm is 
known to take such risks in regard to the extraction of 
important or precious materials from the ground.

17. The same considerations apply to uranium and 
thorium processing and purification plants and even 
more strongly to plants producing or utilizing nuclear 
fuels (isotope separation plants and reactors). Since 
it is impossible to check the amount of material in 
process at any one moment at these latter plants (be
cause of the large number of complex stages in the proc
ess, and the remote control operations involving highly 
radioactive material) only management of the plant by 
the international organization itself would enable it to
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keep check on the nuclear fuels involved. A system of 
inspection of a periodical nature would not provide, 
in the case of these complex plants, any definite knowl
edge of the rate at which nuclear fuels were produced 
or consumed between successive inspections. There
fore, the system of periodic inspection suggested in the 
Soviet Union proposals would not prevent diversion of 
the nuclear material which is, at this stage, in its most 
dangerous form.

18. B. The Soviet Union proposals contain no realis
tic provision for detecting or preventing clandestine ac
tivities. The rearmament of Germany between the two 
world wars is an obvious example of the possibility 
of a nation engaging in clandestine activity when 
there is no genuine international scrutiny of its 
operations backed by corrective measures, 
t ' 19. The Soviet Union Representative, however, mini
mized the question of secret activities in general, ob
serving that: “Governments responsible under the 
convention for the implementation of measures on their 
territories take the obligation; to implement the con
vention, and from this it follows that secret activities 
would be excluded.” It seems superfluous to comment 
on this unrealistic assertion.

20. It is true that the Soviet Union proposals con
template “special investigations” of violations of the 
convention. But these could be carried out only when 
“suspicion of violation arises”. As elaborated, the 
scope of inspection is restricted in such a way that 
there would in practice be no opportunity for the Inter
national Control Commission to become suspicious. 
For example:

(а) The Soviet Union Government refuses the right 
to the Commission to exercise control over explorations 
for mineral sources in order to ascertain whether or not 
a country has regions which contain uranium or 
thorium ores.

(б) The Soviet Union Government refuses inspection 
of related activities such as the production of materials 
(pure graphite, heavy water, etc.) or apparatus (centri
fuge pumps, diffusion barriers, etc.) which are used 
primarily in nuclear fuel production. These materials 
and apparatus have little use outside the atomic energy 
field and their production would therefore constitute a

Under the Soviet 
Union proposals, 
clandestine 
activities will be 
subject to special 
investigations 
only when they 
are suspected

AEC/C.1/P.V.34 
page 71
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AEC/C.1/P.V.84 
page 61

strong presumption that atomic energy production was 
also being planned.

(c) Since the Soviet Union Government maintains 
that nations should be allowed to carry on “unrestricted 
scientific research in the field of peaceful uses of atomic 
energy (proposal 8 (&)), and since this was interpreted 
to mean that there would be no regular inspection of 
such laboratories (except for periodic inspection in 
laboratories known to work with dangerous amounts of 
material), there appears to be no liinit to the clandestine 
activities that may take place in laboratories ostensibly 
devoted to peaceful work.

The Soviet Union Representative insists that “special 
investigations”, and indeed the full apparatus of the 
control system, would be applied to such laboratories 
once it was suspected that they were doing work which 
constituted a breach of the convention. He insists, 
however, that such intervention could only follow the 
discovery that such work was going on. He gave no 
answer to the crucial question (often repeated) as to 
who would report irregularities in the work of these 
laboratories.

It is pertinent to recall that the whole work of 
planning nuclear fuel extraction plants and designing 
the atomic bomb was carried out during the late war 
with very small quantities of material.

21. The Soviet Union Representative sought to jus
tify his position on (a),  (6) and (c) above on the plea 
of interfering as little as possible with the “internal 
affairs” and the “economic life” of sovereign States. 
Specifically, he asserted that the control of prospecting 
((a) above) and of related activities ((&) above) were 
“within the province of the individual Governments 
and not of the International Control Agency”. He 
stated that “if the scope of control were to be broadened 
to cover activities not directly producing atomic mate
rials, including mining, that would constitute interfer
ence in the internal affairs of States. . . . We 
therefore feel that such a possibility is simply not 
acceptable”.

22. Having thus studied the limited form of inspec
tion offered by the Soviet proposals, we conclude that, 
even from a technical point of view alone, these pro
posals do not provide any effective means of controlling 
declared activities or detecting clandestine ones. The
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Commission has less chance than ever of finding evi
dence of a violation of the convention in such countries 
as restrict the free movement of foreigners within their 
territories.

23. Any international organization must be able not 
only tp detect violations but also to prevent and correct 
them.

24 Although the Soviet Union Representative has 
declared that the conventions would be binding on the 
Governments, the Soviet Union proposals make no pro
vision whereby the International Control Commission 
could enforce (i) the terms of the convention on con
trol; (ii) any supplementary agreements arising there
from, such as the international agreement on quotas 
governing the distribution of atomic materials, which 
the Soviet Union Representatives had said might be 
concluded separately from the main convention; or
(iii) the “rules of technological exploitation” which 
the Control Commission will prepare (Soviet Union 
proposal 6) and which the Soviet Union Representative 
implied would be “obligatory on Governments” pro
vided they were in conformity with the terms of the 
convention on control.

25. The Soviet Union Representative has admitted 
that breaches of the ..convention might occur. It was 
said more than once that the obligations of a conven
tion “may be carried out or may not be carried out”, 
and that this was true of any convention. The matter 
of violations was “provided for and covered by the So
viet Union proposals” by the provisions made for “spe
cial investigations in cases . . . where there is suspicion 
of violations of the convention”. The inadequacy of 
“special investigations” (which could only be under
taken following a reported suspicion) has already been 
discussed ; an investigation or an inspection does not in 
any event correct abuses, it only detects them.

26. The only other powers specifically provided for 
in the Soviet Union proposals are
{a) the power to make recommendations to Govern

ments on questions relating to production, stock
piling and use of atomic materials and atomic en
ergy (proposal 6 (g )); and

(b) the power to make recommendations to the Secu
rity Council on measures for prevention and sup

The Commis
sion’s powers of 
enforcing its 
decisions under 
the Soviet Union 
proposals

AEC/C.1/P.V.39
page 31

ABC/C.1/P.V.35 
page 53
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United Kingdom 
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United Kingdom 
Question No. 8

pression in respect to violators of the conventions 
(on prohibition arid control respectively) (pro
posal 6 (A)).

27. Such powers of recommendation have by defini
tion no compulsory character. Since the Soviet Union 
Representative agreed that this was the case, we can 
therefore conclude that, under the Soviet Union pro
posals, the International Control Commission has no 
mandatory powers.

28. It thus appears that the International Control 
Commission envisaged by the Soviet Union Govern
ment is not empowered to enforce compliance with the 
terms of the conventions, the supplementary agree
ments or the obligatory rules of “technological exploi
tation”. In reply to questions as to what would be the 
Commission’s action in the case of violations of any of 
these regulations, should they be detected, the answer 
was always that “action in the matter of sanctions5' is 
the concern of the Security Council alone.

29. Thus, under the Soviet Union proposals, the 
slightest misdemeanour which might involve a breach 
of the Commission^ control regulations would have to 
be referred to the Security Council with, at best, in
evitable delays. Furthermore, should, for example, 
some nuclear fuel have disappeared from a stockpile, 
should there be any irregularity in accounting for nu
clear material; should any such changes have taken 
place in the machinery of a plant, contrary to the 
“technical rules of exploitation55, as would make it 
impossible to verify the rate of production; and if “pe
riodical inspection55, in spite of its obvious weakness^ 
detected these violations, the Commission would still 
have no right to set a guard upon the stockpile, to 
order a lessening of the rate of production in the plant, 
to shut down the plant for checking purposes, or to take 
any other measures to prevent or arrest violations of 
the convention. The sole measure open to it would be 
“the preparation of recommendations55 to the Security 
Council.

30. Whatever the ultimate action taken in case of 
a violation, it is vitally important that immediate ac
tion should be taken to stop it. If only a time-consum
ing decision of the Security Council can stop it, the 
resulting situation might be seriously aggravated in 
terms of e. g. the amount of fuel diverted or illegally
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produced, and the number of atomic bombs assembled.
It is considered that the stand of the Soviet Union in 
reserving to the Security Council any and all action 
pertaining to violations is another reason why the So
viet Union proposals cannot be accepted as the basis of 
a system of control.

31. During the most recent discussion of the Soviet pfSlibl,tl0°. , without enforce-
Union proposals on control, the Soviet Union Eepre- ln1|tedaundeJette- 
sentative stated in unequivocal terms for the first time ^™t union 
the view of his Government that the prohibition and 
destruction of atomic weapons should take place before 
the conclusion of an international agreement to enforce 
that prohibition, and prevent the misuse of atomic 
energy, by means of an international control system.

32. The world is aware of the tragic history of past 
conventions “outlawing” various weapons or forms of 
warfare. None of these conventions—culminating in 
the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 19281 outlawing war 
itself—contained any provisions for their own enforce
ment, and consequently remain pious expressions of 
hope and no more. Indeed, such prohibitory agree
ments, instead of strengthening peace, actually gave 
rise to a false security, and so betrayed the hopes that 
they expressed.

33. The great majority of Governments represented 
on the Atomic Energy Commission have expressed their 
determination to profit by the mistakes of the past and 
to insist that the prohibition of atomic weapons can only 
be brought about through a system of control whereby 
that prohibition can be enforced. But the Soviet Union 
Government takes a different view.

34. In defence of its proposal for a separate and prior 
convention outlawing atomic weapons the Soviet Union 
Government has repeatedly argued that the General 
Assembly resolution on disarmament of 14 December 
1946 2 required such a separate convention to be drawn 
up. This is not the case. The General Assembly reso
lution provides that the “convention or conventions 
for the creation of an international system of control 
and inspection” are to include (among other things) 
the prohibition of atomic weapons.

A46 Stat. 2343; Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on 
Disarmament, Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919-55 
(Committee print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 77-78.

2 Ante, doc. 9.
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35. At the outset of the latest series of discussions the 
Soviet Union Government was asked whether it main
tained its view that the prohibition and destruction of 
atomic weapons must necessarily be the subject of a 
separate convention to be concluded and put into force 
in advance of any agreement on control. If so, it was 
asked, would the Soviet Union Government modify its 
position to the extent of saying that the convention on 
prohibition should only come into force following the 
satisfactory implementation of the convention on con
trol. The reply was that the convention on prohibition 
was “the foremost and most urgent task”, and that 
after the conclusion of such a convention the other 
convention could and should be concluded. Questioned 
further on this point, the Soviet Union Representative 
replied: “We consider that the convention on prohibi
tion must be not only signed, but also put into force 
before the other convention is concluded. . . . In saying 
that the first convention must be concluded we mean 
that it must be signed, ratified and put into force”.

36. The Soviet Union Representative was thereupon 
asked whether there could be any assurance that, if in 
an attempt to meet the Soviet Union Government half
way it were agreed to have two separate conventions, 
the agreement on control would ever come into effect. 
The surprisingly candid reply was that: “if there is 
found to be no basis for agreement, then, naturally, the 
convention cannot be concluded”.

37. A convention on prohibition, standing alone, 
could give no assurance:
(a) that nations which are known to possess atomic 

weapons would in fact destroy all, or indeed any, 
of them;

(5) that nations not known to have atomic weapons, 
but who might have them, would carry out their 
obligations;

(c) that nations would be prevented from manufactur
ing atomic weapons in the future.

It is impossible to see how such a convention could 
afford any assurance of security even to its proponents. 
It would not protect the world against atomic warfare. 
It would give an aggressor nation the opportunity to 
acquire an overwhelming military supremacy. It would 
mislead public opinion.
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38. The Soviet Union proposals are not an acceptable
basis for the international control of atomic energy. ge0̂ etUnione 
The United Nations Atomic Energy Commission can- Pr°P°aals 
not endorse any scheme which would not prevent the 
diversion of atomic material, which provides no effec
tive means for the detection of clandestine activities 
and which has no provision for prompt and effective 
enforcement action. The Soviet Union Government 
has not only proposed a scheme that is fundamentally 
inadequate for the control of atomic energy, but at the 
same time has made the overriding stipulation that 
they will not agree to establish even such a feeble scheme 
of control until all atomic weapons have been pro
hibited and destroyed. It is completely unrealistic to 
expect any nation to renounce atomic weapons without 
any assurance that all nations will be prevented from 
producing them.

39. Accordingly, the following resolution is submit
ted for the consideration of this Committee:

“The Working Committee,
Havmg examined in detail and as a whole the Soviet Union 

proposals of 11 June 1947 and the elaborations thereon, and in 
view of the conclusions set out in the preceding paragraphs,

Finds that the Soviet Union proposals ignore the easting 
technical knowledge of the problem of atomic energy control, 
do not provide an adequate basis for the effective international 
control of atomic energy and the elimination from national 
armaments of atomic weapons, and therefore, do not conform 
to the terms of reference of the Atomic Energy Commission.

The Working Committee concludes that no useful purpose 
can be served by further discussion of these proposals in the 
Working Committee.’7

22. Third Report of the United Nations Atomic Energy 
Commission to the Security Council, May 17, 1948 1

The Atomic Energy Commission reports that it has reached an 
impasse.

In almost two years of work, the Commission has accomplished 
much and has succeeded in making clear the essentials of a plan for

1 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Third Yeart 
Special Supplement, Third Report to the Security Council, 17 May 1948 (AEC/ 
31/Rev. 1), pp. 1-6. Approved by a vote of 9-2, the Soviet Union and the 
Ukraine opposing. A summary of the proceedings of the Commission during 
the period Sept. 12,1947-May 17,1948 and several other papers were transmitted 
In the same document
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the control of atomic energy, in fulfilment of the objectives of the 
resolution of the General Assembly of 24 January 1946.1 Neverthe
less, it considers that it cannot now prepare a draft treaty “incorpo
rating its ultimate proposals” as urged by the resolution of the 
Security Council of 10 March 1947.2

The difficulties which confront the Commission were first evidenced 
when the plan under consideration by most of the Governments 
members of the Commission was rejected by the Soviet Union, “either 
as a whole or in its separate parts”, on the ground that such a plan 
constituted an unwarranted infringement of national sovereignty. 
For its part, the Soviet Union insisted that a convention outlawing 
atomic weapons and providing for the destruction of existing weapons 
must precede any control agreement. The majority of the Commis
sion considered that such a convention, without safeguards, would 
offer no protection against non-compliance.

This initial divergency of view did not deter the Commission from 
pursuing its task in the hope that the disagreements might be resolved 
as a result of further studies. Accordingly, the Commission decided 
to defer the consideration of the political aspects of the problem until 
it had first determined whether control of atomic energy was practi
cable from a technical point of view. In September 1946, the 
Scientific and Technical Committee reported unanimously that “we do 
not find any basis in the available scientific facts for supposing that 
effective control is not technologically feasible”.3

During the remainder of 1946, the Commission continued to study 
the technical and scientific aspects of control, and adopted the broad 
outlines of a control plan set forth in the “General findings” and 
“Recommendations” of the first report.4 In 1947, it elaborated specific 
proposals in a second report, which show on many points how control 
could be carried out.5

The Soviet Union abstained from voting on the first report and 
voted against the second report.

In February 1947, the Soviet Union submitted amendments and 
additions to the general findings and recommendations of the first 
report,6 and, in June 1947, it submitted control proposals of its own.7

;1 Ante, doc 3.
2 General Assembly Official Records: Second Session, Supplement No. 2 

(A/366), “Report of the iSecurity Council to the General Assembly Covering 
the period from 16 July 1946 to 15 July 1947,,, p. 77.

* United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Special Supple
ment, Report to the Security Council (1946), p. 37.

4 Ante, doc. 10.
5 Ante, doc. 19.
* Ante, doc. 12.
* Ante, doc. 16.
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The discussion of the Soviet Union amendments and additions did not 
lead the Commission to revise its general findings and recommenda
tions. The Soviet Union proposals of 11 June 1947 have been an
alysed in detail. In April 1948, they were rejected by a nine to 
two vote, in the following terms: “They ignore the existing technical 
knowledge of the problem of atomic energy control, do not provide 
an adequate basis for the effective international control of atomic en
ergy and the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons, 
and, therefore, do not conform to the terms of reference of the Atomic 
Energy Commission”.1

The analysis of the technical requirements of atomic energy control 
has been pursued as far as is possible. Unfortunately, this analysis 
has not led to agreement even on the technical aspects of control.

During more than 200 meetings of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion and its various committees, the Soviet Union has had time to 
study the technical knowledge available to the Commission, to review 
its own position in the light of such knowledge, and to appreciate 
that the admittedly far-reaching proposals sponsored by the major
ity are based on the scientific and technical facts. But the Soviet 
Union has not changed its fundamental position.

Thus, after twenty-two months of work, the Commission finds 
itself confronted by virtually the same deadlock that stultified its 
initial discussions. The Soviet Union Government itself acknowl
edges the deadlock. It is now apparent that this deadlock cannot 
be broken at the Commission level.

Both political and technical considerations demand that no impor
tant areas of the world be outside the control system. It is there
fore evident that the full co-operation of the Soviet Union is indis
pensable for the establishment of a system of control which would 
prevent an atomic armaments race.

Whether the functions and powers of the International Control 
Agency, as elaborated by the majority, are politically acceptable or 
not, they provide the technically necessary basis for an effective 
control of atomic energy. The question is not whether these meas
ures are now acceptable but whether Governments now want effec
tive international control.

The problems which have not been elaborated in detail, i.e., organi
zation and administration, financing, strategic balance, prohibitions, 
and enforcement, and the stages of transition from the present situa
tion to one of full international control, are of a different nature. 
These questions do not affect the basic nature of the problem of con
trol. Some questions, such as stages, which only concern the period 
of transition to full international control, will be conditional on 
future technological developments and the conditions of world secu-

1 Ante, doc. 21.
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rity. The same considerations apply to the question of the strategic 
balance to be established in the location of nuclear materials and 
nuclear reactors between one part of the globe and another. Others, 
such as organization and administration of the agfency-̂ -On which 
inconclusive discussions have recently taken place—and the question 
of the agency’s finances, depend almost entirely on the existence of 
prior agreement on the nature and extent of the control system. 
Indeed, until agreement on the basic principles of control has been 
reached, the elaboration of proposals to cover these remaining topics 
would be unrealistic and would serve no useful purpose. On the 
other hand, given such agreement, solutions to these problems could 
be worked out.

The discovery of atomic energy has confronted the world with a 
new situation. The Atomic Energy Comtmssion has studied and 
made recommendations on the international control of atomic energy 
to meet this situation. It has rejected proposals which do not meet 
the known facts of the problem.

By concentrating on the technical facts which, irrespective of any 
political situation, must be met by any satisfactory plan of control, 
the Commission has prepared findings and recommendations which, 
in the view of the majority, will stand as the basis of any further 
study of this subject. This is a substantial achievement. These 
findings and recommendations are summarized in Annex 2 as the 
best evidence both of the scope of the problem and the realism with' 
which it has been faced.

In addition to thus summarizing what it has done, the Commis
sion has a duty to set forth the reasons why it has not achieved more, 
for it is important that governments and peoples may understand 
the findings it has made, the lessons it has drawn from the difficulties 
it has met, and the conclusions it has reached.

General conclusions and recommendations

The mandate given by the General Assembly is clear evidence that 
all Members of the United Nations share the conviction that, unless 
effective international control is established, there can be no lasting 
security against atomic weapons for any nation, whatever its size, 
location, or power.

The first and second reports of the Commission show how and to 
what extent the world must adapt itself if it wants to be protected 
against the misuse of its new discovery. Ways and means to elim
inate the dangers of diversion, clandestine activities, and the seizure 
of atomic materials and facilities have been studied at length. Spe
cific proposals have been put forward, together with principles for 
the governance of national policies and of the policies to be pursued 
by the international control agency itself.
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The principles submitted in the two previous reports of the Com

mission provide an alternative to the armaments race that results 
from the absence of international control and which would not be 
prevented by the establishment of an inadequate system of control. 
These principles require that atomic energy must not be developed 
on the basis of national interests and needs, means and resources, but 
that its planning and operation be. made a common enterprise in all 
its phases.

Only if traditional economic and political practices are adapted 
to the overriding requirements of international security, can these 
proposals be implemented. Traditional conceptions of the economic 
exploitation of the resources of nature for private or national advan
tage would then be replaced in this field by a new pattern of co-opera
tion in international relations.

Furthermore, secrecy in the field of atomic energy is not compatible 
with lasting international security. Co-operative development and 
complete dissemination of information alone promise to remove fears 
and suspicion that nations are conducting secret activities.

The unprecedented character of its conclusions has not deterred 
the majority of the Commission from adopting them, since the scien
tific and technical evidence makes such conclusions inescapable. Past 
experience has shown that, unless there is a novel approach to the 
problem of controlling a force so readily adaptable to warfare, atomic 
weapons—not withstanding their vastly superior destructive power— 
will continue just as uncontrolled as other weapons have been and 
still are, and the threat of atomic war will remain.

The majority of the Commission is fully aware of the impact of its 
plan on traditional prerogatives of national sovereignty. But in the 
face of the realities of the problem it sees no alternative to the volun
tary sharing by nations of their sovereignty in this field to the extent 
required by its proposals. It finds no other solution which will meet 
the facts, prevent national rivalries in this most dangerous field, and 
fulfil the Commission’s terms of reference.

The new pattern of international co-operation and the new stand
ards of openness in the dealings of one country with another that 
are indispensable in the field of atomic energy might, in practice, 
pave the way for international co-operation in broader fields, for the 
control of other weapons of mass destruction, and even for the elimi
nation of war itself as an instrument of national policy;

However, in the field of atomic energy, the majority of the Com
mission has been unable to secure the agreement of the Soviet Union 
t6 even those elements of effective control considered essential from 
the technical point of view, let alone their acceptance of the nature 
and extent of participation in the world community required of all 
nations in this field by the first and second reports of the Atomic

514(5.43— 60—vol. 1-------14
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Energy Commission. As a result, the Commission has been forced 
to recognize that agreement on effective measures for the control of 
atomic energy is itself dependent on co-operation in broader fields 
of policy.

The failure t(j achieve agreement on the international control of 
atomic energy arises from a situation that is beyond the competence 
of this Commission. In this situation, the Commission concludes 
that no useful purpose can be served by carrying on negotiations at 
the Commission level.

The Atomic Energy Commission, therefore recommends that, until 
such time as the General Assembly finds that this situation no longer 
exists, or until such time as the sponsors of the General Assembly 
resolution of 24 January 1946, who are the permanent members of 
the Atomic Energy Commission,1 find, through prior consultation, 
that there exists a basis for agreement on the international control of 
atomic energy, negotiations in the Atomic Energy Commission be 
suspended.

In accordance with its term  ̂of reference, the Atomic Energy Com
mission submits this report and recommendation to the Security 
Council for consideration, and recommends that they be transmitted, 
along with the two previous reports of the Commission, to the next 
regular session of the General Assembly as a matter of special con
cern.

23. United States Draft Resolution Introduced in the Security Council: Reports of the United Nations 
Atomic Energy Commission, June 11, 19482

The Security Council,
Having received and exammed the First, the Second, and the Third 

Reports of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, 
Accepts these reports and,

1 Canada, China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States of America. [Footnote in original.] 

aU.N. doc. S/836, in General Assembly Official Records: Third Session, Sup
plement No. 2 (A/620), ‘‘Report of the Security Council to the General As
sembly Covering the period from 16 July 1947 to 15 July 1948,” pp. 122-123; 
Cf. General Assembly Resolution 191 (III) (post, doc. 29). The Security 
Council vote on the U.S. proposal (June 22) was 9-2, the Soviet Union and
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Approves the General Findings, (Part II C), and Recommenda

tions (Part (III) of the first report,3 and the Specific Proposals of 
Part II of the Second Report4 as constituting the necessary basis 
for establishing an effective system of international control of atomic 
energy in Accordance with the terms of reference of the United Na
tions Atomic Energy Commission and,

Approves the “Report and Recommendations of the Atomic En
ergy Commission” (Part I) of the Third Report of the United Na
tions Atomic Energy Commission,5 and 

Directs the Secretary-General to transmit to the General Assembly 
and to the Member nations of the United Nations, the First, Second 
and Third Reports of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commis
sion, together with the record of the Security Council’s approval 
thereof.

24. Supplementary Soviet Proposals Introduced in the 
Working Committee of the Commission for Conven
tional Armaments, July 26, 1948 6

1. The general regulation and reduction of armaments and armed 
forces should cover all countries and all kinds of armaments and 
armed forces.

the Ukraine apposing. The resolution thus failed because of the Soviet veto. 
The Security Council then adopted the following Canadian proposal:

“The Security Council,
“Saving received and examined the First, the Second, and the Third Re

ports of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission,
“Directs the Secretary-General to transmit to the General Assembly and 

to the Member nations of the United Nations, the First, Second and Third 
Reports of the Atomic Energy Commission, together with the record of the 
deliberation® of the Security Council on this subject, as a matter of special 
concern.” (S/851, June22,1948.)

The vote on this resolution was 9-0-2, the Soviet Union and the Ukraine 
abstaining.

8 Ante, doc. 10.
4 Ante, doc. 19.
5 Ante, doc. 22.
8 U.N. doc. S/C.3/SC.3/17, July 26, 1948, in General Assembly Official Records: 

Fourth Session, Supplement No. 2 (A/945), “Report of the Security Council 
to the General Assembly Covering the period from 16 July 1948 to 15 July 
1949,” p. 72. This proposal was resubmitted to the full Commission on Aug. 9. 
On Aug. 12 the majority of the Commission upheld a ruling by the chairman 
holding that the proposal could not be submitted to the Security Council, as the 
Soviet representative had proposed.
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2. The general regulation and reduction of armaments and armed 
forces should provide for:

(a) Reduction of armies, naval and air forces both in respect to 
Strength and armaments;

(b) Limitation of combat characteristics of certain kinds of 
armaments and the prohibition of separate kinds of armaments;

(c ) Reduction of war budgets and State expenditure on production 
of armaments;

(d) Reduction of production of war materials.
3. The general regulation and reduction of armaments and armed 

forces should provide, in the first place, for the entire prohibition of 
production and use of atomic and other kinds of weapons designed 
for mass destruction and the destruction of stocks of such weapons 
which have been made.

4. In order to ensure the carrying out of measures for the regula
tion and reduction of armaments and armed forces, there should be 
established within the framework of the Security Council and as a 
component part of the plan for such regulation and reduction, an 
international system of control, which should protect the States which 
fulfil their obligations ragainst the danger of violations and evasions 
in the carrying out of the agreement on the reduction of armaments.

25. Resolution of the Commission for Conventional Ar
maments: Formulation of Proposals for Regulation 
and Reduction of Armaments and Armed Forces, 
August 12, 19481

The Commission for Conventional Armaments recommends that the 
following principles should govern the formulation of practical pro
posals for the establishment of a system for the regulation and reduc
tion of armaments and armed forces:

1. A system for the regulation and reduction of armaments and 
armed forces should provide for the adherence of all States. Initially 
it must include at least all States having substantial military 
resources.

2. A system of regulation and reduction of armaments and armed 
forces can only be put into effect in an atmosphere of international

1 U.N. doc. S/C.3/31, Aug. 15, 1948, in Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 
29, 1948, pp. 267-268. Adopted by a vote of 9-2, the Soviet Union and the 
Ukraine opposing.
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confidence and security. Measures for the regulation and reduction 
of armaments which would follow the establishment of the necessary 
degree of confidence might in turn be expected to increase confidence 
and so justify further measures of regulation and reduction.

3. Examples of conditions essential to such confidence and security 
are:

(a) The establishment of an adequate system of agreements under 
Article 43 of the Charter. Until the agreed forces are pledged to 
the Security Council an essential step in establishing a system of 
collective security will not have been taken.

(b) The establishment of international control of atomic energy. 
It is a basic assumption of the work of the Commission for Conven
tional Armaments that the Atomic Energy Commission will make 
specific proposals for the elimination from national armaments of 
atomic weapons and other weapons of mass destruction.

(c) The conclusion of the peace settlements with Germany and 
Japan. Conditions of international peace and security will not be 
fully established until measures have been agreed upon which will 
prevent these States from undertaking aggressive action in the future.

4. A system for the regulation and reduction of armaments and 
armed forces, in order to make possible the least diversion for arma
ments of the world’s human and economic resources pursuant to 
Article 26 of the Charter of the United Nations, must limit arma
ments and armed forces to those which are consistent with and indis
pensable to the maintenance of international peace and security. 
Such armaments and armed forces should not exceed those necessary 
for the implementation of members’ obligations and the protection of 
their rights under the Charter of the United Nations.

5. A system for the regulation and reduction of armaments and 
armed forces must include an adequate system of safeguards, which 
by including an agreed system of international supervision will ensure 
the observance of the provisions of the treaty or convention by all 
parties thereto. A system of safeguard s cannot be adequate unless 
it possesses the following characteristics:

(a) it is technically feasible and practical ;
(b) it is capable of detecting promptly the occurrence of violations;
(c) it causes the minimum interference with, and imposes the 

minimum burdens on, any aspect of the life of individual nations.
6. Provision must be made for effective enforcement action in the 

event of violations.



176 DOCUMENT 26: AUGUST 12, 1948

26. Resolution of the Commission for Conventional Ar
maments: Definition of Armaments, August 12, 
19481

The Commission for Conventional Armaments resolves to advise 
the Security Council:

1. that it considers that all armaments and armed forces, except 
atomic weapons and weapons of mass destruction, fall within its 
jurisdiction and that weapons of mass destruction should be defined 
to include atomic explosive weapons, radioactive material weapons, 
lethal chemical and biological weapons, and any weapons developed 
in the future which have characteristics comparable in destructive 
effect to those of the atomic bomb or other weapons mentioned above.

2. that it proposes to proceed with its work on the basis of the 
above definition.

27. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the General Assembly: Reduction of Armaments and Prohibition 
of Atomic Weapons, September 25,1948 2

Noting that, up to the present time, practically nothing has been 
done to implement the General Assembly’s decision of 24 January 
1946 on atomic energy control,3 as well as the decision of 14 December 
1946 on “principles governing the general regulation and reduction 
of armaments”; 4

Recognizing as a task of the first importance the prohibition of 
production and use of atomic energy for war aims;

Recognizing that a general substantial reduction of armaments 
satisfies the demands for establishing a durable peace and for the 
strengthening of international security and is compatible with the 
interests of the nations in easing the heavy economic burden they 
face as a result of excessive and ever-increasing expenditures on 
armaments in various countries;

1U.N. doc. S/C.3/30, Aug. 13, 1948, in Department of S tate Bulletin, Aug. 
29, 1948, p. 268. Adopted by a vote of 8-2-0-1, the Soviet Union and the 
Ukraine opposing.

aU.N. doc. A/658, Sept. 25, 1948. A revised version of this proposal (post, 
doc. 31) was rejected by the General Assembly on Nov. 19, 1948.

8 Ante, doc. 3.
4 Ante, doc. 9.



D O C JJM m m  28 : OCTOBER 2, 1948 i 177
Taking into account that the great Powers, permanent members of 

the Security Council, possess the overwhelming number of armed 
forces and armaments and bear the main responsibility for the main
tenance of peace and universal security;

Desirous of strengthening the cause of peace and eliminating the 
threat of a new war fomented by expansionists and other reaction
ary elements,

The General Assembly
Recommen&s to the permanent members of the Security Council: 

United States of America, United Kingdom, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, France and China, as a first step in the reduction of 
armaments and armed forces, the reduction by one-third during one 
year of all present land, naval and air forces;

Recommends the prohibition of atomic weapons as weapons in
tended for aims of aggression and not for those of defence;

Recommends the establishment, within the framework of the Se
curity Council, of an international control body for the purpose of 
supervision and of control over the implementation of the measures 
for the reduction of armaments and armed forces and for the pro
hibition of atomic weapons.

28. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Atomic Energy and Disarmament, October 2, 1948 1

r '.o

The General Assembly
Homing examined the First, Second and Third Reports of: the 

Atomic Energy .Commission 2 and noting that the activities of the 
Security Council and of the Atomic Energy Commission directed to
wards implementing the General Assembly Resolution of 24 January 
19463 on the establishment of a Commission to deal with the prob
lems raised by the discovery of atomic energy and of the Resolution 
of 14 December 1946 * on principles governing the general regulation, 
and reduction of armaments have not so far yielded positive results, 
, Considering the paramount importance of implementing the above- 

mentioned General Assembly Resolutions of 24 January 1946 and 
14 December 1946,

1 TJ.N. doc. A/C.l/310, Oct 2, 1948. Rejected by the General Assembly on 
Nov. 4, 1948, by a vote of 6-40-5, only the Communist states voting in favor.

* Ante, docs. 10,19, and 22.
* Ante, doc. 3.
4 Ante, doc. 9.
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Recommends to the Security Council and the Atomic Energy 
Commission:

1. To continue their activity in the direction laid down in the above- 
mentioned G eneral Assembly Resolutions; and

2. To prepare a Draft Convention on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and a Draft Convention on the establishment of effective 
international control over atomic energy, both the Convention, on the 
prohibition of atomic weapons and the Convention on the establish
ment of international control over atomic energy to be signed and 
brought into operation simultaneously.

29. General Assembly Resolution 191 (III): Reports of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, November 4, 1948 1

The General Assembly,
Having examined the first, second and third reports2 of the Atomic 

Energy Commission, which have been transmitted to it by the Secu
rity Council in accordance with the terms of General Assembly reso
lution 1 (I) of 24 January 1946,3

1. Approves the general findings (part II C) and recommendations 
(part III) of the first report and the specific proposals of part II  
of the second report of the Commission as constituting the necessary 
basis for establishing an effective system of international control of 
atomic energy to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes and for 
the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons in ac
cordance with the terms of reference of the Atomic Energy Com
mission;

2. Expresses its deep concern at the impasse which has been reached 
in the work of the Atomic Energy Commission, as shown in its third 
report, and regrets that unanimous agreement has not yet been 
reached;

3. Reguests the six sponsors of the General Assembly resolution of 
24 January 1946, which are the permanent members of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, to meet together and consult in order to deter
mine if there exists a basis for agreement on the international control 
of atomic energy to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes and 
for the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons, and

x General Assembly Official Records: Third Session, Part I, Resolutions 
(A/810), pp. 16-17. Approved by a vote of 40-6-4-8.

a Ante, docs. 10,19, and 22.
* Ante, doc. 3.
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to report to the General Assembly the results of their consultation 
not later than its next regular session;

4. Meanwhile,
The General Assembly
Calls upon the Atomic Energy Commission to resume its sessions, 

to survey its programme of work, and to proceed to the further study 
of such of the subjects remaining in the programme of work as it 
considers to be practicable and useful.

30. Statement by the Adviser of the United States Dele
gation (Osborn) to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly, November 12, 1948a

The resolution on disarmament before the Committee refers to tlie 
fact that “the reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces 
can ohly be attained in an atmosphere of real and lasting improve
ment in international relations”.

In my remarks today, Mr. Chairman, I should like to discuss what 
must be done to attain, first, this “atmosphere of rieal and lasting 
improvement in international relations” which we all desire, and, 
second, the facts about armaments in the world today.

Mr. Chairman, there has been too little analysis of why there is an 
atmosphere of fear and distrust in the world today. Soviet Repre
sentatives here, like their rulers in the Kremlin, seem to us to ignore 
the real causes for the present tension. They pass over lightly the 
history of the past three years. They seem to have forgotten the 
shift in their policies which has taken place since we were so re
cently comrades-in-arms, fighting side by side in a common cause.

During the war the American people sympathized with the Russian 
people, as we always have sympathized1 with a nation attacked by 
an aggressor. We gave the Soviet Union every help we could without 
asking any questions.

The people of Russia fought heroically to defend their country. 
They were told that the war was a war of defense. They were not 
told that the war was about Communism. But after the war Stalin’s 
interpretation of Communism was again made a major factor in 
international relations. It was only after the war that Soviet leaders 
reconstructed the dialectic of the early days of the revolution and 
with equal emphasis in 1947 and 1948 stressed the inevitability of 
a struggle between the Soviet brand of Communism and the so-

1 Department of S tate Bulletin , Nor. 21, 1948, pp. 630-633, 641 (date of the 
statement is given incorrectly as Nov. 11). Statement made at the 196th meeting.
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called capitalist states. Examples of their present attitude are so 
numerous that they might be quoted for hours on end. Let me take 
only a single and very recent example. The New York Times of 
November 5th carries an article which states the following: In the 
current issue of Bolshevik, organ of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, there is an extensive article 
which urges that the foreign Communist Parties transform them
selves into revolutionary parties dedicated to preparing the way for 
armed revolt.1 According to the author, Mr. Burdzhalov, this is a 
return to the original Leninist doctrine. He quoted Prime Minister 
Stalin as saying that the parliamentary struggle was only a school 
for organizing the extra-parliamentary revolutionary means of 
struggle.2 Mr. Burdzhalov added that “direction of the revolution
ary activities of the masses is the basic activity of the Communists.” 3 
I will not go on with the rest of the article. But it is clear that such 
pronouncements, in which we may include Mr. Molotov’s prediction 
of a year ago that “all roads lead to Communism”, do not create an 
atmosphere of confidence.

Mr. Vyshinsky himself has not allayed our anxiety. He has quoted 
Lenin on “capitalist encirclement” and impressed upon us that Com
munism is the gravedigger of our so-called capitalism. These facts 
make clear that the Soviet Union is once again publicly professing 
the aim of world revolution.

Behind the tightly sealed borders of the Soviet state almost 10 
percent of the world’s people are kept ignorant of what goes on in 
the outside world. The people of the rest of the world are disturbed 
at the thought of what may be going on behind this veil of secrecy. 
They are forced to believe, from available information, that the 
Soviet Union has far more men under arms than any other nation.

With this strange background of arms and secrecy, the Soviet 
Union since the war has done tilings which have been bad for inter
national relations.

The Soviet Union has forcibly annexed territory. The Soviet 
Union has destroyed the hopeful progress of representative govern
ment in the countries of eastern and central Europe. The Soviet 
Union has obstructed the negotiations of peace treaties with Germany 
and Japan. The Soviet Union has refused to accept the plan of the 
United Nations for the control of atomic energy and the prohibition 
of atomic weapons 4 which 46 other nations find acceptable in principle.

1E. Burdzhalov, “O mezhdunarodnom znachenii istoricheskogo opyta partii 
bol’shevikov [On the International Significance of the Historical Experience of 
the Bolshevik Party],” in Bol’shevik, Sept. 15,1948, pp. 3^-58.

aJ. V. Stalin, “The Foundations of Leninism,” in The Strategy and Tactics 
of World Communism (H. Doc. 619, 80th Cong., 2d sess.), supp. No. I, p. 85.

8 Loo. cit.j p. 50.
4 Ante, docs. 10,19, and 29.
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Soviet Representatives have cast 28 vetoes in the Security Council, 
many of which specifically blocked the peaceful settlement of dis
putes. Their summary rejection of the neutrals’ plan to settle the 
Berlin question is fresh in our memories. There is every evidence 
that the Soviet Union is actively trying to prevent the reconstruction 
and improvement of living conditions in western Europe.

These actions force us to believe that the Soviet Union is pursu
ing the aim of world revolution and of destroying the economic and 
political systems which other peoples have chosen for themselves. 
Thus the Soviet Union has created a spirit of inquietude in the rest 
of the world. The inquietude is made worse when the Soviet Union 
repeats over and over things that the rest of the world knows are not 
true. ,

It is pure nonsense to say that the United States desires to at
tack the Soviet Union. Any person who reads history knows that 
the people are masters of the government they have established in 
the United States; and that, the people want peace. They would not 

, permit a war of aggression. We constantly hear from the Soviet 
Union that the American “people” do not control their government. 
What nonsense! Certainly after the events of the past week Mr. 
Vyshinsky should know beyond the shadow of a doubt that the Amer
ican people choose their leaders in free, unfettered elections and that 
no policy can be pursued which is not supported and sanctioned by 

, the American people.
The Russian people themselves have no such opportunities to 

choose their own leaders. When they do, a milestone in human 
progress will have been attained.

In carrying out the mandate of the people, the United States has 
taken very specific steps to improve world confidence and to better 
the chances for peace.

The United States has offered to give up the atomic bomb, to turn 
over all its atomic plants to an international agency, and to accept 
the prohibition of atomic weapons under the conditions of strict con
trol approved by the overwhelming majority of this General 
Assembly.

The United States, believing that lasting peace demands healthy 
economic conditions, has put into effect and is cooperating with the 
countries of western Europe in a program of economic reconstruc
tion and rehabilitation. This cooperative enterprise has been closed 
to no nation and its terms have been dictated by no nation.

The United States has exerted its efforts to strengthen the United 
Nations. We are fully participating in all of its agencies. By con
trast, the Soviet Union has refused to participate in most of the 
specialized agencies of the United Nations.
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I  am not trying to fix the blame or credit for these things. I am 
only trying to place before you the facts as they appear to us in the 
United States and also apparently to most of the people of western 
Europe.

On the basis of these facts, it seems clear that we will not attain 
“an atmosphere of real and lasting improvement in international re
lations” as a prerequisite to disarmament, as required by this resolu
tion, until the Soviet Union, not only by its words but in its actions, 
ceases to threaten the world with Communist aggression.

I now come to the facts about armaments. A realistic discussion 
of disarmament must be based on consideration of the status of the 
present production of armaments by the different nations as well as 
on their arms and armies. Let us consider first the state of arms 
production.

Much detail has been published in all the Western nations which 
shows the amounts of money now being spent on producing various 
types of arms for ground forces and air forces and naval forces. 
TTiese sums of money are published in budgets voted by congresses or 
parliaments. And in the Western countries, budgets are scrutinized 
meticulously and frequently criticized and contested by elected rep
resentatives of the people.

The Western states, after enormous expenditures during the war, 
have reduced their appropriations for the production of arms and 
for military forces to a relatively normal peacetime figure. I am 
most familiar with United States statistics. At the peak of the war 
years, American military expenditures were more than 80 billion 
dollars a year. Today, three years later, and taking into account 
those military expenditures forced upon us by present conditions 
of world insecurity, the United States is spending approximately 
13 billion dollars for defense purposes, or less than one sixth of the 
amount during a war year. Altogether, at the present time, the 
United States is spending approximately 6 percent of its total na
tional income on defense.

The reduction in the number of men in our Army, Navy, and Air 
Force was even greater: from more than 12 million on June 30,1945, 
to well less than a million and a half on December 31, 1947.

Immediately after the destruction of the Japanese and German 
armies, the overwhelming weight of American production, which 
had been concentrated on our common enemies, was turned at once 
to the peacetime uses of the American people. In addition, the in
dustrial production of the American worker has provided goods and 
foodstuffs to help countries which had been occupied during the war, 
in order to restore their peacetime economies. These deliveries of 
goods and foodstuffs abroad were made through the contributions
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of the United States to the United Nations Relief and Rehabilita
tion Administration, and more recently through the Marshall Plan.

Such a peaceful use of our productive capacities was a clear 
expression of the basic desire of the people of the United States. This 
desire remains unchanged. The American people want to produce 
for peace and not for war. But they are not ready to jeopardise their 
security. When during the past three years they realized that other 
nations remained heavily armed, indeed, appeared to be rearming, 
they took steps necessary for their own protection. They began 
diverting some part of their production to defense. They did so with 
reluctance. They did so by necessity, not by choice. They realize 
only too well that any such decision m,eans a corresponding reduction 
in the materials available for the economic and social improvement 
which is the road to world stability and to world security.

At the present time, 94 percent of the total national income of the 
United States is directed to peaceful purposes. This is the productive 
power which, when turned to other uses, has made the United States 
so powerful in two world wars. But it takes time to turn it from 
peaceful use into production for war. Its present use is clear evidence 
of our peaceful intent.

Now let us look for a moment at Soviet production of military 
supplies and at the Soviet armies. The Soviet Union does not follow 
the example of the countries of the Western world in publishing 
details regarding the strength of its armed services, or monies spent 
on armaments. The Soviet Union does not have a congress or parlia
ment containing an opposition free to analyze, dispute, and seek con
firmation of government figures. We must therefore use the best 
published estimates available.

On the basis of such estimates, it appears that in the Soviet Union 
approximately 16 percent of the national income is now turned to 
munitions and the support of vast armies; which is more than double 
the proportion spent in the United States, or, indeed, in other Western 
European countries. This is a strange situation. The Russian peo
ple do not want war. The Soviet leaders do not need to convince 
us of that. The Russian worker, like the American worker, wants 
peace, security for his family, and the opportunity to improve his 
situation in life. We recognize that the Soviet Union has made 
progress in reconstruction and rehabilitation since the end of the 
war. In spite of the iron-clad restrictions placed on the travel of 
foreigners in the Soviet Union, our representatives there have seen 
an improvement in living conditions for Soviet citizens. But we 
know also that these conditions are not improving more rapidly be
cause so much of the production of Soviet factories is going into war 
materials. This represents a huge drain away from peacetime 
improvements.
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In order that the Soviet worker may accept this situation, he is 
kept in the fear and dread of war by the government itself. He 
depends for his information upon his government-controlled and 
strictly censored press, radio, stage, and cinema. He hears only the 
news his rulers wish him to hear. It is distorted for their own 
purposes.

When Mr. Vyshinsky makes one of his violent speeches in a session 
of this General Assembly, every word he utters is printed in Pravda, 
Izvestia, and the newspapers throughout the vast Soviet Union. His 
speeches of October 13 [12]* took up a large part of three successive 
issues of the leading Moscow papers. We have no objection to that— 
the verbatim texts of Mr. Vyshinsky’s speeches appear in the Ameri
can press. But the Soviet citizen seldom, if ever, gets the chance to 
read the text of a speech by a representative of a Western power. 
Instead he can read only brief, tendentious, distorted reports of 
such speeches which effectively prevent him from getting an accu
rate picture of our debates here. As an example of such distorted 
and inaccurate reporting, the Moscow papers of October 13 stated 
that in Ambassador Austin’s speech of October 122 he had made “a 
whole series of slanderous statements founded on the forged docu
ments of the Hitlerites and used early this year by the United States 
State Department”.3 I need only comment in passing that not one 
single sentence of that speech came from a German document. Sta
lin’s congratulatory telegram to Ribbentrop, which Mr. Vyshinsky 
implied was a forged document, was published at the time in the 
Soviet press and in Communist newspapers throughout the world, 
including the issue of December 28, 1939, of the Daily 'Worker.

I am sometimes gravely apprehensive, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Russian man-in-the-street may not be the only Soviet citizen holding 
a warped and twisted view of the world outside the borders of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. My misgivings arise from state
ments made in this committee by Mr. Vyshinsky and by recent public 
statements emanating from Moscow. I am led to wonder whether 
the rulers of the Soviet Union, the members of the Politburo them
selves, may not come to believe the frightening and false propaganda 
picture of a world wanting to attack their country. I hope such is 
not the case, and I am reluctant to believe it so. I trust that the mem
bers of the Politburo, if not the Russian people, will have access to 
and will read carefully the verbatim records of this session of the 
General Assembly. If they are not then convinced of the good faith

1 General Assembly Official Records: Third Session, Part I, First Committee, 
158th Meeting, pp. 135-143.

2 Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 24,1948, pp. 511-516.
* Nazi-Soviet Relations, 1989-1941: Documents from the Archives of the Ger

man Foreign Office (Department of State publication 3023; 1948).
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of non-Communist nations represented about this table and of the 
fact that these nations are not planning and will not undertake aggres
sive war against the Soviet Union, then, I say these gentlemen are 
blind and impervious to the truth.

The Soviet citizen yearns for a better life. He would hope that 
he might live in less crowded conditions, that he might buy better 
clothes for his family, more books for his children, and even some 
of the modern electrical appliances—toasters, irons, and refrigera
tors, which are beginning to appear on the shelves of Moscow depart
ment stores. The Soviet citizen would hope that the millions of 
political prisoners working in mines and factories might be replaced 
by free workers freely hired. He would hope that he might have 
freedom of choice in his work and place of employment.

But the Soviet Government through all its organs of publicity is 
telling the Soviet worker that he cannot have these things because the 
Western nations are threatening him with another war.

We may well ask, why does the Soviet Government tell its people 
things that no other people, no other nation, believes to be true? 
Why is it that the Soviet Government demands such a terrible sacri
fice from the Russian people? Is it because the rest of the world is 
even more heavily armed and therefore is dangerous to the Russian 
people? Again, let us look at the facts as they are available.

It is our understanding from published figures which the Soviet 
Union has not denied, that the Soviet Union has under arms at the 
present time forces totaling around four million men, and its asso
ciated states another two million. Taking into account the propor
tion between service troops and combat troops and the size of Soviet 
divisions, this number would mean considerably more than 250 divi
sions of combat troops for the Soviet Union and the states under its 
control.

The Soviet states apparently have available combat troops at least 
five times more numerous than those of all Western European states 
put together. And bear in mind that it is combat troops which are 
the weapons of conquest and occupation. It is only the foot soldiers 
who can conquer, occupy, and subjugate the territory of neighbors. 
The rulers of the Soviet Union know this. They learned it from the 
Germans.

A reduction of one third would not change the disproportion in So
viet armies. So it would not relieve the anxieties of other nations. 
If the reduction in Soviet armies were to be carried out in secret be
hind the Soviet borders it would not remove from other nations the 
element of suspicion which is such a bar to peace.

Permit me again, Mr. Chairman, to underline one of the most fun
damental points in this problem. How can we know which of the 
nations should reduce or have reduced their arms by one third or by
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one half or by three fourths without basic knowledge on which to 
make our decision, and without real knowledge of what goes on be
hind the Iron Curtain? How can we decide the relative strength of 
one nation vis-a-vis another, in terms of numbers of men and types 
of arms? We must have basic information.

The Soviet Union seems to look upon this elementary principle as 
an evil plot of non-Communist states to spy out the Soviet land. 
The United States is built on the principle of national sovereignty and 
no nation asks another to do what it is not willing to do itself. 
Information in our countries is already available; in the Soviet Union 
it is not. The Soviet Kepresentatives dare to deny the existence of 
the Iron Curtain. But Soviet citizens and diplomats in the United 
States have always been free to travel in our countries wherever and 
however they like; while the Soviet Union, except for three or four 
specified cities, is now hermetically sealed to the representatives of 
other governments as it is to their citizens. Even foreign diplomats 
are categorically prohibited from traveling beyond 50 kilometers from 
Moscow. They are not now allowed to set foot in eight districts 
within the 50 kilometer radius. They are thus literally imprisoned 
within the city limits of Moscow. The fact that these restrictions 
were imposed during this session of the General Assembly unfortu
nately does not testify to the present desire of the Soviet Govern
ment for cooperation and mutual understanding.

I repeat, none of us asks the Soviet Union to do more than our 
own governments are willing to do. But we fail to see how progress 
toward disarmament can be made until we all accept the basic, ele
mentary principles of a mutual exchange and verification of infor
mation.

Let me return to consider that “improvement in international rela
tions” which I mentioned at the beginning. How can we bring this 
about?

By accepting the principles of the Charter of the United Nations 
the Soviet Union pledged itself to cooperation for peace in the world 
community. Can it be that the Soviet Union, having signed the 
Charter, at the same time believes that war is inevitable unless some 
of the members of the United Nations change their systems of gov
ernment?

Here then are the realities of the situation. The Soviet Union is 
heavily armed; it is at present kept in a position to carry on an ag
gressive war for the continuance of its conquest of the territory of 
other nations. The Soviet Union is spending a larger proportion of 
its manpower and its resources in preparation for war than are the 
Western nations. It is the Soviet Union alone that is carrying on a 
shrill government-directed propaganda to prepare its people for war. 
The Soviet Union alone is working behind a veil of secrecy. How 
then can the rest of the world disarm ?
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In this situation we meet to consider what steps might be taken by 

the General Assembly in the hope of bringing about a reduction of 
arms, and a sense of security among the peoples of the world. The 
Soviet proposal for a reduction of one third in the armaments of the 
five major powers without any verification would not bring about 
this result. It would perpetuate the present Soviet superiority in 
aggressive forces. It would not reduce the threat of Soviet aggres
sion; it might indeed increase that threat. It would not raise the 
veil of secrecy behind which the rulers of the Soviet Union operate 
and which constitutes such an injustice to the Russian people and such 
a cause of suspicion among nations.

In this situation the General Assembly should seek by every pos
sible means a release from the tensions arising from the factors we 
have here described. In the field of armaments the General Assembly 
should develop as rapidly as possible under the forms and through 
the agencies set up in the United Nations for that purpose a plan for 
the reduction and control of conventional arms and armaments. Such 
a plan should provide a full system of inspection, verification, and 
publication and other safeguards to guarantee against violation. 
Having set up such a plan, we may hope that the moral force of world 
opinion, together with the evident advantages of operating within 
the law in cooperation with other nations, may bring the Soviet 
Union to change its  attitude. This is the proposal embodied in the 
resolution now before this committee. The United States will vote 
for this resolution and will work loyally toward carrying out its 
purposes.

Real progress toward peace can only be made by slow, careful steps. 
I have not despaired and I hope none of us in this committee lias 
despaired. The resolution before us takes us one step toward the 
control of armaments and toward those other objectives we all seek. 
I hope that the unanimity which came as a breath of fresh air when 
we accepted the Mexican resolution, will again come to us here.

31. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the General 
Assembly: Reduction of Armaments and the Prohibi
tion of the Atomic Weapon, November 17, 1948 1

Notmg that, up to the present time, practically nothing has 
been done to implement the General Assembly’s resolution of 24 
January 19462 on atomic energy control, as well as the resolution

1 U.N. doc. A/723, Nov. 17,1948. Rejected by the General Assembly on Nov. 19 
by a vote of 6-39-6, only the Communist states voting in favor.

2 Ante, doc. 3.
514543—GO—vol. 1------15
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of 14 December 19461 on the “Principles governing the general regu
lation and reduction of armaments”,

Recognizing as a task of the first importance the prohibition 
of the production and use of atomic energy for war aims, 

Recognizing that a general substantial reduction of armaments 
satisfies the demands for establishing a durable peace and for strength
ening international security and is compatible with the interests of 
the nations in easing the heavy economic burden they face as a 
result of excessive and ever-increasing expenditures for armaments 
in various countries,

Taking into account that the Great Powers, permanent members of 
the Security Council, possess the overwhelming number of armed 
forces and armaments and bear the main responsibility for the mainte
nance of peace and universal security,

Desirous of strengthening the cause of peace and eliminating the 
threat of a new war fomented by expansionists and other reactionary 
elements,

The General Assembly
Recommends to the permanent members of the Security Council— 

United States of America, United Kingdom, Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics, France and China—as a first step in the reduction 
of armaments and armed forces, the reduction by one-third, during 
one year, of all present land, naval and air forces;

Recommends the prohibition of atomic weapons as weapons in
tended for aims of aggression and not for those of defence;

Recommends for the purpose of the supervision of and control over 
the implementation of the measures for the reduction of armaments 
and armed forces and for the prohibition of atomic weapons, the 
establishment within the framework of the Security Council of an 
international control body, to which full official data on the state of the 
armaments and armed forces of the permanent members of the Secu
rity Council—United States of America, United Kingdom, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, France and China—must be submitted.

1 Ante, doc. 9.
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32. General Assembly Resolution 192 (III): Reduction of 

Conventional Forces, November 19, 1948 1
The General Assembly,
Desirmg to establish relations of confident collaboration between 

the States within the framework of the Charter and to make possible 
a general reduction of armaments in order that humanity may in 
future be spared the horrors of war and that the peoples may not be 
overwhelmed by the continually increasing burden of military 
expenditure,

Considering that no agreement is attainable on any proposal for 
the reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces so long 
as each State lacks exact and authenticated information concerning 
the conventional armaments and armed forces of other States, so 
long as no convention has been concluded regarding the types of 
military forces to which such reduction would apply, and so long as 
no organ of control has been established,

Considering that the aim of the reduction of conventional arma
ments and armed forces can only be attained in an atmosphere of 
real and lasting improvement in international relations, which implies 
in particular the application of control of atomic energy involving 
the prohibition of the atomic weapon,

But noting on the other hand that this renewal of confidence would 
be greatly encouraged if States were placed in possession of precise 
and verified data as to the level of their respective conventional arma
ments and armed forces,

Recommends the Security Council to pursue the study of the regu
lation and reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces 
through the agency of the Commission for Conventional Armaments 
in order to obtain concrete results as soon as possible;

Trusts that the Commission for Conventional Armaments, in carry
ing out its plan of work, will devote its first attention to formulating  ̂
proposals for the receipt, checking and publication, by an international 
organ of control within the framework of the Security Council, of 
full information to be supplied by Member States with regard to 
their effectives and their conventional armaments;

Invites the Security Council to report to the Assembly no later 
than its next regular session on the effect given to the present recom-

1 General Assembly Official Records: Third Session, Part 7, Resolutions 
(A/810), pp. 17-18. Approved 43-6-1, the Communist bloc opposing and Yemen 
abstaining. This resolution was entitled “Prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and reduction by one-third of the armaments and armed forces of the perma
nent members of the Security Council” ; cf. Soviet draft resolution of Nov. 17 
(ante, doc. 31).
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mendation, with a view to enabling it to continue its activity with 
regard to the regulation of armaments in accordance with the pur
poses and principles defined by the Charter;

Incites all nations in the Commission for Conventional Armaments 
to co-operate to the utmost of their power in the attainment of the 
above-mentioned objectives.
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33. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the Security Council: Prohibition of the Atomic Weapon and a 

One-third Reduction of Great-Power Forces, Feb
ruary 8, 19491

The Security Council,
Having studied the General Assembly resolution of 19 November 

19482 on the prohibition of the atomic weapon and reduction by one- 
third of the armaments and armed forces of the permanent members 
of the Security Council, and the discussion of this question at the 
third session of the General Assembly,

Notes j firstly, the increasing activity developing among the aggres
sive circles of certain Powers, and their policy of unleashing a new 
war, which is accompanied by an unjustified increase in armaments of 
all kinds, a gross inflation of military budgets and an ever-growing 
burden of taxation and other material hardships upon wide sections of 
the people in these States;

Notes also the constant and ever-increasing propaganda of a new 
war, which is being encouraged by ruling sections in certain countries, 
despite the fact that such propaganda was justly censured in a General 
Assembly resolution as early as 19473 and is a direct weapon in the 
hands of the warmongers of all kinds who seek to promote fear, un
certainty and war hysteria among the people and in international 
public circles;

Notes furthermore the recent establishment of a number of groups 
of States, led by the aggressive sections of certain great Powers, who 
seek to impose their aggressive policy upon other countries, are in-

1 U.N. doc. S/1246/Rev. 1, in General Assembly Official Records: Fourth Ses
sion, Supplement No. 2 (A/945), “Report of the Security Council to the General 
Assembly Covering the period from 16 July 1948 to 15 July 1949,” pp. 74-75. 
The resolution was rejected on’Feb. 10 by a vote of 2-0-9, the Soviet Union and 
the Ukraine voting in favor and the other members abstaining. At the same 
time the Security Council adopted a U.S. resolution (S/1248) transmitting Gen
eral Assembly Resolution 192 (III) (cmte, doc. 32) to the Commission for Con
ventional Armaments. The vote on the U.S. resolution was 9-0-2, the Soviet 
Union and the Ukraine abstaining.

a Ante, doc. 32.
3 Resolution 110 (II), Nov. 3, 1947 (General Assembly Official Records: Second 

Session, Resolutions, 16 September-29 November 1941 (A/519), p. 14).
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creasing the manufacture of arms and, for this purpose, are setting 
up in all parts of the world naval and air bases for which no justifica
tion can possibly be provided by the defence requirements of these 
countries;

Notes, secondly, that up to the present time nothing has been done 
to implement the General Assembly’s decision of 24 January 1946 1 on 
the establishment of a commission to deal with the problems raised by 
the discovery of atomic energy and the decision of 14 December 19462 
on the principles governing the general regulation and reduction of 
armaments, thereby impairing the authority of the United Nations;

Notes also that both the Atomic Energy Commission and the Com
mission for Conventional Armaments have failed to fulfil the tasks 
laid upon them, mainly because the Governments of certain great 
Powers have hitherto not striven for the adoption of decisions which 
would be acceptable to all peace-loving Powers and would not infringe 
the national sovereignty of any of those Powers;

Notes, thirdly, that the General Assembly decision of 19 November 
1948 on the prohibition of the atomic weapon and the reduction by 
one-third of the armaments and armed forces of the permanent mem
bers of the Security Council recommends the Security Council to 
pursue the study of the regulation and reduction of conventional 
armaments, but disregards the decision adopted by the General As
sembly in 1946 on the necessity for prohibiting the atomic weapon, 
and the decision on the implementation of measures for a speedy 
reduction of armaments and armed forces adopted by the General 
Assembly at that time;

Notes, moreover, that the General Assembly resolution of 19 No
vember 1948 points out the need for formulating proposals for the 
receipt, checking and publication of information on the numbers of 
the armed forces and the volume of armaments of the Members of 
the United Nations, but passes over in silence the highly important 
question of furnishing information on atomic weapons to the Security 
Council; which is wholly inadmissible, particularly in view of the 
fact that the atomic weapon is an instrument, not of defence, but of 
aggression;

Declares in addition that any continuance of the study of the regu
lation and reduction of armaments, and preparation of proposals 
for the collection of information on armed forces, must be subordi
nated to the task of elaborating and implementing concrete measures 
for the general regulation and reduction of armaments and the pro

1 Ante, doc. 3.
2 Ante, doc. 9.
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hibition of atomic weapons and other major types of weapons for 
mass destruction;

Recognizing also that complete data on armed forces and arma
ments of all types, including atomic armaments, are essential for the 
preparation of measures designed to reduce and regulate armaments 
and armed forces; and
• Acting in accordance with its responsibilities for the maintenance of 
international peace and security and with the powers conferred on it 
by Article 26 of the Charter, and guided by the General Assembly’s 
resolution of 19 November 1948 and those of 24 January and 14 De
cember 1946,

Resolves':
1. To instruct the Commission for Conventional Armaments, as a 

first step, to prepare a plan, to be submitted to the Security Council 
by 1 June 1949, for the reduction by one-third of the armaments and 
armed forces of the five permanent members of the Security Council 
no later than 1 March 1950;

2. To instruct the Atomic Energy Commission to submit to the Se
curity Council by 1 June 1949 both the draft of a convention on the 
prohibition of atomic weapons and the draft of a convention for the 
control of atomic energy, with the understanding that both conven
tions shall be concluded and come into force simultaneously;

Both of these conventions shall be based on a due consideration for 
the lawful interests of all States Members of the United Nations and 
Of the States upholding the high principles of the United Nations, 
but shall not be based on the interests of any group of States pursu
ing their own narrow concerns;

3. The Commission for Conventional Armaments and the Atomic 
Energy Commission shall be guided in their work by the principle 
that the prohibition of atomic weapons and the establishment of con
trol over atomic energy must be an integral part of the general plan 
for the reduction by one-third of the armaments of the permanent 
members of the Security Council, and must be considered a first im
portant step in that field;

4. To consider as essential the establishment within the framework 
of the Security Council of an international control body to supervise 
and control the implementation of the measures for the reduction of 
armaments and armed forces and the prohibition of atomic weapons;

5. To consider it as essential that the permanent members of the 
Security Council submit full data on their armed forces and arma
ments of all types, including atomic weapons, no later than 31 March 
1949.
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34. Statement by the Deputy United States Representa
tive (Osborn) to the United Nations Atomic Energy 
Commission, July 20, 1949 1

Eight months ago the General Assembly of the United Nations ap
proved the recommendations of the Atomic Energy Commission for 
an international system to control atomic energy.2 This plan pro
vides for the prohibition of atomic weapons and for the development 
of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only, through an international 
co-operative to include all nations.

In the opinion of all those who have closely studied this problem, 
the replacement of national rivalries by such a co-operative endeavour 
is the only way to make the prohibition of atomic weapons effective 
and to best promote the development of atomic energy for the equi
table benefit of all nations. In spite of the lengthy study and debates 
on this subject, there are certain details of the approved United Na
tions control plan that have been either misunderstood or misinter
preted by many people, and even by some members of this Com
mission.

One of the misinterpretations concerns the stages by which the 
proposed treaty should go into effect. The representatives of the So
viet Union have persistently clung to the mistaken idea that it was 
the intention of the majority that the international control of mines 
producing fissionable material should be the first step in putting 
the plan into operation. I  believe we have made it incontrovertibly 
clear, in the course of these recent discussions, and that the records 
will bear me out, that the recommendations approved by the Com
mission and the United Nations General Assembly nowhere require 
that control over mines should be the first stage.

A second misinterpretation concerns the timing of prohibition. 
Under the plan approved by the General Assembly, nations are pro
hibited from the manufacture, possession or use of atomic weapons. 
This prohibition can become effective only when the international 
agency takes over the ownership of the explosive and dangerous mate
rials contained in such weapons.

In the approved recommendations, nations and persons are pro
hibited from owning, operating or managing atomic facilities which 
use or produce dangerous atomic materials. This prohibition can 
become effective only when the international agency actually takes

1 United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Official Records: Fourth Yeart 
23rd Meeting, July 20, 1949, No. 7, pp. 8-12. Bracketed citations in original.

2 Ante, doc. 29. See also first two reports of the United Nations Atomic En
ergy Commission (ante, docs. 10 and 19).
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over the ownership, operation and management of such facilities, as 
provided in the plan.

It should be clear now that under the approved plan and recom
mendations, the prohibitions would become operative at the same time 
as the corresponding controls are brought into force. There is no 
longer any justification for anyone to say that controls would in fact 
go into effect before prohibition. These misinterpretations are dan
gerous because they tend to confuse the more basic issues which are of 
a very different kind.

The basic differences on the control of atomic energy pertain to 
whether this new discovery—which can be so dangerous and may in 
the future be so beneficial—-can safely be left in the hands of nations, 
or whether it must be put in the hands of an international co-opera
tive. Out of this controversy spring the two plans which have been 
under discussion for almost three years.

The United Nations plan has been criticized not only by the repre
sentative of the Soviet Union on this Commission but by various ele
ments in other countries as well. I t has been attacked on the ground 
that it would take away some of the sovereign rights of the nations 
which accepted it. This is true. Each nation would be deprived 
of the right to compete with other nations to see which could amass 
the greatest quantities of atomic materials which can be used either 
as explosives or, at some later date, for the production of power.

This plan has been attacked by those who say that existing atomic 
plants and mining operations would be under the sole control of an 
international agency, and that nations could not direct their opera
tion if they wanted to. This is a true charge. The plan itself pro
vides that known stocks of atomic materials suitable for either explo
sives or fuels should be kept to a minimum consistent with proven 
beneficial uses, including research and development. This provision 
was incorporated in the approved recommendations at the suggestion 
of the delegation of the United Kingdom, and is made necessary by 
considerations of security.

The plan has been criticized on the ground that the system of inspec
tion which it proposes would open to the world all those countries 
whose borders are now closed. But the question arises: if the system 
of inspection is thus made inadequate, how could distrust and suspi
cion between nations be avoided ?

The plan has been criticized because the larger nations would be 
limited to a specified proportion of the total world supply of electri
cal power that can be obtained from atomic energy. This provision 
for quotas, written into the treaty, was proposed by the French dele
gation precisely in order to prevent national rivalries among the 
larger countries and in order to assure an equitable distribution of 
atomic resources for peaceful purposes among all nations, including
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the smaller nations which would not otherwise be in a position to 
obtain their share.

Finally, it is said that this plan is ahead of its time, that the world 
is not yet ready for so novel and large a plan, which, in effect, would 
establish a world co-operative in the field of atomic energy.

These and many other objections to the plan have not only been 
voiced by the delegation of the Soviet Union in the Atomic Energy 
Commission but have also been expressed in various quarters in many 
countries. Some of these objections are made by the most reactionary 
elements; others are voiced by idealists who believe that the world 
has grown so good that each nation can be trusted to possess atomic 
explosives without using them, or threatening to use them.

Yet, notwithstanding all these and many other weighty objections, 
the fact remains that at the beginning of the first part of the third 
session of the General Assembly, this plan was approved by forty-six 
nations in the plenary session or in Committee deliberations. Only 
the Soviet Union and its five associated States opposed it.

These forty-six nations approved this plan because it is the only 
plan which anyone has yet been able to devise which would, in so far 
as it is humanly possible, prevent preparation for atomic war, which 
would stop national rivalries in atomic materials and weapons, and 
which would at the same time protect the interests of every nation, 
great or small, in the development and equitable distribution of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes.

The Soviet Union has proposed an alternative to the United Na
tions plan. The Soviet Union would have each of the larger nations 
continue to own explosive atomic materials, and continue to own and 
operate plants for making explosive atomic materials in accordance 
with the rules agreed to in an international convention. A control 
commission would be provided, with powers to make recommenda
tions to Governments and to the Security Council, and to make 
periodic inspection of declared facilities. I  might say such a system 
has never been successful in preventing international competition, 
even in ordinary armaments, in the past.

There is one aspect of the Soviet Union’s position which throws 
a particularly interesting light on its attitude towards these negoti
ations. The Soviet Union insists that its proposed national ownership 
of explosive atomic materials, and national ownership and operation 
of plants making explosive atomic materials, should be supervised 
by an international agency, whose recommendations would be subject 
to the veto of any one of the five Powers which are permanent mem
bers of the Security Council. Such a power of veto would make any 
treaty unenforceable. The proposal indicates a complacent refusal 
to face the reality of the dangers which would threaten mankind
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if the present national rivalries in atomic explosives continued much 
longer unchecked.

To leave the development of explosive atomic materials in national 
hands Would not only fail to provide the necessary safeguards for 
enforcing the prohibition against weapons, but would inevitably 
perpetuate national rivalries of a most dangerous sort. An inter
national agency charged with the supervision of such national ac
tivities would, in our opinion, be faced with an impossible task. I t  
would be engaged in a constant struggle to control the actions and 
decisions of well-entrenched atomic energy commissions in every 
country.

Under such circumstances, it; seems to us inevitable that there 
would be constant friction leading to extremely dangerous mutual 
suspicions and distrust. Each nation would feel that it must protect 
its national interest. National rivalries in the field of atomic energy 
would be continued in a form more dangerous than at present, be
cause the existence of a treaty would give the people of the world a 
false sense of security.

Yet, this is the plan proposed by the Soviet Union, and it is the 
only plan on the basis of which the Soviet Union is willing to carry 
on discussions. In May [April] 1948 this plan was rejected in the 
Atomic Energy Commission by a vote of nine to two. The Commis
sion found that: “The USSR proposals ignore existing technical 
knowledge of the problem of atomic energy control, do not provide 
an adequate basis for the effective international control of atomic 
energy and the elimination from national armaments of atomic weap
ons, and therefore do not conform to the terms of reference of the 
Atomic Energy Commission”.1

The General Assembly of the United Nations itself, by an equally 
overwhelming vote, rejected these Soviet Union proposals in No
vember 1948.2 Yet throughout the meetings of the Atomic Energy 
Commission in 1949, the representatives of the Soviet Union have 
insisted that the basis for the further work of the Commission must 
be these rejected proposals, and the Soviet Union representatives 
have refused even to take part in constructive discussion of the plan of 
co-operative control approved by so large a majority of all nations 
in the General Assembly.

It is therefore very evident that the impasse as it is analysed in 
the third report of this Commission still exists. There is also much 
evidence in our recent debates that our discussions in the Commission 
are not bringing us any closer. On the contrary, these discussions 
only harden the differences with the Soviet Union representatives.

1 Ante, doc. 21.
2 Ante, docs. 26 and 27.
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I t is apparent that these differences cannot be reconciled at the Com
mission level.

The Commission has a heavy responsibility to make clear to the 
United Nations and to the world just what is the nature of the situ
ation confronting the Commission. The Commission also has a re
sponsibility to state in concise terms to the General Assembly the 
basic reasons for which it is neither practicable nor useful to continue 
its discussions in the Commission until such time as the sponsoring 
Powers have found that there exists a basis for agreement.

I  am therefore presenting a draft resolution1 to the Commission 
which we believe fulfills these responsibilities of the Commission, and 
which, at the same time, expresses the intent of the two resolutions 
passed in the Working Committee2 and now on our agenda, for 
which it is a substitute.

35. Resolutions by the United Nations Atomic Energy 
Commission, July 29, 1949 3

(A) The Atomic Energy Commission
Has considered the proposal of the representative of the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics (AEC/37) 4 that the Atomic Energy Com
mission begin immediately to prepare a draft convention for the 
prohibition of atomic weapons and a draft convention for the control 
of atomic energy proceeding from the principle that both conventions 
must be concluded and put into effect simultaneously;

Has noted the statement of the representative of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics at the 45th meeting of the Working Committee on 
Wednesday, 1 June 1949, that the proposals submitted by the repre
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on atomic energy 
in June 1946 5 and June 19476 should be taken as a basis for the 
elaboration of these draft conventions;

1 U.N. doc. AEC/41, virtuaUy identical with the July 29 resolution (post, doc. 
8 5 (B )).

2 U.N. docs. AEC/C.1/85 and AEC/C.1/86, in General Assembly Official Rec
ords: Fourth Session, Supplement No. 2 (A/945), “Report of the Security Coun
cil to the General Assembly Covering the period from 16 July 1948 to 15 July 
1949,” pp. 69, 70.

3 AEC/42 and AEC/43; ibid., F ifth  Session, Supplement No. 2 (A/1361), “Re
port of the Security Council to the General Assembly Covering the period from 
16 July 1949 to 15 July 1950,” pp. 32-33. Resolution (A) was adopted by a  
vote of 7-2-2, the Soviet Union and the Ukraine opposing, Argentina and Egypt 
abstaining. Resolution (B) was adopted by a vote of 9-2, the Soviet Union and 
the Ukraine opposing.

4 General Assembly Official Records: Fourth Session, loc. tit., p. 68.
6 Ante, doc. 5.
6 Ante, doc. 16.
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Recalls that these same proposals, particularly those of 11 June
1947, have already been analysed in detail and rejected in April 19481 
on the grounds that they ignore the existing technical knowledge of 
the problem of atomic energy control, do not provide an adequate 
basis for the effective international control of atomic energy and the 
elimination* from national armaments of atomic weapons, and, there
fore, do not conform to the terms of reference of the Atomic Energy 
Commission;

And recalls that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics proposal 
for the preparation of a draft convention for the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and a draft convention for the control of atomic energy to be 
concluded and brought into effect simultaneously2 was rejected by 
the General Assembly at the 157th plenary meeting in its third session 
on 4 November 1948, by 40 votes to 6, with 5 abstentions ;

And recalls also that at the same time the General Assembly ap
proved the general findings (part I I  C) and recommendations (part 
III) of the first report3 and the specific proposals of part I I  of the 
second report4 of the Commission, as constituting the necessary basis 
for establishing an effective system of international control of atomic 
energy to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes and for the elim
ination from national armaments of atomic weapons in accordance 
with the terms of reference of the Atomic Energy Commission;

The Atomic Energy Commission observes that no material had 
been presented additional to that previously submitted to the General 
Assembly, the Commission or the Working Committee;

The Atomic Energy Commission therefore concludes that no useful 
purpose can be served by further discussions in the Atomic Energy 
Commission of those proposals which have already been considered 
and rejected by the appropriate organs of the United Nations. The 
Atomic Energy Commission reports to the Security Council and the 
General Assembly accordingly.
(B) The Atomic Energy Commission 

Reports,
That in accordance with the instructions in General Assembly reso

lution 191 (III) of 4 November 1948,5 the Atomic Energy Com
mission has surveyed its programme of work in order to determine 
whether further work would be practicable and useful;

That the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic continue to reject the recommendations of 
the Commission approved by the General Assembly on 4 November

1 Ante, doc. 21.
.2 Ante, doc. 28.
3 doc. 10,
4 Ante, doc. 19.
8 Ante, doc. 29.
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1948, including those forms of control contained in the plan approved 
by the General Assembly as constituting the necessary basis for estab
lishing an effective system of international control of atomic energy 
to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes and for the elimina
tion from national armaments of atomic weapons in accordance with 
the terms of reference of the Atomic Energy Commission;

That the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic continue to insist on the adoption of the 
draft resolution (A/C.l/310)1 proposed by the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, and rejected by the General Assembly on 4 
November 1948, to prepare immediately separate conventions based 
on the proposals of the Soviet Union of June 1946 and June 1947, 
which provide among other things for national ownership of danger
ous and explosive atomic materials, and for national ownership, opera
tion and management of dangerous atomic facilities. This, in the 
opinion of the majority of the Commission, would not remove causes 
for suspicion, fear and distrust among nations, would render ineffec
tive the prohibition of atomic weapons, and would continue danger
ous national rivalries in the field of atomic energy;

Concludes
That the impasse as analysed in the third report of the Atomic 

Energy Commission2 still exists; that these differences are irrecon
cilable at the Commission level, and that further discussion in the 
Atomic Energy Commission would tend to harden these differences 
and would serve no practicable or useful purpose until such time as the 
sponsoring Powers have reported that there exists a basis for 
agreement.

36. Working Paper of the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments: Collection and Verification of Informa
tion on the Armaments and Armed Forces of United 
Nations Members, August 1,1949 3

S ection I  

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

1. Desire expressed by the General Assembly 
The General Assembly resolution [192 (III)] of 19 November 1948 

expresses the desire that the Commission for Conventional Arma-
1 Ante, doc. 28.
* Ante, doc. 22.
* U.N. doc. S/1372, Aug. 9, 1949. Adopted by a vote of 8-3, the Soviet Union, 

the Ukraine, and Egypt opposing. The working paper and the second progress 
report (U.N. doc. S/1371) of the Commission were transmitted to the Security 
Council on Aug. 4.
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ments, “in carrying out its plan of work, will devote its first attention 
to formulating proposals for the receipt, checking and publication, 
by an international organ of control within the framework of the 
Security Council, of full information to be supplied by Member States 
with regard to their effectives and their conventional armaments”. 1 
(Paragraph 6 of the General Assembly resolution).

2. Motives for this desire
This desire is motivated by two considerations:
The first is that “the aim of the reduction of conventional arma

ments and armed forces can only be attained in an atmosphere of real 
and lasting improvement in international relations”; (Paragraph 3 
of the General Assembly resolution).

The second is that any reduction of armaments implies as a prere
quisite an exchange between States of exact and authenticated infor
mation concerning their conventional armaments and their armed 
forces.

3. Aims of the General Assembly resolution
Accordingly, the General Assembly resolution has two objectives:
In the first place, to encourage the renewal of international con

fidence, through a relaxation of existing conditions of secrecy, by 
placing the States “in possession of precise and verified data as to the 
level of their respective conventional armaments and armed forces”. 
(Paragraph 4 of the General Assembly resolution).

In the second place, to begin forthwith to prepare the way for a 
future reduction and regulation of armaments and effectives by 
introducing in the field of international co-operation precedents likely 
to become useful in the progress which still remains to be achieved, 
in that direction.

4. Naimre o f  proposals to be formulated
Thus are determined two aspects of the proposals to be formulated 

according to the desire of the General Assembly:
On the one hand, these proposals must be capable of implementa

tion under existing political conditions.
On the other hand, they are not designed to provide of themselves 

the safeguards which are essential to security, still less to give military 
advantage to any nation.

1 Ante, doc. 32.
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5. Resulting limitations
Hence the need for interpreting liberally the phrases “exact and 

authenticated information”, “full information” and “precise and veri
fied data”, in order to take into account the interests of security as 
w<bH as the demand for exact data.

This applies particularly to the degree of access by way of inspec
tion for verification purposes which can be agreed to at this time by 
the participants. As between disclosure of information and adequate 
verification, the requirements of verification must be paramount.

By virtue of the same premise, the measures to be proposed must 
also fulfil the following conditions;

As a prerequisite to implementation, they should be accepted by 
not less than two-thirds of the Member States including all the Per
manent Members of the Security Council.

The information to be made available for census and verification 
according to such proposals should be purely quantitative, subject 
only to such qualitative specifications as will be indicated later in this 
document (Section II).

The information will be strictly limited to the existing level of 
effectives and conventional armaments.

The information will not include data regarding research and ex
perimental materiel; personnel engaged in the operation of such ma
teriel will not, as such, be subject to verification, even though they 
may be subject to census.

6. Scope of proposals to be formulated
Proposals to be formulated should, within the above limitations, 

cover the following points:
(1) Information to be reported, or: scope and nature of census.
(2) Control of such information, or: scope and nature of verifica
tion.
(3) Organ of control to be set up : status, rights and duties of the 
control organ and its agents; organization and administration of 
the control organ; relations of the control organ to the other organs 
of the United Nations; rights and obligations of Member States 
of the United Nations; rights and obligations of other States.

7. Proposals contained in this document
Section II  of this document only covers points (1) and (2) of the 

preceding paragraph. The specific proposals or general recommen
dations which are put forward on those two points are designed to 
assist in establishing a framework for the international agreement 
which must eventually sanction the proposals formulated by the Com
mission for Conventional Armaments.
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S e c t io n  II
PROPOSALS AND RECOMMENDATION ON CENSUS AND VERIFICATION

A. CENSUS

I. Effectives

1. Scope of census
Elements subject to census should include military and para

military forces, active and reserve, on full-time and part-time basis. 
These elements will be designated by name for each State by the 

control organ.
2. Nature of census

(a) Specifications to be furnished
The census should indicate the breakdown of total numbers into 

the following categories:
Ground forces 
Naval forces 
Air forces
Para-military forces and national police forces 

Active and reserve components of each of the above categories.
(b) Period to be covered

The census should supply the following data for each of the above 
categories:

Strength on a date to be designated by the control organ; 
Daily average strength for the preceding year;
Total effectives released during the preceding year expressed 

as a percentage of the average strength during the preceding 
year.

(c) Forms
The above information should be submitted on forms prescribed 

by the control organ.
(d) Timing

Census reports should be submitted simultaneously by all States.

II. Conventional armaments 
Scope and nature of census

1. The census should indicate quantities in the following categories: 
Ground forces:

Automatic weapons and artillery, classified by type and caliber. 
Armour, classified by tonnage.

514543—60—vol. 1------16
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Naval forces:
Combatant ships, classified by type and tonnage.

Air forces:
Combatant aircraft, classified by type.

2. The census should include total quantities of materiel both in 
service and in reserve.

3. Provisions applying to the period to be covered., the form, and 
the timing of “personnel”, census, as indicated in 1,2 b, c, and d, above, 
should apply to the materiel census.

B. VERIFICATION"

I. General recommendations
1. The control organ should enjoy within the limits indicated above 

(Section I, paragraph 5) the greatest possible freedom of movement 
and access to data fully depicting the level of conventional armaments 
and effectives of each State.

2. The activities to be verified should be specified in the international 
agreement.

3. The control organ should be empowered to direct investigations 
by international verification teams which will perform all inspections, 
spot-checks, and physical counts needed for an adequate cross-checking 
of the reported information.

4. For the purpose of spot-checks, States would be requested to 
submit reports showing figures as of any date which the control organ 
might designate, for each or part of the categories of information 
covered by the census reports.

5. To resolve doubts which may be raised by one or several govern
ments or by the control organ itself, provision should be made for 
special supplemental inspections^

II. Scope and nature

1. Effectives

The complete order of battle should be made available to the con
trol organ.

2. Comentional armaments

In addition to the inspection of relevant records, verification should 
be based upon spot-checks of materiel both in service and in reserve 
wherever stored.
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S ection  I I I

PROPOSALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
ORGAN OF CONTROL

I. Function of the Control Organ

The function of the Control Organ will be to give effect to the 
census and verification measures concerning conventional armaments 
and effectives as set out in Sections I  and II, in accordance with the 
terms of the international agreement which will sanction the adoption 
of such measures and in compliance with the directives of the Secu
rity Council.

II. Relationship of the Control Organ 
to the other organs of the United Nations

The Control Organ will be directly subordinated to the Security 
Council and will enjoy such relationships to the other organs of the 
United Nations as result therefrom.

III. Structure of the Control Organ

The Control Organ will consist of:
—a Central Control Authority 
—an Inspectorate 
—a. Secretariat.

IV. The Central Control Authority

1. F/wnction of the Central Control Authority
The function of the Authority will be to ensure the execution of the 

census and verification measures, including the following respon
sibilities:

(a) To interpret the terms of the international agreement concern
ing these measures and to settle any controversial issue arising 
therefrom;
(b) To direct the activities of the Inspectorate; in particular to 
determine the organization of the Inspectorate according to the 
specific problems raised by the verification of census reports, from 
each State;
(c) To produce and distribute to Member States the standard forms 

; of reports to be returned by Member States; \
(d) To set dates for the submission of the reports;
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(©) To submit to the Security Council, for publication, the reports 
of Member States, the findings of the Inspectorate, and the con
clusions of the Authority;
(f) To determine its own rules of procedure, which should include 
the provision that decisions on all matters which require voting will 
be adopted by a simple majority;
(g) To determine the organization of the Secretariat and to direct 
its activities so as to fulfil the needs of the Authority and of the 
Inspectorate.

2. Composition of the Central Control Authority
The Member States represented in the Authority will be those rep

resented in the Security (Council.
Each member State will be represented by one delegate and one dep

uty delegate. These delegates may be assisted by technical advisers 
appointed by each Member State.

V. The Inspectorate
1. Function of the Inspectorate

The function of the Inspectorate will be to carry out the verifica
tion measures in compliance with the directives of the Authority, 
including the following responsibilities:

(a) To carry out checks and cross-checks of the appropriate docu
ments, and inspection of bases, depots, and other installations, neces
sary for the verification of the personnel and materiel census;
(b) To adapt verification methods to the specific problems raised 
in connection with inspection in each State;
(c) To report immediately to the Authority all discrepancies found 
and to carry out all additional cross-checks which may be necessary;
(d) To report to the Authority any disagreement which may arise 
during the course of inspection;
(e) To report its findings to the Authority upon the completion of 
the verification.

2. Composition of the Inspectorate
The Authority will designate mem,bers of the Inspectorate by means 

of selection from lists submitted by each Member State.
This designation should be set up so as to afford the Inspectorate 

a broadly international composition.
The Inspectorate for each State will not include any national from 

the State being inspected. However, when a State is being inspected, 
it will provide a liaison to facilitate the task of the Inspectorate.
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3. Status of the Members of the Inspectorate
The members of the Inspectorate will enjoy the status and immuni

ties appropriate to the performance of their functions.

VI. The Secretariat
1. Function of the Secretariat

The function of the Secretariat will be to assist the Authority and 
the Inspectorate in carrying out their tasks.

2. Staff of the Secretariat
The staff of the Secretariat will be provided by the Secretary- 

General of the United Nations.

37. Statement by President Truman Regarding Atomic 
Explosion in the Soviet Union, September 23, 1949 1

I  believe the American people, to the fullest extent consistent with 
national security, are entitled to be informed of all developments in 
the field of atomic energy. That is my reason for making public the 
following information.

We have evidence that within recent weeks an atomic explosion 
occurred in the U.S.S.R.

Ever since atomic energy was first released by man, the eventual 
development of this new force by other nations was to be expected. 
This probability has always been taken into account by us.

Nearly four years ago I pointed out that “Scientific opinion appears 
to be practically unanimous that the essential theoretical knowledge 
upon which the discovery is based is already widely known. There is 
also substantial agreement that foreign research can come abreast 
of our present theoretical knowledge in time.” 2 And, in the Three- 
Nation Declaration of the President of the United States and the 
Prime Ministers of the United Kingdom and of Canada, dated No
vember 15,1945, it was emphasized that no single nation could in fact 
have a monopoly of atomic weapons.3

This recent development emphasizes once again, if indeed such 
emphasis were needed, the necessity for that truly effective enforce
able international control of atomic energy which this Government 
and the large majority of the members of the United Nations support.

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Oct. 3, 1949, p. 487. See also statement of
Sept. 23,1949, by Secretary of State Acbeson (ibid.).

3 Message to Congress, Oct. 3,1945 (ibid., Oct. 7,1945, p. 514).
* Ante, doc. 1.



208 DOCUMENT 38 : OCTOBER li;  1949

38. United States Draft Resolution on Conventional Ar
maments, Introduced in the Security Council, October 
11, 1949 1

The Security Council,
Having received and examined the second progress report of the 

Commission for Conventional Armaments,2 together with its annexes 
and accompanying resolutions,

Takes note of this report and the state of progress it represents in 
the development of the Commission’s established plan of work, 

Approves the resolutions concerning items 1 and 2 of the Commis
sion’s plan of work adopted by the'Commission at its 13th meeting 
on 12 August 1948,3 which are attached to the report, and 

Directs the Secretary-General to transmit this report, its annexes 
and accompanying resolutions, together with the record of the Se
curity Council’s consideration of this subject, to the General Assembly 
fpr its information.

39. French Draft Resolution on Conventional Arma
ments, Introduced in the Security Council, October
11, 19494

The Security Council,
Recalling that in resolution 192 (III) of 19 November 1948,5 the 

General Assembly (i) considered that the aim of the reduction

1 U.N. doc. S/1398, in General Assembly Official R ecords: Fifth Session, Sup
plement No. 2 (A/1361), “Report of the Security Council to the General Assem
bly Covering the period from 16 July 1949 to 15 July 1950,” p. 36. The vote in 
the Security Council was 9-2, the Soviet Union and the Ukraine opposing^ 
The resolution thus failed because of the Soviet veto. The Security Council 
then adopted a British resolution directing the Secretary-General to transmit 
the Commission’s report and appended documents, together with a record of 
the Security Council discussion, to the General Assembly (S/1403). The vote 
on the British motion was 9l-0-2, the Soviet Union and the Ukraine abstaining.

2U.N. doc. S/1371 (not printed here).
3 Ante, docs. 25 and 26. 1
4 U.N. doc. S/1399, in General Assembly Official Records: Fifth Session, Sup

plement No. 2 (A/1361), “Report of the Security Council to the General Assembly 
Covering the period from 16 July 1949 to 15 July 1950,” p. 37. Amended Oct. 
14 by the French representative to provide for the transmission to the General 
Assembly *of the records of relevant discussions in the Security Council, the 
Commission for Conventional Armaments, and the Working Committee (U.N. 
doc. S/1399/Rev. 1). The Security Council vote on the amended resolution
(Oct. 18) was 9-2, the Soviet Union and the Ukraine opposing. The miotion 
thus failed because of the Soviet veto.

6 Ante, doc. 32.
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of conventional^ armaments could only be attained in an at
mosphere of real . and lasting improvement in international re
lations, which implied in particular the application of control of 
atomic energy involving the prohibition of the atomic weapon, but 
(ii) noted on the other hand that this renewal of confidence would 
be greatly encouraged if States were placed in possession of precise 
and verified data as to the level of their respective conventional arma
ments and armed forces, -•

And recalling that in the sixth paragraph of resolution 192 (III) 
of 19 November 1948, the General Assembly trusted that the Com
mission for Conventional Armaments, in carrying out its plan of 
work, would devote its first attention to formulating principles for 
the receipt, checking and publication, by an international organ of 
control within the framework of the Security Council, of full in
formation to be supplied by Member States with regard to their 
effectives and their conventional armaments,

Aware that in the seventh paragraph of the same resolution, the 
General Assembly invited the Security Council to report to the As
sembly not later than its next regular session on the effect given to 
the recommendation contained in the said resolution,

Having received aind examined the proposals contained in the work
ing; paper adopted by the Commission for Conventional Armaments 
at its 19th meeting on 1 August 1949 (S/1372) ,x 

Approves these proposals as constituting the necessary basis for 
the implementation of the sixth paragraph of the above-mentioned 
resolution of the General Assembly; and 

Invites the Secretary-General to transmit the said proposals and 
the records of the discussions of the Security Council to the General 
Assembly.

1 Ante, doc. 36.
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40. French Draft Resolution on Conventional Arms Cen
sus, Introduced in the Security Council, October 14, 
19491

The Security Council recognizes as an essential part of any effective 
system of disarmament the submission by States of full information 
on conventional armaments and armed forces together with adequate 
procedures for complete verification of such information.

As regards the principle of submitting information on atomic 
weapons, the Council recalls that the submission of full information 
on atomic material and facilities, including atomic weapons, is an 
integral part of the United Nations plan of control and prohibition 
approved by the General Assembly on 4 November 1948, to ensure 
effective prohibition of atomic weapons.2

41. Statement by the United States Representative (Aus
tin) to the Security Council, October 14, 1949 8

There is a grave responsibility on all of us as Members of this Coun
cil to guard against deluding the peoples of the world by our discus
sions here on the subject of disarmament. I t is not so important to 
find who is at fault, as it is to correct misunderstanding.

Disarmament is not an easy business or a simple business. It is a 
cruelty and a fraud to make it appear that it is.

Any one who is thinking scientifically about disarmament knows 
that it is wholly impossible of achievement unless it is approached 
gradually and on a basis of orderly and systematic evolution.

1 U.N. doc. S/1408/Rev. 1, in General Assembly Official Records: Fifth Session, 
Supplement No. 2 (A/1361), “Report of the Security Council to the General 
Assembly Covering the period from 16 July 1949 to 15 July 1950,” p. 38. The
Security Council vote on this resolution (Oct. 18) was 8-2-1, the Soviet Union and 
the Ukraine opposing and Argentina abstaining. The French motion thus failed 
because of the Soviet veto. At the same meeting the Security Council rejected 
the following Soviet resolution: “The Security Council recognizes as essential 
the submission by States both of information on armed forces and conventional 
armaments and of information on atomic weapons” (S/1405/Rev. 1; ibid .). The 
vote on the Soviet motion was 3-1-7, Egypt, the Soviet Union, and the Ukraine 
voting in favor and China opposing.

3 Ante, doc. 29.
8 U.S. Mission to the United Nations press release 707, Oct. 14, 1949. State

ment made at the 451st meeting.
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We have heard much involved discussion about the necessity of 
developing conditions of world confidence before disarming and, 
conversely, disarming in order to engender conditions of world con
fidence. Actually the problem is not as circular as it may seem. It 
is rather the problem of the infant who must learn to crawl before 
he can walk and leap. It is playing fast and loose with the hopes 
and aspirations of men to make them think that by some magic we 
can transform ourselves instantly from knights to bishops.

Our Soviet colleagues prof ess a great impatience about this matter of 
disarmament. They have charged over and over again that the 
separation of atomic weapons from all other weapons for separate 
treatment in the Atomic Energy Commission and the Conventional 
Armaments Commission was deliberately planned and engineered to 
bring about a blockage against progress in both fields. They have 
proposed, an across-the-board disarmament of one-third of the arma
ments and armed forces of the five permanent members of the Security 
Council without any indication of how such a hit-and-miss scheme 
would be accomplished, and with almost complete indifference as to the 
necessity of obtaining authentic and verified data concerning the 
armaments and armed forces to be thus arbitrarily divided. They 
have scoffed at the French census and verification proposals1 which 
we have now before us as an idle divertissement from the real task 
of immediate and effective disarmament.

But how can these things all be accomplished at once? Have the 
Soviets some magic formula by which they can do many things at 
one and the same time? If so, they have certainly kept it com
pletely to themselves, if they are to be judged on the record of their 
performances in the Atomic Energy Commission and in the Commis
sion for Conventional Armaments.

Let us consider for a moment the objection which they have made 
the core of all of their arguments in the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments—the separation of the field of atomic energy and atomic 
weapons for consideration by the Atomic Energy Commission from 
the field of conventional armaments and armed forces which was 
turned over to the Commission for Conventional Armaments. How 
would it have been possible for one and the same body at one and 
the same time to have considered together the widely dissimilar prob
lems of these two fields? Surely there can be no question but what 
the assignment of these two phases of the total disarmament problem 
to one Commission would have required a division of the problem 
into its two principal parts and the formation of sub-committees to

1 Ante, docs. 39 and 40.
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deal with them separately. Any attempt to deal with them together 
simultaneously would have resulted in utter confusion and would 
have left us today far short of the substantial progress which has 
already been achieved in the atomic field and the more limited progress 
attained in the area of conventional armaments and armed f orces.

I  do not say that the blocking of this progress was the objective 
toward which our Soviet colleagues were striving. What I  do call upon 
them to demonstrate, however, is how the work of either the Atomic 
Energy Commission or the Conventional Armaments Commission has 
in any way been hampered by the separation of the one from the other.

This is one of the principal areas in which the peoples of the world 
have become thoroughly confused. They do not understand juris
dictional distinctions and they are not especially interested in trying 
to understand them. But they do understand the importance of one 
person or one body trying to do only one thing at a time, and they do 
understand the importance of taking first things first.

Those were the considerations which led the General Assembly to 
take, up as one of the first items of its business in the First General 
Assembly of January 1946, the establishment of the Atomic Energy 
Commission to work out a system for the control of atomic energy to 
ensure its use only for peaceful purposes and for the elimination of 
atomic weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction.1 That 
decision of the General Assembly was a unanimous decision and the 
proof of its wisdom is seen clearly in the events which have trans
pired in the nearly four years which have elapsed since it was made.

The Soviet representatives have tried to argue that this division 
of the armaments field between two Commissions was deliberately 
brought about simply to make it possible to play the inaction of one 
Commission off against the other. The complete refutation of this 
argument lies in the outstanding achievement of the Atomic Energy 
Commission in evolving a complete and effective plan of control of 
atomic energy and elimination of atomic weapons—a plan which has 
met with the acceptance and approval of the overwhelming majority 
of the member states of the United Nations. This is a record of 
action, not inaction—a record which could not have been achieved had 
the problems of the atomic field been commingled and confused with 
the wholly different problems in the field of conventional armaments.

The Atomic Energy Commission had more than a year’s head 
start on the Commission for Conventional Armaments. The record 
of its achievement is [,] therefore, a greater one. But the Conven
tional Armaments Commission has made progress of its own as we 
have witnessed here in our recent consideration of the Commission’s

xAnt0, doc. 3.
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Second Progress Eeport1 and as we are now witnessing further in our 
consideration of the French census and verification proposals. Here 
again it is doubtful if even this admittedly limited progress could 
have been achieved had the two fields been merged together for single 
treatment.

We have recognized from the very beginning that the two fields 
are intim,ately related to each other—that they are two parts or 
phases of the single over-all problem of disarmament. , But we have 
insisted that the only way in which any orderly progress could be 
achieved was to deal with the quite different problems of the two 
fields in parallel fashion rather than in the complex mixture the 
Soviet has been contending for.

I  wish to emphasize that the problem of the control of atomic 
energy and the prohibition of atomic weapons is of an entirely 
different nature from the problem of the regulation and reduction 
of conventional armaments. Atomic energy poses a new and unique 
problem to the world. The nuclear fuels used or produced in atomic 
energy plants are the same nuclear explosives used in atomic weapons. 
Their conversion from one to the other could take place rapidly 
and without warning. Therefore, controls over such plants must be 
of an entirely different nature, which are neither necessary nor 
desirable in the field of conventional armaments.

The dispute is not one of technical niceties. I t is one based on 
considerations of common sense and comm,on experience. It is simply 
a matter of taking one thing at a time in order to get something done. 
In their efforts to make out of it some sinister plot by the majority, 
the Soviet representatives have been trying to muddy the waters so 
that they will fail to reflect clearly the true Soviet countenance, which 
is one of complete opposition to any real plan of effective disarma
ment.

The same attitude has been evidenced by the Soviet in advancing 
their one-third disarmament proposal^ and in their opposition to 
the census and verification proposals presently pending before us. 
They charge that these, latter proposals have been brought up as a 
diversion and distraction from the real business of disarmament. 
They would impatiently brush them aside as an irrelevance.

1The second progress report (S/C.3/32/Rev. 1 and Corr. 1) was transmitted 
to the Security Council by the chairman of the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments on Aug. 9, 1949 (S/1371, in Security Council Official Records: 
JPowrth Year, Supplement for September, October, November and December 
1949, pp. 1-2). Copies of the Commission’s resolutions of Aug. 12, 1948 (ante,
docs. 25 and 26) were attached to the report.

3 Ante, doc. 27.
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But you can not disarm first and then agree on a plan of disarma
ment. That is what they would have us do. They might as well 
suggest that we build a house and then hire an architect to draw up 
the plans for the house.

To be well-built, the house of disarmament must be built carefully 
according to well thought-out plans and firmly on strong foundations. 
We do no service to the world or to ourselves to rush into haphazard 
constructions without plans of validity and materials of tested 
strength.

For honest and effective disarmament in the field of atomic energy 
and atomic weapons we have a well-considered plan—the plan 
approved by the overwhelming majority of the United Nations, at 
the Third General Assembly last fall.1 I t is to this plan that we 
direct the attention of all who would seek an answer to the baseless 
charge of the Soviet representative in his statement here a few days 
ago, when he asserted that “the leading circles of the United States 
of America have bent all efforts to prevent the prohibition of the 
atomic weapons from being adopted and to exclude the collection 
of information on this weapon.” 2

Similarly, in the field of conventional armaments and armed forces, 
the census and verification proposals advanced by the French and 
approved by the Commission for Conventional Armaments,3 repre
sent an honest and effective step in the direction of the development 
of a plan for disarmament comparable to that which has already been 
developed for the atomic field. They are, it is true, a long way from 
an actual plan of disarmament and they are not put forward, as the 
Soviet Representative has charged, as any substitute for such a plan. 
But they are a beginning and an honest beginning, and anyone who 
is sincerely in favor of disarmament can not help but support them.

In its avowed eagerness to get ahead rapidly with the business of 
disarmament how can the Soviet oppose them? Can it be because 
they provide for a tight and effective system of verification which 
will ensure accurate results; a system of verification which has been 
significantly absent from every single proposal advanced by the

1 Ante, doc. 29.
2 Statement of Oct. 11, 1949 (General Assembly Official, Records: Fifth Ses

sion, Supplement No. 2 (A/1361), “Report of the Security Council to the General 
Assembly Covering the period from 16 July 1949 to 15 July 1950,” pp. 37-38). 
Made at the 450th meeting.

* Ante, doc. 36.
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Soviet, including its most recent proposal advanced here at the con
clusion of our last meeting?1

The United States Government has supported the French census and 
verification proposals in the Commission for Conventional Arma
ments, and it is supporting them here in the Security Council, pre
cisely because after careful and prolonged study they have been found 
to be constructive proposals, constituting a bonafide response to the 
request of the General Assembly in its Resolution of 19 November 
1948.2 The United States recognizes what these proposals entail in 
the system of inspection and checking for which they provide. We are 
willing to submit ourselves to such a system of inspection and check
ing. We do not feel sensitive about it or regard that its being called 
for is any reflection upon our integrity or our sovereignty.

If  the Soviet’s impatience with the slowness of progress toward 
disarmament is genuine, there is an obvious means by which it can 
ensure that the process is speeded up. Let them accept these census 
and verification proposals as a first step and then let us together 
go forward with the business laid out for the Commission for Con
ventional Armaments. We are ready to go forward just as swiftly 
as they, provided we are travelling together on a road that leads to 
disarmament. But we refuse to set out upon a blind alley with them.

We of the United Nations are indebted to the French for their 
careful painstaking work in blazing the beginning of a trail with 
their census and verification proposals. We are further indebted to 
them for illuminating the trail for us by the draft resolution which 
they have just introduced to meet the glaring inadequacies of the 
Resolution put forward by the Soviet representative last Tuesday.

In conclusion, I  would like to reiterate the necessity of keeping the 
people of the world clear as to what is going on in the work of the 
United Nations toward disarmament. They cannot be reminded too 
often that there is no quick and easy short-cut to disarmament. They 
must not be deluded by those who would make it appear that there 
is such a way.

What a vast relief it would be if we in the United Nations could 
make possible some reduction in the heavy expenditures for arma
ments necessary for world security.

The census and verification proposals would advance us toward 
that objective. The United States Government will support these 
proposals as contained in the draft resolution submitted by the dis
tinguished representative of France.

1 “The Security Council recognizes as essential the submission by States both 
of information on armed forces and conventional armaments and of information 
on atomic weapons.” (General Assembly Official Records: Fifth Session, Sup
plement No. 2 (A/1361), ‘‘Report of the Security Council to the General Assembly 
Covering the period from 16 July 1949 to 15 July 1950,” p. 38.)

2 Ante, doc. 32.
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42. Statement on Atomic Energy Control by the Repre
sentatives of Canada, China, France, the United King
dom, and the United States, October 25, 1949 1

On 24 October 1949, the representatives of Canada, China, France, 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of America 
agreed to send to the Secretary-General of the United Nations, for 
transmission to the General Assembly, the following interim report 
on the consultations of the six permanent members of the Atomic En
ergy Commission:

“In paragraph 8 of General Assembly resolution 191 (III) of 4 
November 1948,2 the representatives of the sponsoring Powers, who 
are the permanent Members of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
namely, Canada, China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
and the United States of America, were requested to hold consulta
tions ‘in order to determine if there exists a basis for agreement on 
the international control 6f atomic energy to ensure its use only for 
peaceful purposes and for the elimination from national armaments 
of atomic weapons’.

“The first meeting took place on 9 August 1949. The consultations 
have not vet been concluded and are continuing but, in order to in
form the General Assembly of the position which has so far been 
reached, the six sponsoring Powers have decided to transmit to it 
the summary records of the first ten meetings.”

It was agreed by the group that any of the representatives of the 
Governments taking part in these consultations retained the right to 
submit to the Assembly their observations on the course of the con
sultations so far. The representatives of Canada, China, France, the 
United Kingdom and the United States accordingly submit to the 
General Assembly this statement, which represents their joint views, 
in the hope that it may assist the Assembly in its consideration of 
this problem.
Basis of discussion

I t was found desirable to approach these consultations from the 
viewpoint of general principles rather than specific proposals which 
had been the basis of most of the discussion in the United Nations 
Atomic Energy Commission. To this end, the representative of the 
United Kingdom offered a list of topics as a basis for discussion. Iii-

1 U.N. doc. A/1050, in General Assembly Official Records: Fourth Session,
Supplement No. 15, ^International Gontrol of Atomic Energy,” pp. 33-37.

3 Ante, doc. 29.
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eluded in this paper was a statement of principles relating to each 
topic (annexI).

I t was pointed out that the United Kingdom statement of prin
ciples was based on the plan approved by the General Assembly,1 
but at the same time covered the essential topics with which any plan 
for the prohibition of atomic weapons and the control of atomic en- 
ergy would have to deal. The list of topics was then adopted as the 
basis for discussion. The representatives of Canada, China, France, 
the United Kingdom and the United States made it clear that their 
Governments accepted the statement of principles set forth in this 
paper and considered them essential to any plan of effective prohibi
tion of atomic weapons and effective control of atomic energy for 
peaceful purposes. They expressed the readiness of their Govern
ments to consider any alternative proposals which might be put for
ward, but emphasized that they would continue to support the plan 
approved by the General Assembly unless and until proposals were 
made which would provide equally or more effective and workable 
means of control and prohibition.
Prohibition of atomic weapons

At the request of the representative of the Soviet Union, the ques
tion of the prohibition of atomic weapons was taken up first. The 
texts which served as a basis for the discussion were point 4 of the 
statement of principles, and an amendment submitted by the Soviet 
Union to replace that text (annex I I ) .

In the course of the discussion, the representative of the Soviet 
Union declared that the representatives of all six sponsoring Powers 
were in agreement in recognizing that atomic weapons should be pro
hibited, and he therefore drew the conclusion that his amendment 
should be accepted. The other representatives pointed out that it had 
always been agreed that the production, possession or use of atomic 
weapons by all nations must be prohibited. But it was also agreed 
that prohibition could only be enforced by means of an effective sys
tem of control. This was recognized even in the amendment of the 
Soviet Union, but the remainder of the amendment contained a repe
tition of the earlier USSR proposals for control which had been 
deemed inadequate.

The representative of the Soviet Union insisted that two separate 
conventions, one on prohibition and the other on control, should be 
put into effect simultaneously. The other representatives maintained 
that the important point to be resolved was what constituted effective 
control, and that this control had to embrace all uses of atomic ma
terials in dangerous quantities. In their view the USSR proposals 
would not only fail to, provide the security required but they would

1 Ante, docs. 10, 19, 29.
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be so inadequate as to be dangerous. They would delude the peoples 
of the world into thinking that atomic energy was being controlled 
when in fact it was not. On the other hand, under the approved 
plan, the prohibition of the use of atomic weapons would rest not 
only on the pledge of each nation, but no nation would be permitted 
to possess the materials with which weapons could be made. Further
more, the Government of the Soviet Union took an impracticable 
stand as regards the question of timing or stages by which prohibition 
and control would be brought into effect.
Stages for 'putting into effect prohibition and control

On this topic, the representative of the Soviet Union maintained 
that the entire system of prohibition and control must be put into 
effect simultaneously over the entire nuclear industry.

The representatives of the other Powers pointed out that this 
would be physically impossible. The development of atomic energy 
is the world’s newest industry, and already is one of the most com
plicated. I t would not be reasonable to assume that any effective 
system of control could be introduced and enforced overnight. Con
trol and prohibition must, therefore, go into effect over a period of 
time and by a series of stages.

The plan approved by the General Assembly on 4 November 1948 
does not attempt to define what the stages should be* the order in 
which they should be put into effect, or the time which the whole 
process of transition would take. The reason for this is that no de
tailed provisions on stages could be drawn up until agreement is 
reached on what the control system should be, and the provisions 
would also depend on the state of development of atomic energy in 
the various countries at the time agreement is reached. Until then, 
detailed study of the question of stages would be unrealistic.

Meanwhile, the approved plan covers the question of stages in so 
far as it can usefully be carried at present. The plan provides that the 
schedule of stages of application of control and prohibition over all 
the many phases of the entire nuclear industry is to be written into 
the treaty, with the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission as 
the body to supervise their orderly implementation. No other com
mitment or position on this question is contained in the approved 
plan.

Control
(a) Means of control
The representative of the Soviet Union insisted, as in the past, that 

any plan of control, to be acceptable to the Soviet Union, must be 
based on the USSR proposals for control, originally put forward in 
June 1947 (document AEC/24 of 11 June 1947)1 which provide for

1 Ante, doc. 16.
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periodic inspection of nationally owned plants producing or using 
atomic materials, when declared to an international control organ 
by the Governments concerned.

The representatives of Canada, China, France, the United King
dom and the United States recalled that the nuclear fuels produced 
or used in such plants are the very nuclear explosives used in the 
manufacture of weapons. A new situation therefore was created 
in the field of armaments where the conversion of a peaceful industry 
into a war industry could take place rapidly and without warning.

In dealing with such materials a system of control depending merely 
on inspection would be ineffective. For ordinary chemical or mineral 
substances and their processing inspection might provide adequate 
guarantees, but atomic development presented special problems which 
could not be solved in this way. Materials used in the development 
of atomic energy were highly radioactive and could not, therefore, 
be handled except by remote control. The process of measuring 
atomic fuels was extremely intricate and, at the present stage of our 
knowledge, subject to appreciable error. I t  would be impracticable 
to rely on the inspection of plants and impossible to check the actual 
amounts of atomic materials inside piles or reactors against the 
amounts shown in the records.

A system- of inspection alone would not prevent the clandestine 
diversion of atomic materials to war purposes from plants designed 
for peaceful use, and would provide no guarantee that, in spite of any 
treaty, a nation which was determined to continue the secret manu
facture of atomic weapons would be prevented from doing so. A 
plan based on periodic inspection, on which the Soviet Union insists, 
would be even less adequate than one based on continuous inspection.

The representative of the Soviet Union dismissed these arguments 
as exaggerated or non-existent.

Since there was evidence that an atomic explosion had been pro
duced in the Soviet Union, the USSR representative was asked 
whether he had any new evidence derived from USSE experience to 
support his contention that periodic inspection would be sufficient to 
assure control. No answer has yet been received to this question.

The five Powers remain convinced that any system of inspection 
alone would be inadequate and that in order to provide security the 
international control agency must itself operate and manage danger
ous facilities and must hold dangerous atomic materials and facilities 
for making or using dangerous quantities of such materials in trust 
for Member States.

(&) Ownership
During the consultations, the question of ownership, which has 

often been represented as the real obstacle to agreement on control, 
was the subject of an extended exchange of views.

514543— 60—vol. 1------ 17
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The representative of the Soviet Union argued that international 
management and operation were equivalent to international owner
ship, and that neither international ownership nor international man
agement and operation was essential to control. He stated that his 
Government would not accept either.

The representatives of the other sponsoring Powers refuted the 
interpretation put by the USSR representative on ownership, man
agement and operation. For the reasons given, they believed that the 
management and operation of dangerous facilities must be entrusted 
to the international agency. Management and operation were clearly 
among the more important rights conferred by ownership. Since 
effective control would be impossible unless these rights were exer
cised by the agency, the nations on whose territories such facilities 
were situated would have to renounce important rights normally con
ferred by ownership. This did not necessarily mean the complete 
devolution of the rights of ownership to the agency; for example, the 
agency would not have the right arbitrarily to close atomic power 
plants; it would have to conform to national legislation as regards 
public health and working conditions; it could not construct plants at 
will but only in agreement with the nation concerned. Moreover, the 
agency would not be free to determine the production policy for nu
clear fuel since this would follow provisions to be laid down in ad
vance in the treaty. The treaty would also determine the quotas for 
production and consumption of atomic fuel. Finally, the agency 
would hold materials and facilities in trust and would not therefore 
be able to manage or dispose of them arbitrarily or for its own profit 
but only for the benefit of Member States.

There might well be other rights which would normally be con
ferred by ownership and which were not specifically mentioned in the 
approved plan. Their disposition would follow a simple principle. 
If  there were rights, the exercise of which could impair the effective
ness of control, individual nations would be required to renounce 
them. Otherwise they might retain them.

If  individual nations agreed to renounce national ownership of 
dangerous atomic materials and the right of managing and operating 
plants making or using them, in favor of an international agency 
acting for the international community, such agreement would be on 
the basic principle, and there would be no need to quarrel over 
terminology.
(c) Sovereignty

A further argument put forward by the representative of the Soviet 
Union was that to confer on any international agency the powers sug
gested in the statement of principles would constitute a gross infringe-
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ment of national sovereignty and would permit the international 
agency to interfere in the internal economy of individual nations.

In answer to this argument it was pointed out that any plan for 
international prohibition and control must involve some surrender of 
sovereignty. The representatives of the other Powers argued that 
it was indefensible to reject a plan for the international control of 
atomic energy on the purely negative ground that it would infringe 
national sovereignty. The ideal of international co-operation and, 
indeed, the whole concept on which the United Nations was based, 
would be meaningless if States insisted on the rigid maintenance of 
all their sovereign rights. The question was not one of encroachment 
on sovereignty, but of assuring the security of the world, which could 
only be attained by the voluntary association of nations in the exer
cise of certain rights of sovereignty in an open and co-operating world 
community.

The representative of the Soviet Union remarked that, while some 
representatives had stated that their Governments were prepared to 
waive sovereignty provided that the majority plan was accepted, the 
Government of the USSR would not agree to do so.

Basic obstacles in the way of agreement
I t appears from these consultations that, as in the past, the Soviet 

Union will not negotiate except on the basis of the principles set forth 
in the USSR proposals of June 1947.

The essential points in the control" proposals of the Soviet Union 
and the reasons for their rejection by the other five Powers  ̂as brought 
out in the consultations, are as follows:

The Soviet Union proposes that nations should continue to own 
explosive atomic materials.

The other five Powers feel that under such conditions there would 
be no effective protection against the sudden use of these materials as 
atomic weapons.

The Soviet Union proposes that nations continue, as at present, to 
own, operate and manage facilities making or using dangerous quan
tities of such materials.

The other five Powers believe that, under such conditions, it would 
be impossible to detect or prevent the diversion of such materials for 
use in atomic weapons.

The Soviet Union proposes a system of control depending on peri
odic inspection of facilities the existence of which the national Gov
ernment concerned reports to the international agency, supplemented 
by special investigations on suspicion of treaty violations.

The other five Powers; believe that periodic inspection would not 
prevent the diversion of dangerous materials and that the special
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investigations envisaged would be wholly insufficient to prevent 
clandestine activities.

Other points of difference, including insistence by the Soviet Union 
on the right to veto the recommendations of the international control 
agency, have not yet been discussed in the consultations.

Conclusions
These consultations have not yet succeeded in bringing about agree

ment between the USSR and the other five Powers, but they have 
served to clarify some of the points on which there is disagreement.

I t  is apparent that there is a fundamental difference not only on 
methods but also on aims. All of the sponsoring Powers other than 
the USSR put world security first and are prepared to accept inno
vations in traditional concepts of international co-operation, national 
sovereignty and economic organization where these are necessary for 
security. The Government of the USSR puts its sovereignty first and 
is unwilling to accept measures which may impinge upon or interfere 
with its rigid exercise of unimpeded state sovereignty.

If  this fundamental difference could be overcome, other differences 
which have hitherto appeared insurmountable could be seen in true 
perspective, and reasonable ground might be found for their adjust
ment.

ANNEX 1

List of topics and statement of principles prepared by the
representative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland

1. International system of control
(a) There should be a strong and comprehensive international sys

tem for the control of atomic energy and the prohibition of atomic 
weapons, aimed at attaining the objectives set forth in the resolutions 
of the General Assembly of 24 January 1946.1 Such an international 
system should be established, and its scope and functions defined by 
an enforceable multilateral treaty in which all nations should parti
cipate on fair and equitable terms.

(&) Policies concerning the production and use of atomic energy 
which substantially affect world security should be governed by prin
ciples established in the treaty. Production and other dangerous

1 Ante, doc. 3.
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facilities should be distributed in accordance with quotas* and 
provisions laid down in the treaty.

2. International Control Agency
(a) There should be established, within the framework of the 

Security Council, an international control agency, deriving its pow
ers and status from the treaty under which it is established. The 
agency should possess powers and be charged with responsibility nec
essary and appropriate for the prompt and effective discharge of the 
duties imposed upon it by the terms of the treaty. Its powers should 
be sufficiently broad and flexible to enable it to deal with new 
developments that may hereafter arise in the field of atomic energy.

(5) The personnel of the agency should be recruited on an 
international basis.

(c) The duly accredited representatives of the agency should be 
afforded unimpeded rights of ingress, egress and access for the per
formance of their inspections and other duties into, from and within 
the territory of every participating nation, unhindered by national 
or local authorities.

3. Exchange of information

(a) The agency and the participating nations should be guided by 
t!he general principle that there should be no secrecy concerning 
scientific and technical information on atomic energy.

(5) Tlie agency should promote amon^ all nations the exchange 
of basic scientific information bii atomic energy for peaceful ends!

4  Prohibition of atomic weapons

(a) International agreement to outlaw the national production and 
use pf atomic weapons is an essential part of this international 
system of control. .

(b) The manufacture, possession and use of atomic weapons by all 
nations and by all persons under their jurisdiction should be 
forbidden. f ;

(c) Any existing stocks of atomic weapons should be disposed of, 
and proper use should be made of nuclear fuel for peaceful purposes.

5. Development of atomic energy
(a) The development and use of atomic energy even for peaceful 

purposes are not exclusively matters of domestic concern of individual 
nations, but rather have predominantly international implications and 
repercussions. The development of atomic energy must be made an 
international cooperative enterprise in all its phases.
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(b) The agency should have positive research and developmental 
Tesponsibilities in order to remain in the forefront of atomic knowl
edge so as to render itself more effective in promoting the beneficial 
uses of atomic energy and in eliminating the destructive ones.

(c) The agency should obtain and maintain information as 
complete and accurate as possible concerning world supplies of source 
material.

6. Control over atomic materials and facilities
(a) The agency should hold all atomic source materials, nuclear 

fuels and dangerous facilities in trust for the participating nations 
and be responsible for ensuring that the provisions of the treaty in 
regard to their disposition are executed.

(&) The agency should have the exclusive right to operate and 
manage all dangerous atomic facilities.

(c) In any matters affecting security, nations cannot have any pro
prietary right or rights of decision arising therefrom over atomic 
source materials, nuclear fuels or dangerous facilities located within 
their territories.

(d) The agency must be given indisputable control of the source 
materials promptly after their separation from their natural deposits, 
and on taking possession should give fair and equitable compensation 
determined by agreement with the nation concerned.

(e) Activities related to atomic energy, which are non-dangerous 
to security, such as mining and milling of source material, and 
research, may be operated by nations or persons under licence from 
the agency.

7. Means of detecting and 'preventing clandestine activities
The agency should have the duty of seeking out any clandestine 

activities or facilities involving source material or nuclear fuel; to 
this end it should have the power to require reports on relevant mat
ters, to verify these reports and obtain such other information as it 
deems necessary by direct inspection or other means, all subject to 
appropriate limitations.

8. Stages
The treaty should embrace the entire programme for putting the 

international system of control into effect, and should provide a 
schedule for the completion of the transitional process over a period 
of time, step by step, in an orderly and agreed sequence leading 
to the full and effective establishment of international control of 
atomic energy and prohibition of atomic weapons.
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ANNEX 2

Amendments submitted by the representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics to point 4 of the list of topics pre
pared by the representative of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland

4. Prohibition of atomic weapons
(a) An international convention outlawing the production, use 

and possession of atomic weapons is an essential part of any system 
of international control of atomic energy. In order to be effective, 
such a convention should be supplemented by the establishment of a 
universal system of international control, including inspection to en
sure that the provisions of the convention are carried out and “to 
protect States observing the convention from possible violations and 
evasions”.

(b) The Atomic Energy Commission should forthwith proceed 
to prepare a draft convention for the prohibition of atomic weapons 
and a draft convention on control of atomic energy, on the under
standing that both conventions should be concluded and brought into 
effect simultaneously.

(c) Atomic weapons should not b© used in any circumstances. The 
production, possession and use of atomic weapons by any State, agency 
or person whatsoever should be prohibited.

(d) All existing stocks of finished and unfinished atomic weapons 
should be destroyed within three months of the date of entry into 
force of the convention for the prohibition of atomic weapons. Nu
clear fuel contained in the said atomic weapons should be used for 
peaceful purposes.

43. Statement by the United States Representative (Hick- 
erson) to the Ad Hoc Political Committee of the Gen
eral Assembly, November 11,1949 1

Yesterday the Soviet Representative repeated2 almost every argu
ment, charge, and distortion previously made by various Soviet rep
resentatives against the motives of the United States and other

1 Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 28, 1949, pp. 811-813. Statement made at
the 34th meeting.

3 General Assembly Official Records: Fourth Session, Ad Hoc Political Com
mittee, Thirty-thvrd Meetmff, pp. 186-189.
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members of the Atomic Energy Commission, and against the United 
Nations Plan of Control and Prohibition.
> Again, the representative of the Soviet Union gives clear evidence 
that he hasn’t read or has misunderstood, or misinterpreted, or refuses 
to believe the clear intent of the United Nations plan.

For example, the Soviet representative quoted the Baruch proposals 
to support his claim that the international agency would have the 
power to fix the quotas and, therefore, to interfere with the economic 
life of nations. But that is not what is provided in the plan developed 
by the Commission and approved by the General Assembly last fall.1 
That plan provides that quotas of each country are to be agreed upon 
and written into the treaty before the treaty is ratified and signed 
by the participating nations. The agency would thereafter be obliged 
to carry out these agreed quotas.

The Soviet representative further stated that the plan empowers 
the agency to prevent and suppress national research in the field' of 
atomic energy. This is sheer imagination. The United Nations plan 
provides that the agency should encourage and promote research in 
all national and scientific institutions and, in cooperation with the 
scientists of all nations, should publish scientific information so that 
there would no longer be secrets in the field of atomic energy.

The Soviet representative then quoted the Acheson-Lilienthal re
port of 1946 2 to justify the absurd charge that the United States might 
be in a position to retain its atomic weapons, even after the control 
plan had gone into effect. But if he read the plan approved by tlie 
General Assembly, he would find that the plan prohibits the national 
ownership or use of weapons and also prohibits the national possession 
of nuclear fuel which is in the explosive weapons. 1 When the plan 
approved by the General Assembly goes into effect, neither the United 
States nor any other nation would have in its hands atomic weapons 
or the explosive nuclear materials out of which they are made. These 
are the provisions of the plan approved by the General Assembly 
which would make the prohibition of atomic weapons effective and 
enforceable.

United Nations Plan
The United Nations plan provides that the stages of transition from 

the present situation to that of complete international control are 
to be agreed upon in advance and written into the treaty. The plan 
provides that the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, which 
operates by majority rule, shall determine when one stage is com
pleted and another shall begin. No nation would be in a position

*Antes doc. 29.
2 A Report on the International Control of Atomic Energy, Mar. 16, 1946 

(Department of State publication 2498; 1946).
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to protract or prolong this period of transition leading to full effective 
control and prohibition. All nations would be treated in exactly the 
same way. The nuclear fuel in atomic weapons in the possession of 
the United States would be removed and turned over to the interna
tional agency at exactly the same time that the nuclear fuel would be 
removed from any atomic weapons in the possession of the U.S.S.R. 
or any other nation and turned over to the international control agency.

It is apparent that the Soviet representative was not really debating 
the United Nations plan. He was discussing some sections taken out 
of context of the Acheson-Lilienthal report or out of the proposals 
first put forward by Mr. Baruch.1 He was discussing various state
ments and articles carefully selected from the press in countries where 
there is freedom of expression for every shade of opinion.

The Soviet representative charged that the purpose of the United 
Nations plan is to extend and expand an American monopoly over 
the entire nuclear industry of the world in the guise of some great 
supertrust. I  am frankly at a loss to understand how the willingness 
of the United States to turn over its atomic energy industry and 
its atomic materials to the possession, operation, and management of 
an international agency under the United Nations could be construed 
as “continuing and expanding an American monopoly”. We are 
rather proposing to participate in a great international cooperative 
in which all nations would participate on fair and equitable terms to 
develop and use atomic energy solely for peaceful purposes for the 
benefit of all mankind.

The Soviet representative told us yesterday that atomic energy was 
being used in the U.S.S.R. for such peaceful purposes as moving moun
tains, irrigating deserts, and clearing jungles. Whether or not this is 
nonsense, I  will not say. I  can say, however, that when the Soviet 
representative said this he was implying a recognition of one of the 
basic facts that must be taken into account in any solution of the 
atomic energy question; that is, the same atomic energy developed 
for peaceful uses is automatically and inescapably available for mili
tary purposes. If  nations have devices in their possession which can 
level mountains, they also have in their possession devices which can 
level cities. If  nations are permitted to own and control such power, 
no system of control or inspection can be more effective than the good 
faith, intentions, and motives of the nations possessing such power. 
That is why the United Nations plan provides for an international 
cooperative to take over all such dangerous materials and facilities 
and to make sure that they are used for peaceful purposes only. 
Because nuclear fuel can be converted so easily and almost instantane
ously into bombs, the proposals put forward by the Soviet Union 
would be wholly ineffective as a means of control.

1 Ante, doc. 4.
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The Soviet representative gave a startling confirmation of this 
yesterday.

The United States has not overlooked or neglected the peaceful side 
of atomic energy, even though we have not attempted anything so 
spectacular as mountain-moving. For example, for some time the 
United States Atomic Energy Commission has been distributing, 
either free or at very low cost, isotopes for medical and research pur
poses to any and all countries which desire them. To date, I  believe 
some 30 countries have received shipments. Soviet scientists are of
fered the same opportunities that have been given scientists of other 
countries, providing they comply with the conditions applicable to 
all. These conditions merely call for a collective and open sharing of 
scientific results and developments. What is the Soviet Union doing 
to share the knowledge of the peaceful uses it has developed?

U.S.S.R. Statement
Yesterday the Soviet representative made frequent and disparaging 

references to the statement by representatives of Canada, China, 
France, the United Kingdom, and the United States on the consulta
tions of the six permanent members of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion. The closing words of that statement are so opposite [ apposite f] 
to our discussion that I  am impelled to bring them again to the 
attention of the Committee:

It appears from these consultations that, as in  the past, the Soviet Union 
win not negotiate except on the basis of the principles set forth in the Soviet 
proposals of June 1947.

The essential points in the Soviet control proposals, and the reasons for their 
rejection by the other five Powers, as brought out in the consultations, are as 
follow s:

The Soviet Union proposes that nations should continue to own explosive 
atomic materials.

The other five powers feel that under such conditions there would be no 
effective protection against the sudden use of these materials as atomic weapons.

The Soviet Union proposes that nations continue, as at present, to own, op
erate, and manage facilities making or using dangerous quantities of such 
materials.

The other five powers believe that under such conditions it would be impos
sible to detect or prevent the diversion of such materials for use in atomic 
weapons.

The Soviet Union proposes a system of control depending on periodic inspec
tion of facilities the existence of which the national government concerned re
ports to the international agency supplemented by special investigations on 
suspicion of treaty violations.

The other five Powers believe that periodic inspection would not prevent the 
diversion of dangerous materials and the special investigations envisaged would 
be wholly insufficient to prevent clandestine activities.

Other points of difference, including Soviet insistence on the right to veto the 
recommendations of the International Control Agency, have not yet been dis
cussed in the consultations.
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These consultations have not yet succeeded in bringing about agreement be
tween the U.S.S.R. and the other five Powers, but they have served to clarify 
some of the points on which there is disagreement.

It is apparent that there is  a fundamental difference not only on methods 
but also on aims. All of the Sponsoring Powers other than the U.S.S.R. put 
world security first and are prepared to accept innovations in traditional con
cepts of international cooperation, national sovereignty, and economic organi
zation where these are necessary for security. The Government of the U.S.S.R. 
puts its sovereignty first and is unwilling to accept measures which may im
pinge upon or interfere with its rigid exercise of unimpeded state sovereignty.

If this fundamental difference could be overcome, other differences which have 
hitherto appeared unsurmountable could be seen in true perspective, and rea
sonable ground might be found for their adjustment.1

The correctness of every word of this statement was demonstrated 
by the speech of the Soviet representative yesterday.

U. S. Supports French-Canadian Resolution
Obviously, we must continue our efforts to resolve these differences. 

I  am sure we can all agree on that. The question is where and how. 
The debate in this Committee has confirmed our conviction that the 
best way to do this is to carry forward the consultations of the per
manent members of the Atomic Energy Commission in accordance 
with the terms of the resolution introduced by France and Canada.2 
I  renew the pledge I  made a few days ago that we in the United 
States, with a deep sense of humility in the face of this problem, are 
prepared to continue to do our full part in meeting the challenge of 
atomic energy. We are prepared to consider sympathetically any 
proposals or suggestions looking to a satisfactory solution. The 
efforts to resolve these differences must continue, and we, for our part, 
are ready to continue.

44. General Assembly Resolution 299 (IV): International 
Control of Atomic Energy, November 23, 1949 3

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 1 (I) of 24 January 1946, 41 (I) of 14 De

cember 1946 and 19i (III) of 4 November 1948,4

1 Ante, doc. 42.
2 Not printed here. In revised form, this resolution was approved by the 

General Assembly on Nov. 23, 1949 (post, doc. 44).
3 General Assembly Official Records: Fourth Session, Resolutions (A/1251), p. 

22. Approved by a vote of 49-5-3, the Soviet bloc opposing and Israel, South 
Africa, and Yugoslavia abstaining.

1 Ante. docs. 3. 9. and 29.
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Aware that atomic energy, if used for peace, will lead to the increase 
of human welfare, but if used for war may bring about the destruc
tion of civilization,

Anxious to free humanity from the dangers which will continue to 
exist as long as States retain under their individual eontrol the devel
opment and operation of atomic energy facilities,

Convinced that an international co-operative effort can avoid these 
dangers and can hasten the development of the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy for the benefit of all peoples,

1. Urges all nations to join in such a co-operative development and 
use of atomic energy for peaceful ends;

2. Calls upon Governments to do everything in their power to make 
possible, by the acceptance of effective international control, the effec
tive prohibition and elimination of atomic weapons;

3. Requests the permanent members of the United Nations Atomic 
Energy Commission to continue their consultations, to explore all pos
sible avenues and examine all concrete suggestions with a view to de
termining whether they might lead to an agreement securing the basic 
objectives of the General Assembly in this question, and to keep the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the General Assembly informed 
of their progress;

4. Recommends that all nations, in the use of their rights of sov
ereignty, join in mutual agreement to limit the individual exercise of 
those rights in the control of atomic energy to the extent required, in 
the light of the foregoing considerations, for the promotion of world 
security and peace, and recommends that all nations agree to exercise 
such rights jointly.

45. General Assembly Resolution 300 (IV): Regulation 
and Reduction of Conventional Armaments and 
Armed Forces, December 5, 1949 1

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 192 ( II I)2 of 19 November 1948, and in par

ticular its recommendation that the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments, in carrying out its plan of work,3 devote its first atten
tion to the formulation of proposals for the receipt, checking and

1 General Assembly Official Records: Fourth Session, Resolutions (A/1251), 
p. 22. Adopted by a vote of 44-5-5. On the same date the General Assembly 
rejected, by a vote of 39-6-9, a Soviet draft resolution (S/1405/Rev. 1) pro
posing that states submit information on both atomic and conventional arms.

*Ante, doc. 32.
*Ante, doc. 17.
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publication, by an international'organ of control within the frame
work of the Security Council, of full information to be supplied by 
Member States with regard to their effectives and their conventional 
armaments,

Having examined the records of the discussions in the Security 
Council and in the Commission for Conventional Armaments regard
ing the implementation of the above-mentioned recommendation,

1. Approves the proposals1 formulated by the Commission for Con
ventional Armaments for the submission by Member States of full 
information on their conventional armaments and armed forces and 
the verification thereof, as constituting the necessary basis for the 
implementation of the above-named recommendation;

2. Considers that the early submission of this information would 
constitute an essential step towards a substantial reduction of con
ventional armaments and armed forces and that, on the other handy 
no agreement is likely to be reached on this matter so long as each 
State lacks exact and authenticated information concerning the con
ventional armaments and armed forces of other States;

3. Notes that unanimity among the permanent members of the Se
curity Council, which is essential for the implementation of the above- 
mentioned proposals, has not yet been achieved;

4. Recommends therefore that the Security Council, despite the 
lack of unanimity among its permanent members on this essential 
feature of its work, continue its study of the regulation and reduc
tion of conventional armaments and armed forces through the agency 
of the Commission for Conventional Armaments in accordance with 
its plan of work, in order to make such progress as may be possible;

5. Calls upon all members of the Security Council to co-operate to 
this end.

1 Ante, doc. 36.
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46. Statement by President Truman Regarding Research 
on the Hydrogen Bomb, January 31, 1950 1

It is part of my responsibility as Commander-in- Chief of the armed 
forces to see to it that our country is able to defend itself against 
any possible aggressor. Accordingly, I  have directed the Atomic 
Energy Commission to continue its work on all forms of atomic weap
ons, including the so-called hydrogen or super-bomb. Like all other 
work in the field of atomic weapons, it is being and will be carried 
forward on a basis consistent with the over-all objectives of our pro
gram for peace and security.

This we shall continue to do until a satisfactory plan for interna
tional control of atomic energy is achieved. We shall also continue 
to examine all those factors that affect our program for peace and 
this country’s security.

47. Stockholm Appeal of the World Peace Council, March 
19, 19502

We demand the absolute banning of the atom weapon, arm of ter
ror and mass extermination of populations.

We demand the establishment of strict international control to en
sure the implementation of this banning measure.

We consider that any government which would be first to use the 
atom weapon against any country whatsoever would be committing 
a crime against humanity and should be dealt with as a war criminal.

We call on all men of good will throughout the world to sign this 
Appeal.

1 Department of State Bulletin , Feb. 13, 1950, p. 229. The United States 
exploded the first hydrogen device at Bikini on Nov. 1, 1952. The Soviet Union 
exploded a hydrogen device on Aug. 21,1953.

2 Department of State files. Of. Secretary Acheson’s statement of July 12, 
1950 (post, doc. 50).

232
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48. United States Paper Submitted to the Working Com
mittee of the Commission for Conventional Arma
ments: General Views on Item 3 ("Safeguards”) of 
the Plan of Work Adopted by the Commission, May 
18, 19501

Item 3 of the Plan of Work of the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments provides for: “Consideration of practical and effective 
safeguards by means of an international system of control operating 
through special organs (and by other means) to protect complying 
States against the hazards of violations and evasions.” 2 The follow
ing is a general outline of the views of the United States which will 
be elaborated as the Working Committee proceeds with its considera
tion of this subject.

I. The Objective of Safeguards
A. To ensure that nations fulfill their responsibilities and obliga

tions as prescribed in the treaty for the regulation and reduction of 
conventional armaments and armed forces, and so to protect comply
ing States against the hazards of violations and evasions;

II. The Nature of Safeguards
A. The system of safeguards should be so devised that its opera

tions will be effective, technically feasible and practicable, and will:
(a) give warning of the likelihood of violations,
(b) detect promptly the occurrence of violations,
(c) minimize interference with and impose minimum burdens on 

the economic and industrial life of the signatory States.
III. The Basic Elements Constituting Safeguards

A. Accurate and regular reports by all signatory Stated of such 
information related to conventional armaments and armed forces as 
may be required by the treaty,

B. Verification of the above-mentioned reports by thorough inter
national inspection procedures,

0. Remedial action in the case of violation of the treaty;
IV. The International Agency Responsible for Safeguards

A. An international agency should be established within the 
framework of the United Nations, deriving its powers and status 
from the treaty under which it is established, to supervise and admin

*U.N. doc. S/C.3/SC.3/23, in Department of State Bulletin , June 12, 1950, 
pp. 957-958. See also statement of May 18 by the U.S. representative (Nash), 
ibid.

3 Ante, doc. 17.
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ister the agreed system of safeguards in connection with the regula
tion and reduction of conventional armaments,

B. The international agency should consist of a governing board, 
an inspection corps and secretariat,

C. The governing board should be composed of representatives 
from each of the States which are members of the Security Council, 
the nonpermanent membership changing in conformity with elections 
to and retirement from the Security Council.

D. The inspection corps should be composed of members drawn 
from panels nominated by each participating State. The size and 
composition of the inspecting teams drawn from this corps and uti
lized in particular instances should be determined by the governing 
board,

E. Such secretariat as may be needed should be selected by the 
governing board,

F. The decisions made by the international agency should not 
require unanimity,

V. Rights and Duties of the Agency
A. Receiving from each signatory State the reports specified in 

the treaty,
B. Verification of this information through direct inspections,
C. Review and interpretation of data derived from reports and 

inspections,
D. Preparation and publication of periodic and special reports to 

organs of the United Nations and to the signatory States,
E. The inspection and verification process as applied to each State 

should be made by nationals of States other than the State being in
spected. However, the State being inspected should be obliged to 
appoint a liaison officer to assist and accompany the inspection group 
representing the international agency,

F. Individual members and national composition of the inspec
tion teams should be varied periodically,

G. The international agency and its representatives should have 
no authority to issue directions to signatory States except as may be 
provided in the treaty under which it is established,

H. Inspection and verification should be conducted on a regular 
basis with reasonable advance notice which should be set forth in the 
treaty. However, special inspections may take place under such cir
cumstances as may be specified in the treaty,

I. Certification to the Security Council and to the signatory 
States of violations or evasions,

VI. Rights and Duties of Signatory States
A. Each signatory State should afford duly accredited representa

tives of the agency unimpeded rights of ingress to and egress from,
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and movement within its territories necessary to the performance of 
their duties; should aid and assist them in the performance of their 
duties, should provide access to the activities subject to inspection, 
and should arrange for the full cooperation of national or local 
authorities or private individuals,

B. The treaty should set forth the nature and scope of the inspec
tion and verification processes to be followed by the international 
agency in order that all participating States may be aware of their 
rights and obligations,

VII. Action to be Taken upon the Determination of a Violation
A. The international agency should be responsible for the prompt 

referral with certification of facts to the Security Council and to the 
signatory States of the agency’s findings in respect to violations or 
evasions of the treaty, -

B. Such certification may be accompanied by such recommenda
tions in respect of any violations or evasions cited as the international 
agency may deem appropriate,

C. Action in respect of any violation or evasion should be pri
marily the responsibility of the Security Council. The treaty should 
provide that, since the purpose of the system of safeguards is to pro
tect complying States against the hazards of violations, failure by the 
Security Council to correct violations or otherwise enforce the treaty 
should relieve participating States from their obligations thereunder 
and permit them such freedom of unilateral or collective action as is 

, consistent with the Charter of the United Nations.

49. United States Paper Submitted to the Working Com
mittee of the Commission for Conventional Arma
ments: Proposed Conventional Armaments Adminis
tration, June 22 ,19501

I. Conventional Armaments Administration (CAA)
Establishment. A United Nations Conventional Armaments Ad

ministration should be created at the seat of the United Nations to 
supervise and administer the general system for the regulation 
and reductipn of conventional armaments and armed forces. The 
Administration should derive its powers and status from the treaty

1 U.N. doc. S/C.3/SC.3/24, June 22, 1950, in American Foreign Policy, 1950- 
1955: Biasic Documents (Department of State publication 6446 ; 1957), vol. II, 
pp. 2742-2745. ,

51,4543—60—vol. 1-----18
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or convention setting up the international system for the regulation 
and reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces.

Composition. In order that the Conventional Armaments Admin
istration will be broadly representative of the States participating 
in the system, but limited in size in the interest of efficient operations, 
it should be composed of a representative from each of the States 
which are members of the Security Council, the non-permanent mem
bership changing in conformity with elections to and retirement from 
the Security Council.

To facilitate its operations, the Administration should be authorized, 
in the treaty or convention which creates it, to establish regional 
branches. Each participating State should be obliged by the treaty 
or convention to designate a national agency to supervise the exe
cution of its obligations with respect to conventional armaments and 
to assist the Conventional Armaments Administration in its work.

The Administration should be empowered to employ the personnel 
requisite to carrying out its functions. This personnel should be 
recruited on the basis of character and technical competence, due 
allowance being made for equitable geographical distribution.

Functions. The Conventional Armaments Administration should 
be responsible for:

(1) Receiving from each participating State the reports specified 
in the treaty or convention establishing the system;

(2) Verification of this information through investigation and di
rect inspection;

(3) Review and interpretation of data derived from reports and 
inspections;

(4) Preparation of periodic and special reports on conventional 
armaments and armed forces to organs of the United Nations 
and to the participating States;

(5) immediate certification to the Security Council and to par
ticipating States of violations or evasions.

Procedure. The treaty or convention which establishes the system 
for the regulation of armaments should stipulate that decisions made 
by the Administration within its defined functions do not require 
unanimity. Except for this provision and others which may be 
adopted in the treaty or convention, the Administration should adopt 
its own rules of procedure. I t should also be authorized to issue 
administrative regulations and to enter into ad hoc agreements neces
sary to the discharge of its responsibilities.

Inspections. The Conventional Armaments Administration should 
be required to conduct such inspections as are necessary to the fulfil
ment of its functions.
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The treaty or convention setting up the system should stipulate the 
objectives to be 'achieved by the inspections. There should then be 
stipulated the types of inspections to be conducted as a matter of 
routine.

It is further considered most desirable that practically all inspec
tions will be scheduled in advance, and that they will be identical in 
character for Powers of similar strength.

Each individual inspection should be conducted by an inspection 
team the size and composition of which should be determined by the 
Conventional Armaments Administration with due regard to the 
following:

(1) Each member of the Administration should be entitled, but 
not required, to have a representative on each inspecting team, 
except where a member of the Administration is itself being 
inspected. The State being inspected should be obliged to 
appoint a liaison officer to accompany the inspection team;

(2) Each participating State should nominate* as many inspectors 
as the Administration may require it to furnish, and these 
nominees should form a permanent roster from which inspec
tion teams should be selected as needed;

Each inspection team should have at its disposal a staff composed 
of personnel of the international secretariat of the Conventional 
Armaments Administration.
II. Relationships of the Conventional Armaments Administration to 

Organs of the United Nations
To the Security. Council. Since every aspect of the regulation and 

reduction of armaments is associated with the maintenance of inter
national peace and security, every aspect of the work of the Conven
tional Armaments Administration is to some extent related to the 
Security Council. However, in order to provide the Security Council 
with a basis for taking appropriate action* the following specific 
relationships should be established in the treaty or convention for the 
regulation and reduction of armaments:

(a) Violations or evasions should be immediately certified to the
Security Council by the Conventional Armaments Administration ;
(b) The Conventional Armaments Administration should submit
to the Security Council regular reports at stated intervals and special
reports as required.

The relation of the Conventional Armaments Administration to the 
Military Staff Committee should be defined by the Security Council 
.as circumstances require.
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To the General Assembly. Under the Charter (Articles 10-12) 
the General Assembly has broad authority to consider and make rec
ommendations concerning the principles governing disarmament and 
the regulation of armaments. In order to assist the Assembly in the 
exercise of this function, the treaty or convention for the regulation 
and reduction of armaments should require the Conventional Arma
ments Administration to submit to the General Assembly annual 
reports and such special reports as the Assembly may from time to 
time request.

To the International Court of Justice. Under the Statute of the 
Court, cases between States arising out of the treaty or convention 
for the regulation and reduction of conventional armaments and 
armed forces would fall within the jurisdiction of the Court when 
referred to it by the parties or through the operation of a compulsory 
jurisdiction declaration.1 In addition, the Conventional Armaments 
Administration should be empowered, in accordance with the proce
dure specified in Article 96 of the Charter, to request advisory 
opinions on legal questions arising within the scope of the Adminis
tration’s activities. Proceedings before the Court should not delay 
the taking of measures necessary to conserve international peace and 
security.

To the Secretariat. The Conventional Armaments Administration 
might have an independent secretariat separate from the United 
Nations Secretariat. It might, however, utilize the services of the 
United Nations Secretariat to the extent mutually agreed upon. 
Reports and other communications from the Administration to organs 
of the United Nations should be transmitted through the Secretary- 
General.

To the Economic amd Social Council. Such relationships as may 
be necessary should be established between the Conventional Arma
ments Administration and the Economic and Social Council, its 
commissions and sub-commissions, and related specialized agencies.

To the Trusteeship Council. Such relationships as may be neces
sary should be established between the Conventional Armaments 
Administration and the Trusteeship Council.

With Individual States. The question of the relationship of the 
Conventional Armaments Administration to each participating State 
will require careful treaty definition, particularly as regards the 
extent to which the privileges and immunities accorded to the 
Administration will exempt it from the operation of national laws 
and the means by which individual rights and liberties will be pro
tected against possible infringement stemming from inspections. 
The grant of privileges and immunities to the Administration should

1 See art. 36 of the statute (Treaty Series 993; 59 Stat. 1060).
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be based on the principle of minimum interference with the national 
laws of a State consistent with adequate supervision of the regulation 
and reduction of armaments.

The Administration should have no authority to issue directions or 
instructions to any State. The Administration should, however, be 
authorized to negotiate with each participating State such adminis
trative agreements as may be necessary to carry out the treaty or 
convention affecting such State’s regulation and reduction of arma
ments.

The privileges and immunities of the Administration should 
include:

(!) The possession of legal personality similar to that enjoyed by 
the United Nations ;

{2) The right of its accredited representatives to the privileges and 
facilities of ingress, egress and access into and from the terri
tory of participating States, including rights of transit for 
persons and equipment across or through such territory;

{3) The right to the use of communication facilities adequate to 
the discharge of its responsibilities;

(4) Such exemption from customs and immigration regulations as 
may be necessary to effective operations;

(5) Inviolability of premises, property and archives.

50. Statement by Secretary of State Acheson Regarding 
the Stockholm Peace Appeal, July 12, 19501

I  am sure that the American people will not be fooled by the so- 
called world-peace appeal or “Stockholm Resolution” now being cir
culated" in this country for signatures.2 I t should be recognized for 
what it is—a propaganda trick in the spurious “peace offensive” of 
the Soviet Union.

The resolution was adopted last March at the Stockholm session of 
the Partisans of Peace, an international organization established by 
the Communists, and the campaign for signatures in the United 
States is being actively promoted by the Communist Party.

An analysis of the petition shows that it tries to do two things: 
(1) promote the unenforceable Soviet proposals concerning atomic 
energy, ignoring the effective control plan approved by the over
whelming majority of the United Nations and opposed only by the

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, July 24,1950, p. 131.
a Ante, doc. 47.
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Soviet Union and four of its satellites;1 and (2) center attention on 
the use of atomic weapons by branding as a war criminal the first 
nation to use atomic weapons, ignoring the aggression in other forms 
presently being practiced by the Communists.

As for the second point, namely, that the first nation to use atomic 
weapons will have committed a crime against humanity and should 
be branded as a war criminal, it is obvious that this is an utterly 
cynical begging of the question. , The real crime against humanity 
is aggression and, in particular, the deliberate resort to armed ag
gression in defiance of the United Nations. The war criminals are the 
people who sanction such action. The weapons used are quite inci
dental to the crime. Thus, the Communists throughout the world 
have given the lie to the Stockholm proposal in their support of 
North Korean aggression.

Just before the North Korean armed forces launched their un
provoked attack against the Republic of Korea, more than half the 
population of North Korea was reported to have signed the peti
tion. This illustrates better than anything else the basic hypocrisy 
of the Communist “peace appeal.”

51. United States Paper Submitted to the Working Com
mittee of the Commission for Conventional Arma
ments: General Views on the Nature and Scope of 
"Military Safeguards”—Information on Military and 
Para-Military Establishments To Be Reported, In
spected, and Verified, July 13, 1950 2

The general views of the United States on Item 3—“Safeguards”— 
are contained in document S/C.3/SC.3/23.3 Section I I I  of that docu
ment (bearing the heading “The Basic Elements Constituting Safe
guards”) states that all signatory States will submit, as required by 
treaty, pertinent information relating to conventional armaments and 
armed forces which shall be verified by inspection and other means. 
The reporting, inspection, and verification of the elements of the mili
tary and para-military establishments of the signatory nations is con
sidered the most important safeguard for the regulation and reduc
tion of conventional armaments and armed forces. The elements of 
the military and para-military establishment which must be made sub

1 Ante, docs. 10, 19, and 29.
3 U.N. doc. S/C.3/SC.3/25, July 13,1950. 
8 Ante, doc. 48.
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ject to complete reporting, inspection, and verification to allow de
termination of compliance with the treaty on the regulation and re
duction of conventional armaments and armed forces are personnel, 
material, deployment, and bases. The specific items within each of 
these categories to be reported and verified are tabulated in Schedules 
I  through IV, attached hereto. The sources to which access should 
be granted in the process of verifying reports are tabulated in Sched
ule V, also attached. Although these Schedules on Military Safe
guards reflect somewhat greater detail than the views submitted by 
the United States on other aspects of the problem of safeguards, they, 
also, as with those other and more general views, are advanced not as 
any finalized conclusions but rather as affording a possibly useful 
basis for future discussion.

SCHEDULE I

Items To Be Included in Reports on Personnel in Connexion 
W ith the Regulation and Reduction of Armaments and Armed 
Forces

A. Groups and organizations subject to reporting.
1. Units of the regular military establishment, complements of 

ships, air combat units, ground combat units, service support 
units, and personnel of supporting service installations.

2. Units of the constituted reserve.
3. National forces required primarily for internal security, in

cluding regularly active organizations and militia type or
ganizations operating under the authority of the state or na
tion, but not including municipal police or other forces noit 
susceptible to national mobilization.

4. Military academies and military units of Schools, the primary 
purpose of which is to furnish officer personnel to the regular 
military establishment or reserve components.

5. Reservoir of available trained but unassigned personnel, in
cluding the unorganized reserve.

6. National political organizations of a military or semi-military 
character.

B . Information to be reported relative to personnel.
1. Total on active duty 1 January.
2. Receipts during previous year.

а. Volunteer
б. Draft
c. Transfer from other organizations
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3. Losses during previous year.
а. Completely separated
б. Separated for transfer to other organization
c. Deaths

4. Change in status.
a. Officer to enlisted
b. Enlisted to officer

5. Net change in personnel strength.
6. Total on active duty 31 December.
7. Average daily effectives.
8. Charters or By-Laws.

O. Method of Reporting.
1. Separate services submit separate reports.
2. Separate reports for each category of paragraph A.
3. Separate count of officer and enlisted personnel to be shown in 

each report.

SCHEDULE II

Items To Be Included in Reports on Material in Connexion 
With the Regulation and Reduction of Armaments 

and Armed Forces

A. Categories subject to reporting.

1. Aircraft
a. Bombers, including heavy, medium, and light
b. Fighters, including interceptor, escort, night and fighter 

bomber
c. Patrol and reconnaissance
d. Training
e. Transport
/. Lighter than air
g. Miscellaneous

2. Ships
a. Combatant by type
b. Auxiliary by type
c. Amphibious by type
d. Seagoing public vessels other than Navy
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3. Weapons and ammunition
a. Shoulder and hand weapons
l .  Machine guns \  ' '
c. Artillery by caliber
d. Mortars by caliber
e. Wheeled vehicles bearing armament
/. Track-laying vehicles bearing armament
g. Tonnage of ammunition by caliber
h. Tonnage of AA ammunition by caliber
i. Tonnage of rockets by caliber
j. Number of guided missiles by type and unit weight 
k. Tonnage of torpedoes
I. Tonnage of mines by weights 
m. Tonnage of bombs by weights

4. Communication and signal equipment
a. Fixed radio transmitter
5. Mobile radio transmitter
c. Fixed radio receivers
d. Mobile radio receivers

B. Information to be reported relative to material
1. Status 1 -

a. In service ; j;^
b. In reserve
g. On order *
d. Awaiting disposition i > >

2. Annual changes m ; :
1 . . >

a. New equipment received TI v,
b. Equipment disposed of
o. Net change r{(;‘ r *** -

G. Method of reporting (>r
1. Separate services submit separate reports.
2. Breakdown by type within categories to be dependent on 

specific proposals for regulation and reduction.



SCHEDULE III

Items To Be Included in Reports on Deployment in 
Connexion With the Regulation and Reduction of 

Armaments and Armed Forces

A. Information to be reported.
1. Organization of forces

a. Tactical by units
b. Administrative by units

2. Composition
a. Personnel in typical unit
b. Equipment of typical unit

3. Location
a. Normal base or operating area
b. Schedules of movements or concentrations

4. Purpose
a. National defence
b. United Nations Security Forces
c. Internal Security
d. Occupation commitments

5. Status of Units
a. Active full strength
b. Active reduced strength
o. Reserve
d. Inactive

B. Method of reporting
1. Inclusion with report of:

a. Tables of organization
b. Operating schedules

2. Report each unit showing for that unit the information 
required by A above.

244 DOCUMENT 51 : JULY 13, 1950



DOCUMENT 51 : JULY 13, 1950 245

SCHEDULE IV

Items To Be Included in Reports on Bases and Facilities in 
Connexion With a System for the Regulation and 

Reduction of Armaments and Armed Forces

A. Installations subject to reporting.
1. Manufacturing Plants

a. Shipbuilding yards
b. Aircraft factories
c. Arsenals, gun factories, etc.
d. Munitions plants

2. Overhaul and Eepair Plants
a. Ship repair yards
b. Aircraft overhaul facilities
c. Equipment repair centres

3. Operating Bases
a. Army
b. Navy
c. Air

4. Training Centres
5. Posts and Stations

a. Fortifications
b. Personnel centres'
c. Military headquarters

6. Supply and Distribution Depots
7. Comm,unications Stations
8. Research and Development Activities

a. Laboratories
b. Test centres
c. Proving grounds

B. Items to be reported as applicable
1. General Description

a. Location
b. Principal function
c. Other functions
d. Total area
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2. Facilities
a. Number and capacity of building ways
b. Number and capacity of dry docks
c. Number and length of piers and docks
d. Manufacturing capacity
e. Warehouse capacity 
/. Hardstanding area
g. Liquid storage volume
A. Access facilities
i. Power sources and capacity
j. Number, length, and capacity of runways
k. Communication equipment
I. Troop housing capacity

3. Military Equipment on hand
a. Under construction
5. In use
c. In storage

4. Personnel
a. Civilians employed
b. Military employed or stationed

G. Method of Reporting
1. Submit individual report for each base.
2. Include in each report such items from B above as are appli

cable.
SCHEDULE V

Items to W hich Access Must Be Provided in 
the Verification Phase of Safeguards

A. Personnel Report Verification
1. Personnel accounting systems
2. Disbursing records
3. Unit muster rolls
4. Medical records
5. Ration records
6. Military and paramilitary installations for direct count
7. Current laws governing military service
8. Charters and by-laws of national political organizations of a 

military or semi-military service
9. Records of membership, training, and equipment of organiza

tions included in 8 above
10. Individual personnel on all levels within organizations on 

matters pertaining to personnel verification
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B. Material Report Verification

1. Tables of organization and equipment of units
2. Supply activities including contract, purchasing, storage, 

issue, and custody records
3. Government operated production facilities
4. Bases for spot checks
5. Reserve and operational units for spot checks
6. Material disposition records

O, Deployment Report Verification

1. Fuel consumption records of mobile units
2. Travel vouchers, troop train and convoy movement records
3. Bills of lading for material shipments
4. Operational casualty records
5. Spot checks of installations and units

D. Base Report Verification

1. Barracks and housing areas
2. Physical properties including runways, shops, hangars, ware

houses, tanks, drydocks, etc.
3. Sewage and waste material disposal facilities
4. Medical facilities
5. Numbers and types of communications installations
6. Records of coal, oil and electricity consumption
7.. Aerial survey of surrounding areas
8. Records of components and raw materials imported for 

fabrication
9. Records of output
10. Personnel records

52. United States Paper Submitted to the Working Com
mittee of the Commission for Conventional Arma
ments: General Views on the Nature and Scope of 
"Industrial Safeguards”—Safeguards Through In
dustrial Information, July 13, 19501

1. Inspection and verification of conventional armaments and 
armed forces as set forth in S/C.3/SC.3/252 must be considered the
most important safeguard for ensuring compliance with a system for

1 U.N. doc. S/C.3/SC.3/26, July 13,1050.
a Ante, doc. 51.
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the regulation and reduction of conventional armaments and armed 
forces.

2. I t is considered, however, that industrial safeguards of a limited 
type will provide a supplementary check and verification sufficiently 
important and useful to justify their incorporation in any system for 
the regulation and reduction of conventional armaments and armed 
forces.

3. The industrial safeguards should be limited in scope but of 
sufficient importance to provide substantial additional protection 
against violation of the basic treaty.

4. A system of industrial safeguards should be based on statistical 
reports embodying the nature and amount of activity with reference 
to certain strategic industries.

5. The statistical reports must be supported by adequate interna
tional inspection.

6. Industrial safeguards should neither limit nor regulate industry 
in any respect, but should merely provide accurate information on 
important industrial tendencies in certain strategic industries.

7. Industrial safeguards, as such, do not provide sufficient protec
tion standing alone but serve as a useful supplement to the military 
safeguards referred to in paragraph 1 above.

8. More specifically, it is considered that the application of the 
foregoing to the iron and steel industry, the aircraft industry, and 
the ship-building industry, to cite several of the more obvious exam
ples, would provide van additional, margin of security for the enforce
ment of a system for the regulation and reduction of conventional' 
armaments and armed forces. 1

53. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Condemnation of 
War Propaganda, Prohibition of the Atomic Weapon* 
and One-third Reduction of Great-Power Forces, 
October 23, 19501

The General Assembly,
Considering that the most important task of the United Nations 

is to maintain international peace and security, and to strengthen
1 U.N. doc. A/C.l/595, in General Assembly Official Records: Fifth Session, 

Annexes, Agenda Item  69, p. 2. Revised version of Soviet draft resolution of 
Sept. 20, 1950 (A/1376, in Departments of State Bulletin, Nov. 13, 1950, p. 765)._ 
Rejected by the General Assembly on Nov. 17.
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and develop friendly relations among nations and co-operation 
between them in solving international problems,

Expressing its firm determination to avert the threat of a new war 
and sharing the nations’ inflexible will to peace as expressed by the 
hundreds of millions of signatures appended to the Stockholm 
Appeal.1

Regarding the use of the atomic weapon and other means of the 
mass destruction of human beings as a most heinous international 
crime against humanity and basing this attitude on the unanimously- 
adopted General Assembly resolution (1 (I)) of 1946 on the need 
for prohibiting the use of atomic energy for military purposes,*

Noting that the events at present taking place in Korea and other 
areas of the Pacific Ocean emphasize with added force the extreme 
importance and urgency, from the point of view of international 
peace and security, of unifying for this purpose the efforts of the five 
Powers which are permanent members of the Security Council and 
bear special responsibility for the maintenance of international* 
peace,

Decides to adopt the following declaration:
1. The General Assembly condemns the propaganda in favour of 

a new war now being conducted in a number of countries and urgea 
all States to prohibit such propaganda in their countries and call those 
responsible to account.

2. The General Assembly, recognizing that the use of the atomic, 
weapon as a weapon of aggression and the mass destruction of human 
beings is contradictory to international conscience and honour and: 
incompatible with membership in the United Nations, declares that, 
the use of the atomic weapon shall be unconditionally prohibited and 
that a strict system of international control shall be instituted to ensure 
the exact and unconditional observance of this prohibition!

The General Assembly also declares that the- first government to 
use the atomic weapon or any other means for the mass destruction 
of human beings against any country will thereby commit a crime 
against humanity and be regarded as a war criminal.

3. The General Assembly, acting in recognition of the need for 
strengthening peace, and taking into account the special responsibili
ties of the permanent members of the Security Council for ensuring 
peace, unanimously expresses the desire:

(a) That the United States of America, the United Kingdom, 
France, China and the Soviet Union should combine their efforts for 
peace and conclude among themselves a pact for the strengthening of 
peace;

1 Ante, doc. 47.
2 Ante, doc. 3.
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(6) That these great Powers should reduce their present armed 
forces (land forces, military air forces of all kinds, naval forces) by 
one-third during 1950-1951 and that the question of a further reduc
tion of armed forces should be brought up for consideration at one of 
the forthcoming sessions of the General Assembly.

54. Statement by the Soviet Foreign Minister (Vyshinsky) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly [Ex
tracts}, October 23 ,19501

The leaders of the Soviet State have repeatedly indicated that the 
Soviet Union in its foreign policy bases itself on the conviction of the 
inevitable character and possibility of the co-existence for a long pe
riod of time of the socialist and capitalistic states, that peaceful co
operation between the Soviet Union and all those states which are 
prepared to meet half way, with good will and in good faith, the 
obligations assumed by them and that co-operation with these states 
is fully real and possible.

In September 1946 the Moscow correspondent of the Sunday Times, 
Mr. Werth, asked the Chairman of the Soviet Council of Ministers, 
Mr. Stalin, whether the possibilities of peaceful co-operation between 
the Soviet Union and the outside world would not diminish and abate 
in connexion with the further development of the Soviet Union to
ward commuAism. At that time, the head of the Soviet Union Gov
ernment, Mr. Stalin, replied:

“I  have no doubt that possibilities of peaceful co-operation, not only 
will not diminish but on the contrary can well improve.” 2

In 1946 Mr. Elliott Roosevelt asked Mr. Stalin whether it was pos
sible for the United States to live in peace side by side with a com
munistic form of government as existed in the Soviet Union without 
attempts being made by either side to intervene in the internal po
litical affairs of the other party. Mr. Stalin replied to Mr. Roose
velt as follows:

“Yes, of course. This is not only possible; this is reasonable and 
fully capable of fulfillment. In the most tense days, in periods of 
war, the differences in the form of government did not preclude our 
two countries from combining our efforts and from defeating our

1 U.N. doc. A/C.l/PV. 372, Oct. 23,1950.
2 New YorJc Times, Sept. 25,1946, p. 3.
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enemies. Still more is it possible to maintain such peaceful and 
friendly relations in peaceful times.” 1

In May 1948, Mr. Stalin confirmed that the Government of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics considered that:

“Despite differences in the economic systems and ideologies, the co
existence of these systems and th6 peaceful settlement of differences 
between the Soviet Union and the United States not only is possible 
but certainly essential in the interests of a common peace.” 2

You alsq know well the historical replies given by Mr. Stalin 
in the questions asked by the European General Director of the 
International News Service Agency, Mr. Kingsbury Smith, at which 
time Mr. Stalin stated:

“Of course the Government of the Soviet Union could co-operate 
with the Government of the United States in the taking of measures 
designed to effectuate a peace pact which would lead to gradual 
disarmament.” 3

These words of the great leader of the Soviet Union show the 
direction of Soviet Union foreign policy which unswervingly pursues 
purposes meeting the vital interests of the Soviet Union peoples 
and also the interests of all peace-loving nations.

. . . And here is my second question: what should foe done to 
strengthen this atmosphere of confidence as is required by the Gov
ernment of the United Kingdom in order to consider seriously any 
regulation of armaments or prohibition of the atomic weapon?

Mr. Bevin, apparently turning to the Soviet Union delegation, 
declared in that connexion that one should not close one’s doors and 
lower one’s shades and stop people from looking through said doors 
and shades because under the circumstances it is impossible to create 
a firm foundation for the establishment of confidence.4 Let us leave 
aside the metaphors; let us look at the substance of the question 
which interests us exclusively. One might say that the opening of 
doors and windows and the raising of shades and the granting of 
permission to look into such matters as the atomic question would 
mean the organization of international control. Well, international 
control could look, listen, smell, touch, feel and taste. International 
control would find all doors open. I  hope that such international

1 U.8.S.R. Information Bulletin, Feb. 12,1947.
2 Statement in response to Henry A. Wallace’s “open letter’7 (New York

Times, May 18, 1948, p. 4). See also comments of May 18 and 19 by the Depart
ment of State (Department of S tate Bulletin, May 30, 1948, pp. 705-706).

8 See Department of S tate Bulletin, Feb. 13, 1949, p. 192.
1 General Assembly Official Records: Fifth Session, 283rd Plenary Meeting,

pp. 87-90.
514543— 60—vol. 1------ 19
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control and inspection will sometime be effected and agreed upon 
here; in other words, international control. That is what it is all 
about; the rights of such a controlling organ and its powers.

I f  this task is settled, then apparently, according to Mr. Bevin, 
it will be possible to speak of a firm foundation for the establishment 
of confidence and trust. There will ipso facto be confidence and trust. 
Let us assume this premise for the sake of argument. How do mat
ters shape up in this respect as regards the organization of such in
ternational control which would find doors and windows open and 
shades raised ? It would look in, feel, touch, smell, smell a cold at
mosphere of confidence which would revivify and make you feel good 
and healthy.

Let us look at the record on this question* and I shall so look at 
the record. As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, in 1947 the 
delegation of the Soviet Union submitted to the Atomic Energy 
Commission a document which stated that measures must be taken 
for control and inspection. What kind of measures ? The document 
indicates that any and all inspection action as may be decided upon 
by the Atomic Energy Commission will be possible and permissible. 
In effecting the inspection of atomic energy enterprises, the inter
national control commission, according to the Soviet Union draft 
resolution should take measures as, (a), the investigation of the work 
of enterprises extracting atomic raw materials and atomic energy 
and the control of their books. This would be the first right of - the 
international inspection organ which would be acting under the leader
ship of the international control commission, and which of course 
would not be bounden to the government of any state which is a party 
to the convention. I t would deal with the investigation of the work 
of enterprises which are extracting atomic raw materials and atomic 
energy, and the checking of their books and accounts.

“ (b)” dealt with the checking of present stocks of atomic raw 
materials and semi-finished goods, and “ (c)” dealt with the study of 
production operations to the extent necessary for the control of the 
utilization of atomic materials and atomic energy.

Furthermore, it dealt with the observation as to the implementation 
of the prescriptions of the convention and control as regards the rule 
of technical exploitation enterprises, as well as the elaboration of 
rules of technological regulations and technological control binding 
upon such enterprises. I t also dealt with the collection and elabora
tion of data as to the extraction of atomic raw materials and the pro
duction of atomic materials and atomic energy, etc., etc. All of that 
is there in that document dated 11 June 1947.1

Moreover, that same document raises the question and answers the 
question as to possible violations of the convention and, therefore, the

1 Ante, doc. 16.
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prevention and suppression of such violations. We gave the answer 
in that document. I t states that inspection under the control of the 
international control body will carry out special investigation when
ever and wherever there are suspicions with respect to violation of 
the convention on the prohibition of atomic weapons. If there is 
any suspicion anywhere that in any country there is a violation of the 
convention as to the prohibition of atomic weapons, then the Com
mission would be fully entitled to carry out a special investigation.

And as was subsequently clarified, in connexion with the question 
asked by Sir Alexander Cadogan on 16 [.11] August 1947,1 such 
investigations would take place upon decision by the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and the Atomic Energy Commission’s decision would 
be adopted not by the unanimous vote of any of its members, but by 
a simple majority—not therefore on the basis of the principle of 
unanimity of the permanent members of the Security Council or of 
any members.

If the international control body notes the existence of suspicion 
based on some communications which may have been received by the 
organ—or even without any motive at all, but just because it likes 
to—if it feels that it has a suspicion, or documents so state and you 
have them at your disposal—whenever there is any suspicion, founded 
or completely unfounded, the Commission can adopt a decision by 
simple majority, with no unanimity and no state having the right 
to impose the generally hated veto, and it could carry out an 
investigation.

The document of 11 June 1947 says that whenever there is suspicion, 
then there may be recommendations made to the Security Council in 
order to subvert any violations of the convention as to the prohibition 
of atomic weapons and the control of atomic energy.

Our critics demand that there should be full facilities for control of 
the activities of atomic enterprises wherever and whenever there are 
any suspicions. But we submitted the proposals three years ago to 
the Atomic Energy Commission, and we say, black on white, that the 
international control body will be entitled to send its inspectors to, 
any place wherever it. has any suspicions and would thus be able to 
carry out their full control and verification about the activities of 
such violators.

May I  add to this that these same documents point out that the 
international control commission would have (a) access to all enter
prises for the production and stockpiling of raw materials as well as 
the exploitation of atomic energy; (b) the right of observation in 
atomic energy enterprises in connexion with production and operation 
to the extent necessary for control of the utilization of atomic ma
terials and energy; (c) the right to carry out measures concerning

1 Ante, doc. 18(A).
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weighings verification and other activities, so as to ascertain the 
composition of atomic raw materials and finished and semi-finished 
materials; (d) the right to demand from the Government of any 
State verification of all types of information and reports as to the 
activities of such Government in the field of atomic energy. All 
this is contained in the document dated 11 June 1948 [sic\, submitted 
by the Soviet Union Government, and in the statement of our repre
sentative dated 5 September of that same year,1 in connexion with the 
questions asked by Sir Alexander Cadogan, the then representative 
of the United Kingdom in the Atomic Energy Commission. There-; 
fore, what'Mr. Bevin has asked of us—namely, to allow full freedom 
for inspection—is there. I t has been proposed by the USSR. The 
doors are open; the windows are open; the shades are up. But any
body who wishes to look through doors, windows and shades must 
remove the blinders from his own eyes. This is required by any ele
mentary feeling of decency. This is what we have proposed in order 
that the control organ might discharge its functions.

Any unbiased person would realize that all these reservations, ob
jections and statements of distrust are mere excuses to cover up un
willingness to agree to anything concerning the organization of inter
national control; and unwillingness which is dictated by objections 
to act for the removal of that ghastly, appalling, barbarous weapon 
of mass destruction of human beings. This should be borne in mind 
particularly since the answer to every bomb is another bomb.

We still listen to the same speeches about trust and mistrust, con
fidence and lack of confidence concerning the Government of the 
Soviet Union. Nevertheless, the Soviet Union plan of international 
control, the core of which is inspection, meets the task placed before 
it, and this is recognized even by such an enemy of the Soviet Union 
as Mr. Blackburn, British Member of Parliament, a hard-bitten enemy 
of the Soviet Union who, in the House of Commons, stated: “You, 
Gentlemen, know that I  am a very strongly anti-Soviet Member of 
this House.” And this violently anti-Soviet Member of the House 
of Commons stated in March of this year—I have the Hansard text 
before me: “The Soviet Union has gone much further as regards 
co-operation in atomic energy questions than most people imagine.” 
Mr. Blackburn was speaking of the Soviet Union proposals of 11 
June 1948 [sic], and he showed enough good faith and manliness 
in his heart, despite his political antipathies to the Soviet Union, to 
declare: “The Soviet Union proposals also contain provisions for 
what I could call inspection without warning; in other words, pro
vided any State has sufficient reason in accordance with the Soviet 
Union proposals, the international inspectors will have full right

'Ante, doc. 18(B).
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to inspect factories without sending any previous warning to the 
State which is under suspicion”.

The plan was thus evaluated by Mr. Blackburn, our political ad
versary, true, but probably a person who nevertheless understands 
the possible scourge of atomic and hydrogen bomb warfare and real
izes what sorrow this would bring to all mankind, regardless of po
litical or religious convictions and of the political and social systems 
which may exist in one or another state. This person understands 
what the use of the atom bomb would spell for mankind. And this 
weapon is available not only to one part[y], but also to the opposing 
party. One cannot say, therefore, that its use will depend on the 
strategic plans of the one who attacks first. There will be two parties 
who will be able to pull the trigger of this ghastly weapon. We do 
not know who will suffer first from the use of this weapon; we do 
not know whether the first price will not be paid by an innocent party 
having no weapons—atomic or other—at its disposal. That is the 
horror of it. This must be understood by persons who are not yet 
caught in the war psychosis, in the hysteria which prevents any ele
mentary understanding of those obvious things which should not be 
overlooked, for to do so is a crime.

•  ■ •  |S •  •  •  •

The Soviet Government has made repeated efforts and is prepared 
to make further efforts in the future. I t  is prepared to make all the 
efforts necessary to resolve the atomic deadlock and to attain the pro
hibition of the atomic weapon and the establishment of a genuine and 
effective international control, after the implementation of such pro
hibition. In that way, there could be no evasion, circumvention or 
clandestine activity. As a first step, the Soviet delegation does not 
propose the adoption of any decision other than a recommendation to 
be included in this general declaration, a declaration such as the one 
that may be found in the second paragraph of the operative part 
of our draft, which says:

“The General Assembly, recognizing that the use of the atomic 
weapon as a weapon of aggression and the mass destruction of human 
beings is contradictory to international conscience and honour and in
compatible with membership of the United Nations, declares that the 
use of the atomic weapon shall be unconditionally prohibited and 
that a strict system of international control shall be instituted to en
sure the exact and unconditional observance of this prohibition.” 1

That is the second operative part of our declaration. I t  is a decla
ration of the will, the readiness and the determination of the Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations. Here indeed we would have

*Ante, doc. 53.
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a step of considerable moral weight. The second operative part of 
our resolution continues as follows:

“The General Assembly also declares that the first Government to 
use the atomic weapon or any other means for the mass destruction 
of human beings against any country will thereby commit a crime 
against humanity and be regarded as a war criminal.”

This is what is demanded by the nations of the world. This de
mand is bolstered by the signatures of five hundred million human 
beings. Despite the terror and dread which has been imposed by the 
opponents of peace, the ranks of these fighters for peace are being 
bolstered day by day. Great leaders in politics, Members of Parlia
ment, scientists, social scientists, research workers, engineers, social 
and political leaders, thousands of worshipers of religious cults, min
isters, workers, peasants, soldiers, artists, writers, all of them bolster 
the ranks of the genuine fighters for peace. One cannot fail to note 
the words of one of the atomic scientists in the United States of 
America who declared: “The future will not belong to that country 
which will make more atomic and hydrogen bombs than other coun
tries, other peoples; the future will belong to that country which will 
be the first to use atomic energy for the peaceful advancement of its 
own people. I  assume that the Soviet nation is already doing’that. 
If  the United States does not try, in its country, to do the same, our 
political prestige in the world will be equal to nought.”

One Cannot fail to note a recent letter by French intellectual lead
ers addressed to the United Nations Organization, a letter which was 
probably not circulated in due time. I note that from looking at my 
documents and I  would request the Chairman to see to it that that 
letter is circulated to the delegations in this Committee. That letter 
protests against the proposed utilization of the atomic bomb. Among 
the signers of that letter we see the name of the great leader of French 
science, Jolliot-Curie, Nobel Prize winner. There is also the member 
of the French Academy of Science, Mauguin, and a famous professor 
of the University of [the] Sorbonne in Paris, and a number of other 
important representatives of French intellectual leadership. Hence, 
our proposal to declare that the atomic weapon should be a prohibited 
one; hence, our proposal to condemn any State which would be the 
first to dare to use the atomic weapon, and to condemn such a State 
as a war criminal. That is why we say that our voice in demanding 
this is the voice of the world, the voice of peace, and the voice of five 
hundred million human beings who signed the Stockholm Appeal, 
which Appeal is so displeasing to some parties when they speak about 
it—the Stockholm Appeal which has inscribed the name of the City 
of Stockholm in the annals of history with indelible letters. That
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proposal has tremendous significance with respect to the removal of 
the threat of a new war and the strengthening of the cause of peace.

The Soviet Union Government again declares its firm determina
tion to obtain the unconditional prohibition of the atomic weapon. I t  
has always stood for this demand; it stands for it now, and it will 
continue to do so in the future. I t  stands for the establishment of 
effective international control of atomic energy so that it will be en
sured that atomic energy will never be used for military purpose but 
only for peaceful ends. We have stood, we stand and will stand in 
the future on this firm unswerving condition, confident that as the 
years and days go by the ranks of the supporters of these proposals 
will be bolstered, because the partisans of peace grow in numbers and 
will continue to grow in numbers, for the nations of the world thirst 
for peace and detest and hate war.

55. Address by President Truman to the General Assem
bly (Extract}, October 24, 19501

Cooperative Disarmament
We intend to build up strength for peace as long as that is necessary. 

But at the same time we must continue to strive, through the United 
Nations, to achieve international control of atomic energy and the 
reduction of armaments and armed forces. Cooperative and effective 
disarmament would make the danger of war remote. I t would be a 
way of achieving the high purposes of the United Nations without 
the tremendous expenditures for armaments which conditions in the 
world today make imperative.

Disarmament is the course which the United States would prefer 
to take. I t is the course which most nations would like to adopt. 
It is the course which the United Nations from its earliest beginnings 
has been seeking to follow.

For nearly five years, two commissions of the United Nations have 
been working on the problem of disarmament. One commission has 
been concerned with the elimination of atomic weapons and the other 
with the reduction of other types of armaments and of armed forces. 
Thus far, these commissions have not been successful in obtaining 
agreement among all the major powers. Nevertheless, these years of 
effort have served to bring to the attention of all nations the three

1 Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 6, 1950, pp. 721-722. Address delivered 
at the 295th plenary meeting.
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basic principles npon which any successful plan of disarmament must 
rest. 1

First, the plan must include all kinds of weapons. Outlawing any 
particular kind of weapon is not enough. The conflict in Korea tears 
tragic witness to the fact that aggression, whatever the weapons used, 
brings frightful destruction.

Second? the plan must be based on unanimous agreement. A major
ity of nations is not enough. No plan of disarmament can work unless 
it includes every nation having substantial armed forces. One-sided 
disarmament is a sure invitation to aggression.

Third, the plan must be foolproof. Paper promises are not enough. 
Disarmament must be based on safeguards which will insure the 
compliance of all nations. The safeguards must be adequate to give 
immediate warning of any threatened violation. Disarmament must 
be policed continuously and thoroughly. I t must be founded upon 
free and open interchange of information across national borders.

These are simple, practical principles. If they were accepted and 
carried out, genuine disarmament would be possible.

I t is true that, even if initial agreement were reached, tremendous 
difficulties would remain. The task of working out the successive 
steps would still be a complex one and would take a long time and 
much effort. But the fact that this process is so complex and so 
difficult isno reason for us to give up hope of ultimate success.

The will of the world for peace is too strong to allow us to give up 
in this effort. We cannot permit the history of our times to record that 
we failed by default. We must explore every avenue which offers any 
chance of bringing success to the activities of the United Nations in 
this vital area.

Much valuable work has already been done by the two disarmament 
commissions on the different technical problems confronting them. 
I  believe it would be useful to explore ways in which the work of 
these commissions could now be more closely brought together. One 
possibility to be considered is whether their work might be revitalized 
if carried forward in the future through a new and consolidated 
disarmament commission.
The Present Task

But, until an effective system of disarmament is established, let us 
be clear about the task ahead. The only course the peace-loving na
tions can take in the present situation is to create the armaments 
needed to make the world secure against aggression.
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That is the course to which the United States is now firmly com
mitted. That is' the course we will continue to follow as long as it 
is necessary. f

The United States has embarked upon the course of increasing its 
armed strength only for the purpose of helping to keep the peace. 
We pledge that strength to uphold the principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations. We believe that the peace-loving members of the 
United Nations j oin us in that pledge.

I  believe that the United Nations, strengthened by these pledges  ̂
will bring us nearer to the peace we seek. We know that the difficul
ties ahead are great. We have learned from hard experience that 
there is no easy road to peace.

We have a solemn obligation to the peoples we represent to con
tinue our combined efforts to achieve the strength that will prevent 
aggression. At the same time, we have an equally solemn obligation 
to .continue our efforts to find solutions to the major problems and 
issues that divide the nations. The settlement of these differences 
would make possible a truly dependable and effective system for the 
reduction and control of'armaments.

Although the possibility of attaining that goal appears distant 
today, we must never stop trying. For its attainment would release 
immense resources for the good of all mankind. I t would free.the 
nations to devote more of their energies to wiping out poverty, hunger, 
and injustice.

If real disarmament were achieved, the nations of the world, acting 
through the United Nations, could join in a greatly enlarged program 
of mutual aid. As the cost of maintaining armaments decreased, 
every nation could greatly increase its contributions to advancing 
human welfare. All of us could then pool even greater resources to 
support the United Nations in its war against want.

In this way, our armaments would be transformed into foods, 
medicine, tools for use in underdeveloped areas, and into other aids 
for human advancement. The latest discoveries of science could be 
made available to men all over the globe. Thus we could give real 
meaning to the old promise that swords shall be beaten into plow
shares and that the nations shall not learn war any more.

Then man can turn his great inventiveness, his tremendous energies, 
and the resources with which he has been blessed to creative efforts. 
Then we shall be able to realize the kind of world which has been the 
vision of man for centuries.

This is the goal which we must keep before us—and the vision in 
which we must never lose faith. This will be our inspiration, and, 
with God’s help, we shall attain our goal.
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56. General Assembly Resolution 380 (V): Peace 
Through Deeds, November 17, 19501

The General Assembly,
Recognizing the profound desire of all mankind to live in enduring 

peace and security, and in freedom from fear and want,
Confident that, if all governments faithfully reflect this desire 

and observe their obligations under the Charter, lasting peace and 
security can be established,

Condemning the intervention of a State in the internal affairs of 
another State for the purpose of changing its legally established 
government by the threat or use of force,

1. Solemnly reaffirms that, whatever the weapons used, any ag
gression, whether committed openly, or by fomenting civil strife in 
the interest of a foreign Power, or otherwise, is the gravest of all 
crimes against peace and security throughout the world;

2. Determines that for the realization of lasting peace and security 
it is indispensable:

(1) That prompt united action be taken to meet aggression wher
ever it arises;

(2) That every nation agree:
(a) To accept effective international control of atomic energy, un

der the United Nations, on the basis already approved by the Gen
eral Assembly in order to make effective the prohibition of atomic 
weapons; 2

(&) To strive for the control and elimination, under the United 
Nations, of all other weapons of mass destruction;

(c) To regulate all armaments and armed forces under a United 
Nations system of control and inspection, with a view to their grad
ual reduction;

(d) To reduce to a minimum the diversion for armaments of its 
human and economic resources and to strive towards the development 
of such resources for the general welfare, with due regard to the needs 
of the under-developed areas of the world;

1 General Assembly Official Records: Fifth Session, Supplement No. 20 
(A/1775), pp. 13-14. Approved by a vote of 50-5-1, the Soviet bloc opposing. 

The First Committee had previously (Nov. 3) rejected Soviet-bloc amendments 
which would have incorporated the essential features of the Soviet draft reso
lution of Oct. 23 {ante, doc. 53). On Nov. 17 the General Assembly also ap
proved Resolution 381 (V), “Condemnation of propaganda against pence” 
(Official Records, loc. cit., p. 14), by a vote of 49-0-7.

2 Ante, docs. 10,19, and 29.
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3. Declares that these goals can be attained if all the Members of 
the United Nations demonstrate by their deeds their will to achieve 
peace.

57. Warsaw Resolution of the World Peace Council, 
November 22, 19501

The Second World Peace Congress, having announced with deep 
satisfaction that more than 500 million human beings throughout the 
World have already expressed their desire for peace by signing the 
Stockholm Appeal2 for the banning of atomic weapons;

Voicing this urgent demand of all peoples,
Voicing the anxieties which are mounting, in the face of the 

perils of war, among peoples crushed with ever-increasing military 
expenditure,

Desiring to contribute to the building of a stable and enduring 
peace,

A p p e a l s  solemnly to the United Nations, to the parliaments and to 
all peoples, and submits to them the following proposals:

Unconditional prohibition of all types of atomic, bacteriological, 
chemical, poisonous, radioactive weapons and all other means of mass 
destruction;

Denunciation as a war criminal of that government which hence
forth is the first to use these weapons.

The Second World Congress, mindful of its responsibility to the 
people, appeals, with equal earnestness, to the great powers and calls 
upon them to launch, during the years of 1951 and 1952, a gradual, 
simultaneous and similarly proportioned reduction of all their land, 
sea and air forces of from one-third to one-half of their present size. 
Such a step, by putting a definite end to the armaments race, will dim
inish the risks of aggression. It will allow the lessening of the costs 
which burden the budgets of States and weigh heavily on all sections 
of the people. I t  will allow also the re-establishment of international 
confidence and the necessary co-operation among all nations, regard
less of their social systems.

The Congress declares that the controls for prohibiting atomic weap
ons and all weapons of mass destruction, as well as all conventional 
arms, are technically possible.

1 Department of State files.
3 Ante, doc. 47.
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An international body, staffed by qualified inspectors,, should be 
set up within the framework of the Security Council, and should be 
made responsible for the control of the reduction of conventional arms 
as well as the prohibition of atomic, bacteriological, chemical and 
other weapons.

These controls, to be effective, must apply not only to military 
forces, existing armaments and arms production as declared by each 
nation, but also, on the demand of the international control com
mission, must be extended to include the inspection of military forces, 
existing armaments and arms production which is suspected beyond 
what has been declared. These proposals for the reduction of armed, 
forces constitute a first step on the road to general and complete dis
armament, the final goal of all defenders of peace.

The Second World Congress, convinced that peace cannot be se
cured through an armaments race seeking a balance of forces, holds 
that these proposals give no military advantage to any country, but 
that they would result in halting the drive to war and in advancing 
the well-being and security of all the peoples of the world.

58. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the General 
Assembly: Prohibition of the Atomic Weapon and 
the International Control of Atomic Energy, Decem
ber 12, 1950 1

The General Assembly,
Considering that it is essential to proceed immediately to prepare 

draft conventions for the prohibition of the atomic weapon and the 
control of atomic energy,

Decides
1. To instruct the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission to 

resume its work and to proceed immediately to prepare a draft con
vention for the unconditional prohibition of the atomic weapon and 
a draft convention for the international control of atomic energy, 
bearing in mind that both these conventions should be concluded and 
brought into effect simultaneously,

2. To instruct the said Commission to prepare the draft conven
tions referred to in paragraph 1 above and submit them to the 
Security Council not later than 1 J  une 1951.

1 U.N. doc. A/1676, Dec. 12, 1950. The General Assembly rejected this resolu
tion (Dec. 13) by a vote of 32-5-16.
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59. Statement by the United States RepresSeritative 
(Cooper) to the General Assembly, December 12, 
1950 1

, The United States is,happy to join in the cosponsorship [Australia, 
Canada, Ecuador, France, Netherlands, Turkey, U.K.] of the draft 
resolution which has been introduced by the representative of Aus
tralia.2 As he has stated, this resolution rose out of the suggestion 
advanced by the President of the United States in his address to the 
General Assembly on October 24 last.3 I  desire to express the appre
ciation of my delegation of the initiative of the Australian delegation 
in proposing this resolution and our appreciation of the support of 
those other members who have joined in its cosponsorship.

This resolution directs our purposes to a major goal of the United 
Nations, that is, the international control and reduction of armaments. 
On the surface, it may seem paradoxical to speak of disarmament at a 
time when nations are arming for self-defense and at a time when the 
United Nations is fighting aggression in Korea. This aggression, 
which is manifested in many other forms throughout the world, has 
made it necessary for the peaceful nations of the world to strengthen 
their defenses. Nevertheless, we believe that we would betray the 
people that are represented here and the great aim of disarmament if 
we were to allow ourselves to become so obsessed with the world we 
see today that we should neglect to take every measure to press for
ward toward the world we would like to see in the future.

In considering this resolution, we must face frankly the fact that 
we are dealing more with blueprints and plans for eventual disarma
ment than with disarmament itself. That is true because of the record 
of the failure of past negotiations and the realities of today. We are 
discussing this proposal today under the agenda heading of “the inter
national control of atomic energy.” I should like to emphasize that 
this proposal deals with a much larger problem and a larger question. 
It is the question of disarmament, which includes both conventional 
armament and atomic weapons. It should be noted that the aggres
sion we are witnessing today is not an aggression in which the in
strument is one of atomic weapons; it is one of conventional weapons^
Basic Principles of a Disarmament Plan

I t was to this larger subject of disarmament that President Truman 
addressed himself on October 24 before this General Assembly, when 
he laid down the three basic principles which must be the foundation

^Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 25,1950, pp. 1023-1026. Statement made 
at the 321st plenary meeting. 

a Adopted by the General Assembly on Dec. 13,. 1950 (post, doc. 60). 
x Ante, doc. 55.
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of any truly effective plan of disamament. They were: First, the 
plan must include all kinds of weapons. Outlawing any particular 
kind of weapon is not enough. The conflict in Korea bears tragic wit
ness to the fact that aggression, whatever the weapon used, brings 
destruction. Secondly, the plan must be based on unanimous agree
ment. A majority of nations is not enough. No plan of disarma
ment can work unless it includes every nation having substantial 
armed forces. One-sided disarmament would be a sure invitation 
to aggression. Thirdly, the plan must be foolproof. Paper promises 
are not enough. Disarmament must be based on safeguards which 
will insure the compliance of all nations. The safeguards must be 
adequate to give immediate warning of any threatened violation. 
Disarmament must be policed continuously and thoroughly. I t  must 
be founded on free and open interchange of information across in
ternational borders.

As the President pointed out, these are simple, practical principles. 
If  they were accepted and carried out, genuine disarmament would be 
possible.

These are the principles which have guided the majority of the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments in their efforts of the past years. Although these efforts 
have failed to attain the agreement which is essential for taking ac
tion, nevertheless, they represent progress on the technical and plan
ning side of the subject, and they could afford a substantial founda
tion upon which to build for real action in the future.
Urgent Problem of Atomic Energy Control

One of the most difficult and yet most urgent problems which con
fronted the world and the United Nations was the problem posed 
by the discovery of atomic energy. Nearly all the member nations, 
including the United States, made the decision that this new force 
must be made subject to international control in order that it should 
be used as an instrument for peace rather than for destruction. These 
nations made the decision that the solution to this problem must be 
a real and an honest one, not a specious one, a paper one; not one con
tained in a resolution, but one which could actually attain control, 
and actual control. A real and effective solution to the problem was 
made essential by the fact that atomic energy developed for peaceful 
purposes is, automatically and inescapably, adaptable to military 
purposes. This fact must always be kept in mind in any consideration 
of atomic energy control.

The indispensable criterion which must be applied to every pro
posal is whether or not the provision or proposal does make for effec
tive control. All political considerations must yield to the scientific 
facts of the production and use of atomic energy. All, or practically
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all, of the members of the United Nations were willing to make these 
concessions. They were willing to, and did, in fact, make every conr 
cession within the limits set by these scientific facts.

Upon the part of the United States, it can be said that, when we 
had pledged ourselves to pursue a policy of cooperation in the United 
Nations and to maintain peace by a system of collective security, it 
was easy for, us to make a decision to seek effective international con
trol of atomic energy. The Soviet Union, as a member of the United 
Nations and as a member of the Atomic Energy Commission, had to 
decide too whether it would cooperate with the rest of the world in 
maintaining peace and, consequently, whether it would cooperate in 
the establishment of a system for the effective international control of 
atomic energy. Whatever may be said, today, the fact is inescapable 
that the Soviet leaders decided to forego effective international con
trol. In 1945, it was not possible to predict whether the Soviet leaders 
would be prepared to accommodate their system and their aims and in
tentions to the requirements of effective international control. By 
1948,. the basic decision that the Soviet Union must have made had 
been recognized by the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, 
That basic decision must have been that Soviet objectives and any real 
control of. atomic weapons or of disarmament were mutually exclusive 
and incompatible..

In its third report to the General Assembly, the United Nations 
Atomic Energy Commission expressed itself upon this principle as 
follows:

In the field of atomic energy the majority of the Commission has been un
able to secure the agreement of the Soviet Union to even those elements of effec
tive control considered essential from the technical point of view, let alone their 
acceptance of the nature and extent of participation in the world community re
quired of aU nations in this field by the first and second reports of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. As a result, the Commission has been forced to recognize 
that agreement on effective measures for the control of atomic energy is itself 
dependent on cooperation in broader fields of policy.1

Lack of Cooperation 6y the U.S.S.R.
In 1949, five of the six permanent members of the Atomic Energy 

Commission, meeting in the consultations requested by the General 
Assembly, reached thefollowing conclusion:

These consultations have not yet succeeded in bringing about agreement 
between the U.S.S.R. and the other five lowers, but they have served to clarify 
some of the points on which there is disagreement.

It is apparent that there is a fundamental difference not only on methods but 
also on aims* All of the Sponsoring Powers other than the U.S.S.R. put world 
security first and are prepared to accept innovations in traditional concepts of 
international co-operation, national sovereignty and economic organization where 
these are necessary for security. The Government of the U.S.S.R. puts its sover-

xAntet doc. 22.
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eignty first and is unwilling to accept measures which may impinge upon or 
interfere with its rigid exercise bf unimpeded state sovereignty. If this funda
mental difference could be overcome, other differences which have hitherto 
appeared insurmountable could be seen in true perspective, and reasonable 
ground might be found for their adjustment.1

Soviet Position Blochs Agreement
It follows from the conclusions of these reports and also from the 

facts that there can be no solution to the problem of the international 
control of atomic energy or to the closely related problem of the regu
lation and reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces 
unless the Soviet Union does join the rest of the United Nations in 
this larger decision of a cooperative endeavor to promote peace and 
security. '

I  think it would be proper, as well as kinder to the General As
sembly, if I  were to accord the repetitious statements and arguments 
that we have heard from the representative of the U.S.S.R.2 their true 
significance and not respond to them. Nevertheless, I  think it is 
important that those who are less familiar with these specious pro
posals should have the record made clear. Moreover, I  think it is 
important also to have clarity in the interests! of peoples whom we 
represent, and of whose fears, hopes, and deep desire for peace we 
are perhaps more conscious today than we have been since the creation 
of our organization.

In his argument, Mr. Vyshinsky mentioned various individuals in 
the United States, dwelt at length upon our economic system, and 
brought in other similar matters which, in his speech of over an hour, 
contributed little to the real question which we are discussing here 
today. I might say that none of the individuals whom he mentioned, 
our economic system, nor other facts to which he referred had any
thing to do with any decision which was made or any failure to reach 
agreement in the field of either disarmament or atomic energy. The 
true state of facts is that this subject has been under consideration 
for a number of years by a Commission and a Committee of both of 
which the U.S.S.R. is a member, and failure to reach agreement was 
the result of the lone position of the U.S.S.E. Therefore, if we find 
ourselves today without agreement, the record points clearly to the 
cause.
U.S. Seeks Open 'World Commumty

Effective systems for the control of atomic energy and the regula
tion of conventional armaments require the establishment of a free 
community of nations. What is needed is that the peoples of the

1 Ante, doc. 42.
2 Statement of Dec. 12,1950 (General Assembly Official Records: Fifth Session* 

821 st Plenary Meeting, pp. 609-621).
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world should seek the establishment of a world community which is 
characterized by openness in their relations. Such a community, 
without barriers to the free movement of people and exchange of in
formation and ideas, could result in a real system of the control of 
atomic energy and of actual disarmament.

Today, the United States says that we will do all within our power 
to further the establishment of such a world community. We shall 
continue to hope that the Soviet Union will join the rest of the United 
Nations in this endeavor. The representative of the Soviet Union 
based a great part of his argument on the alleged United States 
threats to use the atom bomb in Korea. I  only have to say that no 
atom bomb has been dropped on Korea but, to the contrary, that the 
instruments of aggression have been those of great masses of men and 
of conventional weapons and tanks, as well as other new weapons of 
war, which are held in great quantity by the Soviet Union. All the 
talk in the world cannot alter that fundamental fact.

If  the Soviet Union had supported the United Nations plan for the 
control of atomic energy,1 the atomic bomb would today be effectively 
banned and prohibited. We are determined, by every possible means, 
to promote world peace and security. In the general security field, 
we shall continue to urge plans for an effective system for the regula
tion and reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces and 
for adequate and actual control of atomic energy.

Hopes for Solution Through a Control Plan
Concurrent with these continuing efforts in the forums which now 

exist, the United States believes that the United Nations should pre
pare for the coordination of plans of control which would make possi
ble the elimination of atomic weapons and of all other weapons adapta
ble to mass destruction, and which would make possible the reduction 
of conventional armaments and armed forces. In this effort, the 
United Nations should build upon the control plan, approved by it 
and upon the foundation laid by the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments, with a view to developing a comprehensive system of 
control of all national armaments. In our opinion, this is the only 
rpad to effective and genuine disarmament. In our view, this effort 
should be carried forward by the single disarmament commission. 
The terms of reference of such a commission must be prepared and 
agreed upon.

I  might point out here that in past speeches of the representative 
of the Soviet Union, I  believe, he has implied from time to time'that 
there was a parallel effort , being made by the two Commissions and 
that it would be appropriate and effective if their work could be 
carried on together.

1 Ante, docs. 10,19, and 29.
514543— 60—vol. 1------ 20
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If the General Assembly adopts, as we hope it will, the draft resolu
tion now before us which establishes an ad hoc committee to study 
this organization problem, the United States is prepared to advance 
its views on the status, the terms of reference, membership, and pro
gramme of work of a new and consolidated disarmament commission, 
with the strong hope that this may lead to a solution of the problem 
of disarmament and control of atomic energy. We urge the other 
nations proposed for membership on this committee to make known 
their views. We sincerely hope that the Soviet Union, in particular, 
will participate in the deliberations of this committee, for it is obvious 
that without such participation it will be difficult to make effective 
the prohibition of atomic weapons or disarmament. We hope the 
Soviet Union will meet again with the permanent members of the 
United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, as was requested by the 
General Assembly in its resolution of November 23 of last year,1 
because, in the last year, the Soviet Union had boycotted these Com
missions which have been earnestly striving to achieve a solution of 
this problem.2 We will strive with the members who seek a basis for 
agreement in both these fields of disarmament, so that both systems of 
control may be developed together in a system of collective security. 
We stand ready to move ahead, as rapidly as possible, building on the 
foundations that have been laid.

The record of the past 5 years makes it clear that we face a difficult 
task, but this difficulty should not deter us. As the President of the 
United States said in his speech of October 24:

The will of the world for peace is too strong to aUow us to give up in this 
effort. We cannot permit the history of our times to record that we failed by 
default. We must explore every avenue which offers any chance of bringing 
success to the activities of the United Nations in this vital area.

By this draft resolution, we and our cosponsors offer to the world 
and to the United Nations, including the Soviet Union, the possibility 
of the immediate and further consideration of this problem. The 
people of the world whom we represent seek peace. The problem of 
disarmament is an element in that aim. The problem of the control 
of atomic energy is an element which must be considered. We say, 
speaking for the United States, that we are ready by means of this

1 Ante, doc. 44.
2 On Jan. 19, 1950, the Soviet representative demanded that the representative 

of the RepubUc of China be excluded from the six-power talks on atomic energy. 
When the representatives of the other five powers declined to accede to this 
demand, the Soviet representative announced that he would leave the conference. 
On Apr. 27, 1950, the Soviet representative left the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments because of the Chinese representation issue. See General Assembly 
Official Records: Fifth Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/1287), “Annual Report of 
the Secretary-General on the Work of the Organization, 1 July 1949-30 June 
1950,” pp. 27 and 30.
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draft resolution to seek out new avenues and to pursue the solution 
of this great subject.

We say to the Soviet Union, you too stand before the bar of this 
Assembly, before the bar of the people of the world, before the bar 
of your own people who seek peace, and we watch your attitude with 
interest and concern to see if you, too, will join in this new effort to 
see control, to seek disarmament, to seek peace.

60. General Assembly Resolution 496 (V): International 
Control of Atomic Energy, December 13, 1950 1

The General Assembly,
Recognizing that the effective regulation and reduction of national 

armaments would substantially diminish the present danger of war, 
relieve the heavy economic burden placed upon the peoples of the 
world in the absence of a system of armaments control, and permit 
the greater use of man’s resources to projects devoted to his betterment, 

Recognizing that the regulation and reduction of armaments to 
be effective must cover weapons of all kinds, must be based on unani
mous agreement, and so must include every nation having substantial 
armaments and armed forces,

Recognizing further that any plan for the regulation and reduction 
oJ; armaments and armed forces must be based upon safeguards that 
will secure the compliance of all nations,

Recognizing the inability to date to achieve agreement among na
tions on the elimination of atomic weapons under a system of effective 
international control of atomic energy and on the regulation and 
reduction of other armaments and armed forces,

Recallmg that a plan has been developed in the United Nations 
Atomic Energy Commission,2 and approved by the General As
sembly,3 for the international control of atomic energy, which would 
make effective the prohibition of atomic weapons; and that much use
ful planning work has been accomplished in the Commission for Con
ventional Armaments,

Desiring, however, to carry this work forward toward a compre
hensive system of armaments control,

1 General Assembly Official Records: Fifth Session, Supplement No. 20 
(A/1775), p. 80. Approved by a vote of 47-5-3, the Soviet bloc lopposing and 
Indonesia, Pakistan, and Yugoslavia abstaining. 

a Ante, docs. 10 and 19.
• Ante, doc. 29.
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Decides to establish a committee of twelve, consisting of repre
sentatives of the members of the Security Council as of 1 January 
1951, together with Canada, to consider and report to the next regular 
session of the General Assembly1 on ways and means whereby the 
work of the Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments may be co-ordinated and on the advisability 
of their functions being merged and placed under a new and consoli
dated disarmament commission.

l See post, doc. 62.
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61. United States Working Paper Submitted to the Com
mittee of Twelve: Coordination of the Work of the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments, May 17, 19511

Introduction
The United States believes that comprehensive plans to include the 

international control of all armaments and armed forces should be 
•developed by the United Nations, and, accordingly, that present United 
Nations efforts should be directed towards the preparation of co-ordi- 
nated plans of control which would make possible with appropriate 
safeguards the regulations, limitation and balanced reduction of all 
armaments and armed forces, including internal security and police 
forces. United Nations efforts in the field of armaments and armed 
forces have to date been assigned to two separate bodies, namely [,] 
the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission 
for Conventional Armaments. Much useful work has been accom
plished by the two Commissions and, in the view of the United States, 
the appropriate time has now arrived for bringing the respective 
efforts of the two Commissions into closer co-ordination through the 
establishment of a single commission. In taking over the functions of 
the two present Commissions, the new commission would build upon 
the work already done by them. In particular, the United States be
lieves that the United Nations plan for international control of 
atomic energy2 must continue to serve as the basis for the work of the 
new commission in the atomic energy phases of its work. Neverthe
less, the commission should be empowered to consider any other pro
posals that would be no less effective than the existing United Nations 
plan.
A. Orgcmization

The United States believes that a new commission whose primary 
task would be the development of plans for the international control 
of all armaments and armed forces—to be called the Commission for 
the Control of Armaments and Armed Forces—should be established

1 U.N. doc. A/AC.50/1, May 17, 1951. Paper dated May 17 and presented to
the Committee of Twelve (see <mte, doc. 60) on May 25.

3 Ante, docs. 10,19, and 29.
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in place of the existing two Commissions in accordance with the follow- 
ing terms and provisions:

1. Status. The new commission should be established under and re
port to the Security Council, which in turn should submit periodic 
progress reports to the General Assembly.
2. Composition. Membership on the new commission should cor
respond to the membership of the Atomic Energy Commission and 
the Commission for Conventional Armaments, and hence would 
consist of the members of the Security Council, plus Canada when 
Canada is not a member of the Security Council.
3. Sub-committees. The new commission should be expressly au
thorized to establish such sub-committees as may be needed in order 
to carry out the tasks assigned to it, recognizing that the differences 
in the nature of atomic and non-atomic weapons, as well as in the 
nature of biological and other instrumentalities of warfare, require 
the development of varying, but co-ordinated, systems of regulation 
and control, specially adapted to meet the problems peculiar to the 
different types of weapons, or instrumentalities.
4. Technical advice. Technical advice should be provided as neces
sary by experts appointed by the member States to assist their 
representatives.
5. The Secretariat. The Secretariat of the new commission should 
be provided by the Secretary-General of the United Nations.
6. Relationship to other organs of the United Nations. As a sub
ordinate organ of the Security Council, the new commission should 
have the normal relationship of such a body to other organs of the 
United Nations.
7. Rules of procedure. With appropriate modifications, the rules 
of procedure of the Atomic Energy Commission would appear to be 
adequate to serve as the rules of procedure of the new commission.

B. Functions.
1. The primary task of the new commission should be to prepare 

comprehensive and co-ordinated plans for the international control 
of all armaments and armed forces, and accordingly, would provide 
for the regulation, limitation, and balanced reduction of all armaments 
and armed forces, including internal security and police forces.

2. The new commission should build upon the work already de
veloped by the Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments. The United Nations plan for the inter
national control of atomic energy and the prohibition of atomic 
weapons should continue to serve as the basis for any plan for the con
trol of atomic energy unless and until a better and no less effective 
system can be devised.
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3. The new commission should take into account the inter-relation
ship of control systems and safeguards necessary to assure the regu
lation, limitation, and balanced reduction of all armaments and armed 
forces, including internal security and police forces, in order to assure 
that the respective systems of control complement each other.

4. The new commission should develop a comprehensive plan for 
phasing the implementation of the component systems of control and 
regulation of all armaments and armed forces.

5. The new commission should formulate a plan for the regulation 
of the international traffic in arms as part of the comprehensive plan 
for international control of all armaments and armed forces.

62. Resolution of the Committee of Twelve, August 29, 
19511

The Committee of Twelve,
Recalling that the General Assembly in its resolution 496 (V), 

adopted on 13 December 1950,2 established the Committee of Twelve 
to consider and report to the next regular session of the General 
Assembly on ways and means whereby the work of the Atomiq 
Energy Commission and the Commission for Conventional Arma
ments may be co-ordinated and on the advisability of their functions 
being merged and placed under a new and consolidated disarmament 
commission,

Recognizing that comprehensive and co-ordinated plans for the 
international control of all armaments and armed forces, including 
atomic energy, should be developed by the United Nations,

Believing that such comprehensive and co-ordinated plans of con
trol should make possible with appropriate safeguards the regulation, 
limitation and balanced reduction of all armaments and armed forces, 
including internal security and police forces, and the effective 
international control of atomic energy to ensure its use for peaceful 
purposes only,

Recoiling that a plan has been developed in the United Nations 
Atomic Energy Commission, and approved by the General Assem
bly,8 for the international control of atomic energy, which would

aU.N. doc. A/AC.50/6, in General Assembly Official Records: Sixth Session,
Annexes, Agenda Items 66 and 16, p. 3. Approved by a vote of 11-1, the Soviet
Union opposing. A r£sum6 of the Committee’s actions regarding the report may
be found in A/1922, Oct. 23,1951 {ibid., pp. 2-3).

a Ante, doc. 60.
8 Ante, docs. 10,19, and 29.
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make effective the prohibition of atomic weapons, and that much 
useful planning: work has been accomplished in the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments, ,

Finding that the appropriate time has now arrived for bringing 
the respective efforts of the two commissions into closer co-ordination 
through the establishment of a single commission,

Recommends to the General Assembly,
1. That it establish a new commission, which should be under and 

report to the Security Council, in order to carry forward the tasks 
presently assigned to the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Commission for Conventional Armaments;

2. That the Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments should be dissolved by appropriate action 
upon the establishment of the new commission.

63. Tripartite Proposal for Reduction of Armaments, No
vember 7, 19511

1. France, the United Kingdom and the United States will submit 
to the sixth General Assembly of the United Nations for its consid
eration proposals for proceeding with the regulation, limitation and 
balanced reduction of all armed forces and all armaments, including 
atomic.

2. As long as present conditions of international tension prevail, 
the three governments have the inescapable duty and are unshakably 
determined to continue their efforts to develop the strength required 
for their security and that of the free world, because without security 
there can be no peace with justice. They also believe that if all 
governments sincerely join in the cooperative and effective regula
tion and limitation of armed forces and armaments, this would 
greatly reduce the danger of war and thus enhance the security of all 
nations.

3. In any honest program for regulation, limitation and balanced 
reduction of all armed forces and armaments, a first and indispensable 
step is disclosure and verification. The system of disclosure and 
verification must be on a continuing basis and reveal in successive 
stages all armed forces—including para-military, security and police 
forces—and all armaments, including atomic. It must also provide

1 Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 19, 1951, p. 802. Transmitted to the U.N. 
Secretary-General by Secretary of State Acheson, Foreign Secretary Eden, and 
Ambassador Chauvel on Nov. 8, 1951 (U.N. doc. A/1943, in General Assembly 
Official Records: Sixth Session, Armexes, Agenda Items 66 and 16, pp. 3-4).
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'for effective international inspection to verify the adequacy arid 
accuracy of this information.

4. Such a system of disclosure and verification in successive stages 
would be an essential part of the program for regulation, limitation 
and balanced reduction of all armed forces and armaments to a level 
which would decrease substantially the possibility of a successful 
aggression and thereby decrease the chance that armed aggression 
would be used to further national objectives.

5. The three governments believe that a workable program should 
include criteria according to which the size of all armed forces 
would be limited, the portion of national production which could 
be used for military purposes would be restricted, and mutually 
agreed national military programs would be arrived at within the 
prescribed limits and restrictions. The United Nations plan for the 
international control of atomic energy and the prohibition of atomic 
weapons1 should continue to serve as the basis for the atomic energy 
aspects of any general program for the regulation, limitation and 
‘balanced reduction of all armainents and armed forces, unless and 
until a better and more effective plan can be devised.

6. The three governments believe that discussion of the program 
should begin now. However, such a general program cannot be put 
into effect while United Nations forces are resisting aggression in 
Korea. Moreover, concurrently with the coming into effect of the 
program the major political issues which have divided the world can 
and must be settled.

7. The three governments share with air Members of the United 
Nations the responsibility to promote world conditions in which 
international peace and security are assured. They believe that their 
proposals offer an opportunity for the world to move forward toward 
that objective.

64. Radio Address by President Truman, November 7, 
19512

The General Assembly of the United Nations is now meeting in 
Paris. This great town meeting of the world has assembled for its 
annual session. What is done there will be of vital importance to 
us in the United States and to all the people of the earth.

A few hours ago, the United States, Great Britain, and France 
announced that they would present to the General Assembly a joint

1 Ante, docs. 10,19, and 29.
1 Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 19, 1951, pp. 799-803.
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proposal of great significance.1 This is a proposal for lessening the 
burden of armaments which now bears so heavily upon the world. 
I t is a common-sense way of getting started toward the regulation 
and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all implements of 
war, including atomic weapons. We hope the General Assembly will 
consider this proposal as an urgent and important matter.

I  want to tell you something about this proposal and why we are 
making it. Let’s begin by talking about the nature of the disarma
ment problem. All of us know how difficult the world situation is 
today. Fighting is going on in Korea, and the threat of Communist 
aggression hangs over many other parts of the world.

To meet this situation, the United States is now rapidly building up 
its armed forces. So are other free countries. We are doing this 
because we must. The Soviet Union and its satellites have very 
large military forces ready for action. The Soviet Union has a 
growing stock of atomic bombs. The aggression in Korea has shown 
that Communist imperialism will resort to open warfare to gain its 
ends. In these circumstances we must have strong military defenses, 
and we are building them.

General Eisenhower has just given me an encouraging report of the 
progress that is being made under his command in Europe. Serious 
difficulties still remain, and they will require vigorous effort from us 
and from our allies. But the free nations of Europe are creating 
effective defenses.; As a result of General Eisenhower’s visit, arrange
ments are being made to speed up the training and equipment of the 
combined defense forces in Europe. We shall continue to build 
strong defenses in Europe and in other parts of the world—just as 
long as that is necessary.

Our own armed forces, and those of our allies are essential to the 
protection of freedom. They are an essential part of our efforts to 
prevent another world war. As they increase in size and effectiveness 
they make it plain to an aggressor that he can have no hope of quick 
and easy conquest. As the Kremlin comes to see that its aggressive 
policies cannot pay off, it may abandon them and join in reasonable 
settlements of world problems.

This build-up of the defenses of the free world is one way to se
curity and peace. As things now stand it is the only way open to us. 
But there is another way to security and peace—a way we would 
much prefer to take. We would prefer to see that nations cut down 
their armed forces on a balanced basis that would be fair to all. That 
is the way we hoped the world would follow 6 years ago when we 
helped to set up the United Nations. And it is what we are still 
working for—an international order without the burden of tremen
dous armaments.

1 Ante, doc. 63.
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I t may seem strange to talk about reducing armed forces and arma
ments when we are working so hard to build up our military strength. 
But there is nothing inconsistent about these two things. Both have 
the same aim—the aim of security and peace. If  we can’t  get security 
and peace one way, we must get it the other way.

’Workable International System Essential
The way of reducing armaments—the way we prefer—can be under

taken only if there is a workable international system which makes 
reduction possible without endangering the security of any nation. 
No country can afford to reduce its defenses unless it is sure the other 
fellow is reducing his at the same time; To reduce armaments, there
fore, we must have, first of all, a safe and fair procedure.

Three weeks ago, in a speech in North Carolina, I  said that we are 
willing, as we have always been, to sit down in the United Nations 
with the Soviet Union, and all the other countries concerned, and 
work together for lessening the burden of armament.1 The proposal 
we have announced today, along with France and Great Britain, 
offers a practical way to do just that.

This proposal is in the nature of a fresh approach. I t  has been 
very carefully prepared, and we believe it is an improvement over 
previous approaches. If  it is accepted, it will open a way to reduce 
armaments and lessen the risk of war.

The basic principles for a real, workable system for reducing arma
ments are well known. I  outlined them in my speech before the 
General Assembly of the United Nations a little more than a year 
ago.2 The General Assembly has endorsed them. They are simple. 
First, such a system must include all types of weapons; second, it 
m,ust be accepted by all nations having substantial armed forces; 
and third, it must be based on safeguards that will insure the com
pliance of all nations—in other words it must be foolproof.

I also suggested to the General Assembly that the two United 
Nations commissions working on the control of armaments be con
solidated into one. One of these commissions has been working on 
atomic energy, and the other commission on all other types of weapons 
and armed forces. I t is clear, however, that all types of weapons and 
armed forces must be covered by one over-all plan and should there
fore be under the jurisdiction of the same United Nations com,mission:.

As a result of work during the past year, the General Assembly is 
now in a position to merge the two commissions and to direct the new 
body to get to work on concrete steps for reducing and controlling all 
kinds of armaments. We hope the proposal we are now making will

1 Address of Oct. 15, 1951 (Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 29, 1951, p. 680).
3 Ante, doc. 55.



278 DOCUMENT 64 : NOVEMBER 7, 1951

be the first order of business of this new commission. Let me tell 
you just what it is that we are proposing.

Continuing Arms Inventory Proposed
First, we propose that a continuing inventory of all armed forces 

and armaments be undertaken. This inventory would take place in 
every country having substantial military power, and it would be 
checked and verified in each of those countries by inspectors who are 
nationals of other countries working under the United Nations. 
These inspectors would have authority to find out what the real facts 
are.

Second, we propose that while this process of inventory and inspec
tion is taking place the nations work out specific arrangements for 
the actual reduction of arm,ed strength.

Third, we propose, on the basis of these two steps, that the reduc
tions which are the goal of the program be made as soon as that can 
be done with full knowledge and fairness to all.

Such a program would have to be agreed upon by all the countries 
having substantial military power and ratified according to their own 
constitutional practices.

The key to this plan is the proposal to find out exactly and precisely 
what arms and armed forces each country has. This is the first 
essential, on which all else depends. Unless this step is taken, no 
real progress can be made toward regulating and reducing arma
ments.

Any nation which is not willing to agree to this step, and to carry 
it out, is not really interested in disarmament. The Soviet Govern
ment has at various times talked about reducing armaments, but they 
have never proposed an effective system for finding out the facts. 
No responsible government can agree to cut its own defenses unless it 
knows where such a cut will leave it in relation to the armied forces 
of other countries. That is why we propose the first step of an 
honest, continuing inventory of all armed forces and armaments, 
including atomic weapons.

Such an inventory would proceed by stages, disclosing the least 
vital information first, and then proceeding to more sensitive areas. 
Each stage would be completed before the next began, until 
all armed forces and armaments of every kind had been included.

There is another important point. Any program of reducing 
armaments will necessarily be complex and, even with the fullest 
cooperation of all the parties, will take quite a while to work out and 
put into effect. Even after it is put into effect, there will have to be 
safeguards against its violation. The fact finding must, therefore, 
be continuous. I t cannot be a one-shot affair. The fact finders must 
know not only what the state of armament is on any given date, but
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how it is proceeding—whether the armed, forces of the country con
cerned are increasing or diminishing. *

As the facts are revealed, progress can be made toward working 
out, by mutual agreement, the exact amounts and kinds of armaments 
and armed forces which each country will finally be permitted to 
have. It might be possible, for example, to agree that each country 
would have armed forces proportionate to its population, with a 
ceiling beyond which no country could go. Furthermore, each country 
might be limited to using no more than a fixed portion of its national 
production for military purposes.

With respect to atomic weapons, the plan already approved by a 
majority of the United Nations1 fits right into this present proposal 
of ours for the control and reduction of armaments. Atomic weapons 
would be revealed at the appropriate stage in the process of disclosure. 
Such weapons would ultimately be prohibited, and atomic energy 
would be controlled under the provisions of the United Nations plan. 
We continue to support this plan as it now stands, but we are, of 
course, always ready to consider any better plan.

Let me stress that each stage of this program for reducing arma
ments would be entered upon only after the previous one had been 
completed. And each stage would be continuously policed by in
spectors, who would report any breach of faith.
Equal Protection For All Countries .

If  the Soviet Union and its satellites are really afraid of the in
tentions of any of the free countries, as they say they are, here is a 
plan they can adopt with safety. I t would give them the same 
protection, every step of the way, that it gives every other country. 
And, on the other hand, we can afford to go into such a plan as this 
because we would have safeguards against bad faith. All nations 
would have to lay their cards on the table and keep them there at 
all times.

Here, then, is a real down-to-earth approach, fair to all concerned. 
I t  would move forward step by step. Each step, when completed, 
would build up mutual confidence for the next step. If  at any stage 
there were a breach of trust or an act of bad faith, all participating 
nations would have immediate notice and could act in time to protect 
themselves;.

In the face of the long and gloomy history of our negotiations 
with the Soviet Union, there are, no doubt, many people who think 
that any further attempts to control and reduce armaments are a 
waste of time. I t is true that we have experienced much bad faith, 
deceit, and broken promises on the part of the Soviet Union over the 
last 6 years. I t is true that we have met rebuffs and refusals from

1 Ante, docs. 10,19, and 29.
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the Soviet Government, ever since the day we offered to give up our 
monopoly of atomic weapons and to prohibit them under a system of 
international control. Nevertheless, as responsible men and women, 
we must try for disarmament in spite of all difficulties. We cannot 
permit the history of our times to record that we failed by default.

We make this proposal because it is the right thing to do. We 
are not making it in any sudden spirit of optimism. We are not 
making it as a last gesture of despair. We are making it because 
we share, with all the members of the United Nations, the responsi
bility of trying to bring about conditions which will assure inter
national peace and security. The people of the world want peace. 
To work in every possible way for peace is a duty which we owe not 
only to ourselves, but to the whole human race.

In making our proposal for reducing armaments, we are not sug
gesting that the crisis in world affairs has passed, or even that it has 
lessened. It has not. We cannot afford, for one minute, to let 
down our guard or falter in our defense program. We must not 
weaken in our firm stand to resist aggression in Korea.

While aggression and fighting continue—as in Korea—and while 
the major political issues that divide the nations remain unsettled, 
real progress toward reducing armaments may not be possible. But 
we cannot fail to bring before the world the problem of growing arma
ments, which presses so heavily on all mankind. We believe deeply 
that discussions of this question in the United Nations can and should 
begin now, even though tensions are high. Indeed, one way to re
duce these tensions is to start work on such proposals as the one we 
are now making.

I  urge the Kremlin to accept this proposal. I  urge them to make 
it knowfi to the people of the Soviet Union. The men in the Kremlin 
are responsible for the lives and the future of a great nation—of a 
great and creative people—a people who long for peaee, even as all 
people long for peace. The men in the Kremlin must know how; 
the people behind the Iron Curtain are crushed down by the burden 
of armaments and production for war—how they hope for release 
and for enjoyment of the better things of life.

And there can be a release from the burden of increasing armaments 
and the fear of war. The nations are not helpless chips in the tide; 
of events. They can control their destiny if they will. The burden 
of armaments can be lifted. I t  can be done. And if it is done, think 
what a prospect would open up for the future of mankind.

The United States and other countries are now helping the people 
of the free nations to fight against the ancient enemies of man— 
hunger, disease, and injustice. But what we can do now is sharply 
limited by the cost of maintaining defenses to prevent aggression and 
war. If that cost could be reduced—if the burden of armaments



DOCUMENT 65 : NOVEMBER 8, 1951 281

could be lessened, new energies and resources would be liberated for 
greatly enlarged programs of reconstruction and development.

New hope and opportunities would be given everywhere for better 
conditions of life.' There would be greater freedom, greater pro
duction, greater enjoyment of the fruits of peaceful industry. 
Through the United Nations we could wage the only kind of war we 
seek-—the war against want and human misery. In the lifetime of 
our own generation, we could bring about the greatest period of 
progress for the world in all recorded history.

This is our vision. This is our hope. This is what all free people 
have been striving for. We are determined to gain these tremendous 
opportunities for human progress. We are determined to win real 
peace—peace based on freedom and justice. We will do it the hard 
way if we must—by going forward, as we are doing now, to make 
the free world so strong that no would-be aggressor will dare to break 
the peace. But we will never give up trying for another way to 
peace—the way of reducing the armaments that make aggression 
possible.

That is why we are making these new proposals to the United 
Nations. We offer them in good faith and we ask that they be con
sidered in good faith. We hope all other nations will accept them 
and will join with us in this great enterprise for peace.

65. Address by the Soviet Foreign Minister (Vyshinsky) 
to the General Assembly {Extract}, November 8, 
19511

Ever since the General Assembly began its activities, the Soviet 
Union has, year by year, advocated the adoption of measures to 
strengthen peace and international security. Sufficient it is in this 
connexion to recall that as early as 19462 .the Soviet Union submitted 
a proposal for a general reduction of armaments and for the prohibi
tion of the production and use of atomic energy for warlike purposes. 
Notwithstanding the resistance of the Anglo-American bloc to these 
proposals, the General Assembly, as you will remember, substantially 
accepted these Soviet Union proposals.3 Throughout the subsequent

1 General Assembly Official Records: Sixth Session, 836th Plenary Meeting, 
pp. 25-28. See also Vyshinsky’s address of N o t . 16 (post, doc. 66). For a re- jj 
vised version of the Soviet proposal of Nov. 8, 1951, see the Soviet draft resolu- f 
tion of Jan. 12,1952 (post, doc. 72).

2 Ante, doc. 7.
3 Ante, doc. 9.
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period, unfortunately, the Anglo-American bloc has pampered, in 
every way possible, their implementation.
• At subsequent sessions, from 1947 to 1950, the Soviet Union has 
steadfastly demanded the prohibition of atomic weapons; not their 
reduction I  would stress, as in the proposal just submitted by the 
United States of America, but their complete prohibition. However, 
the Soviet Union has encountered constant resistance from the powers 
of the North Atlantic bloc.

The Soviet Union has also repeatedly advocated the establishment 
of strict international control, in order to ensure the meticulous and 
conscientious fulfilment of decisions on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and the use of atomic energy exclusively for civilian require
ments. But here also the aggressive North Atlantic bloc has con
stantly wrecked the Soviet Union’s proposals for international con
trol—as indeed occurred again today—and has put forward its own 
proposals, which have in fact nothing to do with genuine interna
tional control. I  refer to the notorious Acheson-Baruch-Lilienthal 
plan,1 which is no more than a mockery of international control and 
which no self-respecting State, genuinely desirous of preventing the 
leakage of atomic energy for military purposes could ever accept. 
For what Messrs. Acheson, Baruch and Lilienthal propose is not an 
international but an American control organ, designed to legalize and 
sanction the production of atomic weapons, and not to supervise the 
implementation of decisions to prohibit the production of atomic 
weapons, as proposed by the Soviet Union and as demanded by mil
lions and millions of people and by all the peace-loving nations of the 
world.
- In the light of these facts the true worth of the outcry raised in 
the United States and certain other member countries of the North 
Atlantic bloc over the atom bomb tests in the Soviet Union will be 
clear to all. Particularly vociferous have been certain members of 
United States ruling circles who make no secret of their plans to use 
the atom bomb against the Soviet Union and who view with equanim
ity even so infamous and cynical an expression of their devotion 
to the atom bomb as the article which has just appeared in one of the 
latest numbers of Goilier's Magazine,2 accompanied by disgusting 
illustrations. These gentlemen clamour at the fact that an atom 
bomb—and indeed more than one—has been manufactured in the 
Soviet Union. However, they are not willing to adopt our proposal, 
which is to prohibit the atom bomb, to destroy atom bombs or even 
to use those bombs already manufactured, as generalissimo Stalin 
has said, for civilian purposes—which is entirely feasible. Most nois

1For the Acheson-Lilienthal plan, see A Report on the International Control 
of Atomic Energy, Mar. 16, 1946 (Department of State publication 2498; 1946). 
The Baruch plan is printed ante, doc. 4.

2 “Preview of the War We Do Not Want” {Collier's, Oct 27, 1951, pp. 6-46).
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ily of all, these gentlemen sow slanderous rumors to the effect that 
the Soviet Union is against international control over the execution 
of the decision to prohibit atomic weapons, and that the United 
States on the other hand is in favor of such control. In reality, how
ever, the reverse is the case: it is in fact the Soviet Union which has 
always striven and still strives for the establishment of effective in
ternational control over the observance by all States without excep
tion of measures to prohibit atomic weapons; prohibition here mean
ing u/nconditional and unqualified prohibition. Let Mr. Acheson 
answer: is he in favour of the prohibition of atomic weapons with 
control, or of control without any prohibition of atomic weapons, as is 
stated in the documents which he has here read out? However, we 
shall have more to say about this in the First Committee and I  shall 
reserve further comment for the future, I  need hardly say that we 
welcome such further discussion.

Since they are in favour of atomic weapons the United States rul
ing classes desire neither the unconditional prohibition of the produc
tion of atomic weapons nor genuine international control. As J. V. 
Stalin stated in his reply to a Pravda correspondent on the subject 
of atomic weapons, what they really want is the legalization of the 
right of the warmongers to use atomic weapons for the destruction 
of tens and hundreds of thousands of peaceful human beings.1

At the fourth and fifth sessions of the General Assembly the Soviet 
Union submitted a proposal for the conclusion by the United States, 
the United Kingdom, China, France and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics of a pact for the strengthening of peace.2 More than 500 
million people throughout the globe warmly supported this proposal. 
They still continue to support it steadfastly, since this proposal in
spires great hopes for the removal of the threat of a new war and for 
the strengthening of peace.

At the present time particularly energetic efforts are required to 
achieve a solution of this problem and to lead the world out of the 
dangerous situation into which it is being drawn by the criminal 
machinations of the instigators of a new war.

In view of the situation which has arisen in international relations 
the leaders of the aggressive North Atlantic bloc have been obliged 
to come forward with their plan for reducing the danger of war, as

1 Pravda, Oct. 6, 1951; Documents on International Affairs, 1951, p. 341.
2 Soviet item of Sept. 23, 1949, “Condemnation of the preparations far a new 

war and conclusion of a five-Power pact for the strengthening of peace” (see 
General Assembly Official Records: Fifth Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/1287), 
“Annual Report of the Secretary-General on the Work of the Organization,
1 July 1949-30 June 1950,” p. 23). The Soviet proposal of 1950 is printed ante, 
doc. 53.
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they allege, and increasing the security of all nations. This plan 
was the subject of the so-called three-power declaration by the United 
States of America, France and the United Kingdom1 to which I  
have already referred, and also of yesterday’s broadcast speech by 
President Truman2 and today’s speech from this platform by Mr. 
Acheson.3 In spite of all the impressive publicity which preceded 
these three declarations it may be stated without fear of error, in the 
words of a Russian and, I  believe, an English proverb, that “the moun
tain has brought forth a mouse”. I  will amend this only by saying 
that it has brought forth a Still-born mouse; so frivolous and so mani
festly specious are the peace proposals emanating from the North 
Atlantic camp.

What, in actual fact, do they propose as the most radical method, 
they claim, of removing the threat of a new war and strengthening 
peace? From a perusal of yesterday’s speech by Mr. Truman and 
from today’s statement by Mr. Acheson, it would appear that they 
propose the undertaking of a census or inventory of armed forces and 
armaments under the supervision of a new joint commission for atomic 
energy and conventional armaments. Is this not absurd? Of course, 
stock-taking is a useful procedure in every economy. Inventories 
must be made of boots, great-coats, bayonets, cartridges, rifles, machine 
guns, et cetera—all this needs to be checked over. But is this a task 
for the United Nations in the struggle for peace ? For Mr. Acheson it 
is the main task, and yesterday Mr. Truman resoundingly proclaimed 
to the whole world that without the solution of this problem there 
can be no reduction of armaments and no peaceful settlement of out
standing questions.

After reading this speech I  could not get to sleep all last night— 
because I  was choking with laughter. I  am not by nature given to 
laughter, but even on this platform—although, as the President will 
attest, I  am refraining from laughter—I am unable to restrain my 
irony over this sensational peace offensive by which the United States 
delegation hoped to wrest the initiative from the Soviet Union. I  
trust they will accept our congratulations.

As long ago as 1948 we were asked to undertake the collection of 
information on armed forces and armaments. We are now being 
asked to undertake a census of all armed forces and armaments, and 
the supervision of this census. In accordance with its outcome, con
crete measures for reducing armaments are to be elaborated. On the 
basis of this census it is suggested that we determine what weapons 
and armed forces each country shall have the right to maintain now 
and in the future. With regard to so critical a weapon as the atom

*Anie, doc. 63.
2 Ante, doc. 64.
8 Department ■of S tate Bulletin , Nov. 19, 1951, pp. 803-808.
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bomb, the sponsors of the proposals limit themselves to a publicity 
campaign in favour of the notorious Acheson-Baruch-Lilienthal plan, 
claiming that it is the most suitable. But the complete worthlessness 
of this plan was exposed by the United States representatives them
selves; if necessary, I  can quote documents stating that this control 
plan in actual fact controls nothing, that this guarantee plan guaran
tees nothing; that it is in short a plan which, in the words of a com
mission under the chairmanship of Mr. Acheson himself, in its report 
of its findings to the United States Government, entirely passes over 
the question of prohibiting the production of atomic bombs, since the 
whole matter is subject to the discretion of the Senate, which will act 
in accordance with its own prerogatives and the appropriate legisla
tion. I  quoted this report at the last session and I  do not intend to 
abuse your patience by going further into the matter now. I  will only 
say that it has been proved up to the hilt that the Acheson-Baruch- 
Lilienthal plan is utterly worthless: it provides no control whatever 
because, since there is no prohibition, there is nothing to control; it 
provides no guarantees because, since it is not an international plan, 
it is in no position to give them. Yet this plan is now officially 
presented to us as the very latest innovation in United States peace 
policy for 1951. But this same plan is modestly silent as to the neces
sity of prohibiting the atom bomb.

Neither Mr. Truman, nor Mr. Acheson, nor the three-power declara
tion, propose to lift a finger to prohibit the manufacture of atomic 
bombs. They cravenly shy away from the subject and pretend that 
a mere reference to last year’s General Assembly resolution,1 which 
referred in passing to the prohibition of atom bombs but in no way 
indicated the necessity of prohibiting them, will settle the whole affair, 
and that all nations will continue to thrive, awaiting the moment 
when that very same bomb bursts over their heads.

Moreover, the President of the United States and his Secretary 
of State, as is clear from their respective speeches of yesterday 
and today, continue to insist that the most suitable plan for controlling 
the use of atomic energy is precisely the one which is clearly a mere 
mockery of all international control.

Is it necessary to state that all such plans, and all proposals of 
the kind contained in the three-power declaration and advocated here 
by the United States representative, though they may be submitted 
in the form of peace proposals and with the avowed objective of 
strengthening peace and removing the threat of a new war, are in 
actual fact nothing but sheer speculation on either the ignorance or 
the naivety of people seized with fear for their own future and that 
of their children.

1 Ante, doc. 60.
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The sponsors of these proposals stated yesterday and today, with 
their customary lack of ceremony, that they insist—this phrase, please 
note, is used in speaking to the Soviet Union—that they “insist” that 
the Kremlin accept their proposals. Is this all you wish to insist 
on, gentlemen? They will insist on the Soviet Union’s accepting 
these proposals, and at the same time they make slanderous allegations 
about the Iron Curtain and such nonsense which should have been 
dropped long ago and placed, where it belongs, in the archives of the 
State Department.

But what are these proposals worth ? Instead of dealing with the 
vitally important and serious matter of making a real effort to avert 
the threat of another world war and ensure the security of the peo- . 
pies, they attempt to evade that issue by empty chatter purporting 
to deal with the reduction of armaments, the first stage in which 
process—and no one knows how many years that stage may last— 
being devoted to the rearmament of States.

It is difficult to see what value can be attached to this whole scheme, 
as outlined in the so-called tripartite declaration, because, in sub
mitting their proposals for a so-called reduction of armaments, the 
authors of the proposals declare that as long as the Korean war con
tinues, as we were told by the President of the United States of 
America yesterday and again by Mr. Acheson today, “and while the 
major political issues that divide the nations remain unsettled”,—I 
am quoting from the relevant part of the speech made by the Presi
dent of the United States yesterday—“real progress toward reducing 
armaments may not be possible”.

This remark is characteristic. I t clearly reveals the true meaning 
of the so-called three-power peace offensive led by the United States 
of America at the sixth session of the General Assembly in 1951. 
That offensive is supposed to open a new era in the fight for peace, 
but in fact it has nothing to do with peace or the strengthening of 
peace.

If  the purpose really is to strengthen peace, any sincere plan for 
the reduction of armed forces and armaments must be based on an 
equally sincere attempt to put an immediate end to the war in Korea. 
The United States, however, is unwilling to take any steps to end 
the Korean war, as this would be against the wishes of the American 
multimillionaires, who are growing rich on this war, on war hysteria 
and on the armaments race.

Mr. Acheson saw fit to repeat the slander—I will refrain from 
using a harsher word out of deference to this Assembly, but no doubt 
you will all be able to provide a suitable epithet—about the in
fringement of human rights in, he said, a “large” area of the world, 
referring in this connexion to Hungary and Czechoslovakia. I shall 
not dwell on this matter particularly since these slanderous inven-
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tions spread about in Mr. Acheson’s camp have already been repeatedly 
and fully refuted.

But Mr. Acheson speaks of the infringement of human rights in 
other countries. I too would like to refer to what I read in a French 
evening paper about a revolting crime recently committed in Florida. 
Two negroes, Leon Shepherd and Walter Irving, had been convicted 
by an American Court of the traditional crime of raping a white 
woman. They were later acquitted and set free by the United States 
Supreme Court because of the many and varied irregularities which 
had occurred during their trial. After their acquittal by the United 
States Supreme Court these unfortunate negroes were openly shot 
by the sheriff of Eustace, Florida, and a third negro was shot in the 
sheriff’s presence by a policeman.

This is apparently what human rights mean in America; this is 
apparently the meaning of the American way of life, which we so 
firmly reject and which we would advise you to look into more closely. 
We would counsel you to pay greater attention to these matters in 
your own country, in the vicinity of your own noses, so to speak, 
and to keep those noses out of other people’s countries.

It is essential that the manufacture of atomic weapons should be 
prohibited without delay and that a strict international control should 
be set up to see that this prohibition is obeyed, so that atomic energy 
and the existing stocks of atomic bombs could be used solely and 
exclusively for civilian purposes.

It is essential for nations to end the armaments race, stop the setting 
up of military bases in foreign territories, and finally, withdraw all 
their troops from foreign territories.

I t  is further essential that every State should take immediate steps 
to reduce its armed forces and armaments and to divert its funds 
from military budgets to satisfying the needs of the peoples, improv
ing their material condition and safeguarding their welfare.

It is essential that the United States, the United Kingdom, France, 
China and the Soviet Union should at last make a concerted effort 
to conclude among themselves a peace pact, such as the one we have 
been striving for for years, a fact which all peace-loving peoples 
should be asked to join. Action along these lines would frustrate the 
aggressive plans of the ruling circles in the United States, the United 
Kingdom and certain other countries, and would remove the threat 
of another world war.

The delegation of the Soviet Union, acting on its Government’s 
instructions, is submitting proposals which it firmly believes will be 
an important means of attaining the purpose which millions and mil
lions of people throughout the world dream of and for which they 
live and toil.
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The USSR delegation is convinced that the struggle for peace will 
end in a complete victory for peace. “Peace”, as Generalissimo Stalin 
has said, “will be preserved and fortified if the peoples take the matter 
of preserving it into their own hands and if they defend its cause 
to the end”.1 We believe that the General Assembly should listen 
to the voice of the peoples and fulfil its duty in this great and noble 
cause.

On its Government’s instructions, and with a view to strengthening 
the peace and security of the peoples and averting the threat of another 
world war, the USSR delegation submits the following proposal for 
the consideration of the General Assembly \A/191$\ :

“1. The General Assembly declares participation in the aggres
sive Atlantic bloc and the creation by certain States, and primarily 
by the United States of America, of military, naval and air bases 
in foreign territory incompatible with membership of [in] the 
United Nations.
“2. The General Assembly recognizes it to be essential that:

“(a) The countries taking part in the Korean war should im
mediately end military operations, conclude a truce and withdraw 
their forces from the 38th Parallel within a period of ten days;

“ (&) All foreign troops, and also foreign volunteer forces, should 
be withdrawn from Korea within a period of three months.

“3. The General Assembly calls upon the governments of all 
States, both those which are Members of the United Nations and 
those which are not at present in the United Nations, to consider at 
a World Conference the question of a substantial reduction of 
armed forces and armaments and also the question of practical 
measures for prohibiting the atomic weapon and establishing in
ternational control over the observance of such prohibition.

“The General Assembly recommends that the above-mentioned 
World Conference should be convened at the earliest possible date 
and in any case not later than 1 June 1952.

“4. The General Assembly calls upon the United States of 
America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire
land, France, China and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
to conclude a peace pact and to combine their efforts for achieving 
this high and noble aim.

“The General Assembly also calls upon all other peace-loving 
States to join in the Peace Pact.”
The Soviet Union Government believes that the adoption of these 

proposals, some of which have been submitted previously by the 
USSR delegation for the General Assembly’s consideration, would 
play an important part in maintaining peace throughout the world.

1 Prtwda, Feb. 17,1951.
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The USSR delegation calls on all the representatives present here 
to support these proposals, which it firmly believes will be welcomed 
by all nations striving for peace and by all peace-loving peoples.

66. Address by the Soviet Foreign Minister (Vyshinsky) 
to the General Assembly (Extract}, November 16, 
19511

During the general debate which has now reached its closing stages, 
many representatives have touched on a series of extremely important 
questions arising mainly from the statements and proposals of the 
United States, United Kingdom and French delegations on the one 
hand and of the delegation of the Soviet Union on the other. Al
though considerable attention has already been paid to those proposals, 
not all the questions have been sufficiently clarified; they cannot 
therefore be regarded as exhausted.

We have already pointed out that these proposals of the three 
Powers,2 submitted in their much advertised plan for the reduction 
of armed forces and armaments, including atomic weapons, and 
allegedly aimed at reducing the danger of war and strengthening 
the security of all countries, by their very nature do not conform to 
the advertisement. A careful analysis of the tripartite statement 
containing these proposals is enough to convince us that this is so.

In  my first appearance here I  was not able, of course, to subject 
that statement to the thorough analysis it fully deserved. I  confined 
myself then to a few passing remarks, aiid shall not conceal the fact 
that I  also informed the Assembly that the statement had made me 
laugh.8 But more of that later, if at all.

Take, for example, such an extremely important matter as the pro
hibition of atomic weapons; it turns out that the statement does not 
provide for the prohibition of atomic weapons at all. This is utterly 
unacceptable. I t is certainly no accident that the tripartite state
ment, in paragraph 5, merely mentions casually that the basis “for 
the atomic energy aspects of any general programme for the regula
tion, limitation and balanced reduction of all armaments and armed 
forces” should continue to be the so-called “United Nations plan for

1 General Assembly Official Records: Sixth Session, 348th Plenary Meeting, 
pp. 188-195. For a reply to many of Mr. Vyshinsky’s criticisms, see Secretary 
of State Acheson’s address of Nov. 19,1951 (post, doc. 68). On Nov. 24 the addi
tional Soviet proposals discussed in this address were introduced as amend
ments to the tripartite draft resolution (post, doc. 67). For the revised text of 
the Soviet amendments, see post, doc. 69.

2 Ante, doc. 63.
3 Ante, doc. 65.
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the international control of atomic energy and the prohibition of 
atomic weapons”. But we all know that this so-called plan for the 
control of atomic energy and prohibition of atomic weapons, which 
has already been imposed upon a majority of the States Members 
of the United Nations by the United States, although it may speak 
of international control of atomic energy and of achieving the prohibi
tion of atomic weapons through such control, in reality contains 
neither international control nor prohibition of atomic weapons.

Have we already forgotten that as long ago as 1946 the United 
States Committee on Atomic Energy—the Chairman of which was 
the present Secretary of State of the United States of America, Mr. 
Acheson, whom I am pleased to see among us—in a report1 prepared 
with the assistance of its Board of Consultants, headed by Mr. Lilien- 
thal, one of the authors of the “Baruch Plan”,2 and composed of such 
prominent specialists in the production of atomic weapons as Bar
nard, Oppenheimer, Thomas and others, pointed out in referring to 
this so-called international control plan, which the tripartite state
ment now cites, that the plan did not require the United States to 
discontinue the production of atomic weapons even after the inter
national control plan had been put into effect? Is that a fact or is 
it not?

Up till now I  have received no reply to this question. Such elo
quent members of the United States delegation as Mr. Austin, who, 
as we know, replies to any question with a wide variety of objections, 
have hitherto given no answer. Perhaps they will answer this time, 
if only under rule 74. I will gladly make room for them on this 
rostrum, which I  shall not occupy forever.

Perhaps they will reply to the question as to the meaning of the 
letter, signed four or five years ago by Mr. Acheson, to the then Secre
tary of State, Mr. Byrnes, in which it was stated that even after the

1 In its letter of Mar. 17, 1946, to Secretary of State Byrnes, the Committee 
on Atomic Energy (chaired by Mr. Acheson), stated: “The plan does not re
quire that the United States shaU discontinue such manufacture [of atomic 
bombs] either upon the proposal of the plan or upon the inauguration of the 
international agency. A t some stage in the development of the plan this is re
quired. But neither the plan nor our transmittal of it should be construed as 
meaning that this should or should not be done at the outset or at any specific 
time. That decision, whenever made, will involve considerations of the highest 
policy affecting our security, and must be made by our government under its 
constitutional processes and in the light of all the facts of the world situation.” 
(A Report on the International Control of Atomic Energy, Mar. 16, 19^6 (Depart
ment of State publication 2498; 1946), pp. ix-x; italics added.) See also Mr. 
Acheson’s address of Nov. 19,1951 (post, doc. 68).

2 The Baruch Plan {ante, doc. 4) specifically provided that manufacture of 
atomic bombs would stop, and existing bombs would be disposed of, when an 
adequate system for control of atomic energy had been “agreed upon and put 
into effective operation”.
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so-called international control plan had been put into effect the United 
States would by no means be obliged to discontinue production of 
atomic weapons, but that everything would still depend on ratifica
tion, on discussion of political conditions, on the international situa
tion, which the Senate would be bound to take into account when it 
finally decided the question along with the House of Representatives.

Thus the plan which is now cited by the tripartite statement not 
only does not provide for prohibition of the production of atomic 
weapons but, on the contrary, stipulates that the United States may 
continue to produce atomic weapons after the international control 
plan goes into effect. This is one of the characteristic features of the 
Baruch Plan. Another is that it provides for the kind of interna
tional control system for atomic energy that must inevitably lead to 
the unlimited power of American monopolists, who would thereby be
come masters of the whole world’s economy, including the resources of 
atomic energy. Thus this plan is not a plan for international control 
but for American control, which bears no relation to the objectives of 
a genuine international control organ. In the terse expression of the 
head of the USSR Government, Stalin, it is a take-off, a travesty of 
international control.

Note that this plan, which is supposed to be a plan for the interna
tional control of prohibition of the atomic weapon—notice this point 
particularly—not only fails to provide for prohibition of the atomic 
weapon, but provides—and this in my opinion is monstrous—that the 
international control organ, responsible for ensuring that the future 
decision prohibiting the atomic weapon is correctly, honestly and 
conscientiously carried out, the very organ created for that purpose, 
should possess a research department of its own which would deal, as 
is stated in various American documents, with the development and 
use of the atomic weapon. I t is enough to make a cat laugh! An in
ternational control organ is to be set up to ensure that no one should 
be able to produce the atomic weapon; and provision is made for 
that control organ to include a special research institution for the 
further study of the possibilities of further developing the atomic 
weapon!

That is the plan which, according to the tripartite statement, is to 
serve as the basis for that part of the general programme for the 
reduction of armaments which concerns atomic weapons. Naturally 
the Soviet Union was and still is unable to agree to a plan which in
stead of prohibiting atomic armaments, legalizes the production and 
use of those barbaric weapons for mass slaughter. The plan is en
tirely unsatisfactory and cannot be accepted by any sensible person 
who really wishes to solve the problem and really stands for prohibi
tion of the use of atomic energy for military purposes and for its 
use exclusively for peaceful purposes. Nevertheless, the plan is
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praised to the skies here by Mr. Acheson and Mr. Eden, who are at
tempting to win us over by advancing, among their other proposals, 
one for the inclusion of atomic weapons in the same “system of dis
closure and verification” as conventional armaments. Mr. Eden calls 
this an advance with respect to atomic armaments, and says that had 
the three Powers made no other proposal their statement would never
theless deserve study by the Assembly. Even for the wisest it is never 
too late to learn; the proverb contrasts “the light of learning with the 
darkness of ignorance”.

What is important, however, is not that certain proposals should be 
studied, but the content and value of those proposals; whether or not a 
real and absolutely necessary solution can be found to this serious, 
vital problem. And there can be no serious solution of the problem 
of atomic armaments without their unconditional prohibition, a sub
ject which the United States of America, England and France per
sistently avoid in their statement. That is the fact.

The three Powers also propose in their statement that a resolution 
should be adopted concerning the provision of information on arma
ments, it being understood that this information would be furnished 
progressively, or, in the words of the statement, “in successive stages”. 
Some people, including the last speaker, General Romulo, are enthusi
astic about this proposal. I  do not share his feelings, though I know 
him to be a very enthusiastic man and not very difficult to inspire with 
enthusiasm; to command his enthusiasm a proposal has merely to orig
inate in the United States of America. We are used to that and must 
of course expect it. An enthusiastic man like General Romulo can be 
enthusiastic even about this proposal. But what, in reality, is this 
system of successive stages ? I  should, with your permission, like to 
go into that.

Mr. Acheson said—I should mention here that I  am using a Rus
sian translation: it is possible that in places it may not quite tally 
with some other Russian translation, and differ from the English text 
in some trifle of a comma or quotation mark; but in the main it is 
clearly accurate, since it is the work of responsible translators. I  am 
using the text of the official translators of the General Assembly, 
whose work is well known to be excellent. At any rate the delega
tion of the Soviet Union has no complaint to make against their 
translations; it finds them indeed highly satisfactory. I  repeat, Mr. 
Acheson said that “this system of disclosure and verification must be 
a system which progresses”.1 That is the first principle: it progresses. 
“Which progresses from stage to stage as each one is completed”: 
tjhat is the second principle. “The least vital information”, he 
continued, “would be disclosed first”. Where did General Romulo

1 Address of Nov. 8,1951 (Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 19,1951, p. 807).
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get the idea, which made him so enthusiastic, that notifying, report
ing and providing information concerning atomic armaments would 
begin immediately? Nobody said anything about that. On the 
contrary, Mr. Eomulo, I  must disappoint you and ask you to approach 
the study of this statement more carefully and without enthusiasm.

“The least vital information”, said Mr. Acheson, “would be dis
closed first, and we would then proceed” ; here Mr. Acheson used a 
remarkably apt expression—you will observe that I can speak of 
him not only harshly and rudely, but also gently and kindly—“to 
more sensitive areas”. The sensitive area, Mr. Representative of 
the Philippines, is ultimately atomic armaments, and the statement 
promises that we shall come to it later on. Even that would be all 
right if later on were not postponed to what the ancients called the 
Greek calends; you will remember that the calends only existed in 
the Roman calendar and never in the Greek.

This was confirmed by Mr. Eden in his speech of 12 November. 
“We suggest”, he said, “that this should begin with the less 
important categories of armed forces and armaments”. Was I  not 
right in saying that a start would be made with ordinary rifles, 
machine guns and so on, this is to say, with the less important weap
ons? That is what Mr. Eden said. I  merely repeated it, though 
in doing so I evidently caused a certain person displeasure. Appar
ently one must not repeat what other people have said even when 
it is to the point; one must bring* out something fresh, indeed unusual, 
as the Australian representative requested me to do today. Clearly 
he must be satisfied, as I  am saying something really unusual. What 
I  am saying now is probably absolutely new to him. And then, Mr. 
Eden said, that is to say, after going through the less important cate
gories, we shall go on to the more important ones. He went on to 
explain what was meant by those more important categories. They 
are the more secret ones, and, consequently, he went on—another re
markable expression!—“more difficult to handle”. You see, when 
we reach the last, or some later stage, and it comes to the disclosure 
of secrets, then, says Mr. Eden, we come up against the need to dis
close even things which are difficult to handle.

What are those things ? Atomic bombs, perhaps hydrogen bombs, 
tactical or maybe non-tactical ones, I  do not know; at any rate some 
special ones which Mr. Eden places in the more important categories, 
to use his own expression, or which, in the words of Mr. Acheson, 
constitute “more sensitive areas”. Those I  believe are the delicate 
questions which the three Powers relegate to the last stage. We have 
not the slightest doubt that this cautious approach is due solely to 
the desire to avoid, in actual fact, providing any information on the 
atomic weapon, which of course belongs specifically to that most secret 
category which, according to Mr. Eden, is particularly difficult to
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handle. I t is like, if one might say so, a very sensitive lady who must 
be handled with special care and tenderness, and never exposed to 
the public view.

Here is just where we see the real point of the system of successive 
stages devised by the three Powers. The actual shift from one stage 
to another will, according to Mr. Acheson’s and Mr. Eden’s state
ments, be made at the discretion of those who hold the mechanism 
controlling the reduction of atomic weapons and all armaments, as 
well as the prohibition of atomic armaments. Mr. Acheson under
lined that “in a world charged as ours is with suspicions and dangers, 
our peoples want the safeguard that disclosure and verification can 
provide”. It is entirely understandable and a matter of elementary 
logic that if this is in fact so, then an effort must be made to disclose 
as soon as possible the most important features which give the best 
safeguard. But the tripartite statement turns the whole matter up
side down, or, as the English and Americans are fond of saying, 
“puts the cart before the horse ” ; or as it seems the Australians and 
Canadians say, evidently preferring oxen to horses, “ puts the cart 
before the ox Mr. Acheson says that safeguards are necessary and 
that only if such safeguards are forthcoming will transition from 
one stage to the next be possible. He states directly : “ As we move 
from stage to stage, we would have increasing evidence of good faith 
and honesty. We would not go forward ”, he adds, “ without that 
evidence ”. This way of stating the issue can only mean one thing : 
that the transition from one stage to the next in the submission of 
information on armaments under the three-Power plan will be made 
directly dependent on whether those States possessing the most power
ful, dangerous and threatening weapons, on which information has 
to be published and made known at succeeding stages, will be prepared 
to accept as satisfactory the results of submitting the required infor
mation at the first stage. This can only mean that the fate of the 
whole plan for collecting data on armaments, for verifying these data 
and for implementing measures for the reduction of armaments will 
reside in the hands of the possessors of the more powerful and dan
gerous weapons. This, finally, may well mean that the decision as 
regards the transition from one stage to the next will be entirely up 
to those same Powers, which will decide in accordance with their in
terests. If  they recognize that it is possible to make known the more 
secret and dangerous types and forms of armaments, they will ac
cordingly do so, and will proceed to the ensuing stage; if they do not 
recognize this to be possible, they will not do so and will not transmit 
the information to anybody. Thus the whole affair will come to a 
standstill and stop at the preceding stage.

Naturally we cannot agree with this way of formulating the prob
lem. A programme for the reduction of armaments in general, based
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on this principle, would be just as unacceptable as the similar system 
of stages underlying the Baruch Plan for the control of atomic weap
ons. This “system of stages”, in the hands of the masters of the situ
ation, which the United States of America aspires to be, would con
stitute a convenient means of refusing for an indefinitely long period 
to carry out inconvenient and, from their own point of view, embar
rassing control measures, or of implementing these measures uni
laterally with respect to other States.

The system of stages in the Baruch Plan for so-called international 
control was intended to confine such control to the first stage in the 
production of atomic energy, that is, to subject to control only the 
extraction of raw materials, including uranium and others, and to 
prevent the extension of international control to the subsequent stages 
of production of atomic weapons. Under the conditions existing when 
the United States held, the monopoly of atomic weapons, this system 
of stages, elaborated in the Baruch-Acheson-Lilienthal Plan, admi
rably suited the United States in atomic matters, for it placed under 
control only those engaged in extracting raw materials for atomic 
weapons, and freed from all control those engaged in the actual pro
duction of atomic weapons. An attempt is being made to apply this 
system even now, although the United States has lost its former mo
nopoly of production of atomic weapons and so should realize by now 
that what is convenient for a monopolist is no longer convenient for 
him when he stops being a monopolist. The United States should 
know that it must find new paths to the solution of this problem and 
not repeat the same thing over and over again, like the magpie in 
our proverb which used to repeat the same things about everybody, 
no matter whom.

We have already said that all these proposals of the three Powers 
amount in substance to proposals for a census of armaments, which is 
to be carried out without any preliminary resolution for the reduction 
of armaments and before prohibition of atomic weapons, and which 
is designed to drown the main issue of the reduction of armaments and 
the prohibition of atomic weapons in a flood of words. This, how
ever, is the main issue. Until the Assembly passes two resolutions on 
these two supremely important questions, anything else will have no 
practical significance whatsoever and will remain empty verbiage.

That is why we are urging that the Assembly should not shelve 
this matter but should resolve to prohibit atomic weapons, to estab
lish strict international control to ensure that this prohibition is 
conscientiously and honestly observed and to reduce all other types 
of armaments. This resolution must be adopted and duly registered 
in the miracle book of the General Assembly. Afterwards it will be 
easy to agree on the important practical measures. But until this is 
done, alas! we shall be unable to move from our present position
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owing to a number of circumstances about which I, with your per
mission and if the Australian representative has no objection, shall 
have to speak further.

I must state that, of course, as soon as resolutions are passed for the 
reduction of armaments and for the prohibition of atomic weapons 
by all States—I stress this, by all States—information on armaments 
must be furnished as soon as possible.

As long ago as the first session of the General Assembly, in New 
York in December [November] 1946, the Soviet Union submitted a 
proposal1 to recognize the necessity for all States Members of the 
United States [sic] to furnish information on all their armed forces 
and armaments. The tripartite proposal, however, does not refer at 
all to military bases. I t is of course impossible to ignore military 
bases in any reference to armaments and armed forces; for, when a 
military base is situated on foreign territory it is one of the ways of 
using armaments and armed forces which constitutes the greatest 
danger to peace. But, gentlemen of the American delegation here 
present, that is precisely the matter which we are discussing.

The tripartite proposal does not refer at all to military bases. You 
know, even under the strongest microscope you won’t find a trace of 
them, no trace at all of military bases on foreign territory. But in 
the meanwhile these bases are being established month after month 
by the organizers of the aggressive Atlantic bloc, although they do not 
mention the fact, and although the issue of the reduction of arma
ments and the prohibition of atomic weapons is closely connected 
with it. They cannot, however, be convinced of this.

This is an important issue, since the organization by the United 
States of America of military, naval and air bases on foreign territory 
represents one of the important measures in the plan for preparing 
a new war. According to the data published in the American Press, 
which are, of course, far from complete and clearly minimized, the 
United States possesses on the territory of foreign States. 400 or more 
military, naval and air bases. It is an undeniable fact, which hardly 
needs special mention, that the American bases constitute a network 
designed to encircle the Soviet Union and the countries of the people’s 
democracies on the north with the help of the Scandinavian countries, 
on the south with the help of Turkey and Greece, on the west with 
the help of the countries of western Europe, and on the east with the 
help of Japan, which is now being transformed into a springboard 
for aggression, an arsenal and a fortress of the Atlantic bloc, directing 
its swordpoint against the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic 
of China. Evidence of this are the maps of many kinds widely cir
culated by the war incendiaries and indicating the direction of the 
blows to be struck from these bases against previously designated 
objectives : against the Soviet Union and the countries of the people’s 
democracies, and against China—the People’s Republic of China.

1Ante, doc. 7.
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The role and intended purpose of the American bases may be 
judged from a statement on 9 November by Mr. Churchill—a very 
authoritative person, as you know—that England, as he put it, had 
become the chief United States atomic base.1 I t  is clear from this 
statement of ChurchilPs that this chief American atomic base has been 
established with a purpose hostile to the Soviet Union in accordance 
with the plan of the aggressive Atlantic bloc. Read through this 
speech made by Mr. Churchill on 9 November, and you will be con
vinced that I  am neither adding nor subtracting a single word.

In spite of the significance of these military bases for the use of 
various units of the armed forces of the aggressive Atlantic bloc, 
nevertheless in the tripartite statement, in the speech of Mr. Acheson 
repeating that of Mr. Truman, and in the speech of Mr. Eden re
peating that of Mr. Acheson, there was not a single syllable about the 
need to liquidate these military bases on foreign territory. This is 
the real site of one of the most important sources of tension in inter
national relations, which, as we know, is far from decreasing.

In the declarations of Mr. Truman, Mr. Acheson and Mr. Eden, 
and in the tripartite statement, the proposals for measures to reduce 
armaments are accompanied by a whole series of reservations. If 
one reads carefully their speeches, documents and declarations, one 
continually finds reservations which leave no doubt that their purpose 
is to prevent the adoption of practical measures for the reduction of 
armaments and for the prohibition of atomic weapons. This is pre
cisely how all these reservations are to be assessed. I  shall cite 
examples.

First, in his speech on 8 November, Mr. Truman, President of the 
United States of America,2 accompanied his proposal for a reduction 
of armaments, which, as I  have already said, amounted in fact to a 
mere census of elementary weapons of the simplest type, with a reser
vation to the effect that the method for reducing armaments which 
he had indicated could be implemented only on the assumption that 
there existed a workable international system; and he added that for 
the reduction of armaments it was above all necessary to have a re
liable and just procedure. Mr. Truman did not trouble to explain 
precisely what he had in view when he referred to a reliable inter
national system and to a reliable and just procedure. Is it not clear 
from his statement that the United States is not going to carry out 
a reduction of armaments until such an international, reliable and 
just procedure has been elaborated? (I rather think that this is a

1“It must not be forgotten that under the late Government we took peculiar 
risks in providing the principal atomic base for the U.S. in East Anglia, and 
that in consequence, we placed ourselves in the very forefront of Soviet antag
onism. We have therefore every need and every right to seek and to receive 
the fullest consideration f r o m  Americans for our point of view, and I feel sure 
this-will not be denied us.” (Documents an International Affairs, 1951, p. 137.)

8 Ante, doc. 64.
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dig at the veto which, so they say, renders our Organization and pro
cedure unreliable. I  think that this is so.) At all events, according 
to Mr. Truman’s proposition, until a reliable and just procedure and 
a workable international organization have been established, the 
United States has no intention of carrying out any reduction of arma
ments. Apparently we have at present an organization which is 
unsuitable for the purpose, however, that does not—curious as it 
might seem—prevent the authors of this plan for the reduction of 
armaments from submitting it to this same unsuitable organization.

We have already seen that Mr. Acheson also stipulates, as a condi
tion for the transition from one stage to another, increasing evidence 
of “goodwill” on the part of divers States. Truman, Acheson and 
Eden have laid down yet another requirement as a preliminary con
dition for the reduction of armaments: the removal of the existing 
international tension. As we are aware, the leading figures of the 
late lamented League of Nations made extensive use of this condi
tion whenever there arose a question of reducing or even of prohib
iting armaments: disarmament. You may recall that just this condi
tion was put forward in the thirties, in particular at the fourth ses
sion of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Confer
ence of the League of Nations, by the head of the French delega
tion of the day, the famous Paul-Boncour, in his efforts to frustrate 
the concrete disarmament proposals put forward by the USSE dele
gation.1 He used a phrase which has gone down to history: “First 
security and then disarmament”.

At previous sessions of the General Assembly the opponents of 
reduction of armaments have merely repeated this phrase. I t  has 
now been brought up to date by Mr. Truman, Mr. Acheson and Mr. 
Eden, who have the removal of present “international tension” as 
a prerequisite for reduction of armaments. But the insincerity of the 
treatment of the question by the United States is proved by the di
rection of that country’s whole policy, not towards slackening the 
tension in international relations, but on the contrary towards further 
increasing it.

Is this not in fact the main reason why the Tito clique has come 
out with its provocative slander against the Soviet Union and the 
countries of the people’s democracies, which it could not have done 
without the protection and direct instigation of the United States?

Would it really have been possible for the representative of the 
bankrupt Kuomintang regime, to whose speech the apt French 
proverb He mort saisit le v if  ’ (“the dead seize[s] the living”) might 
be applied, to appear again in the General Assembly hall, let alone

1 See League of Nations, Documents of the Preparatory Commission for the 
Disarmament Conference, document 0.667.M.225.1927. IX., Series L.o.N., IX. Dis
armament, 1928. IX.2. [Footnote in original.]
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on its rostrum, if behind Mr. Tsiang the figure of Mr. Acheson had 
not been plainly visible?

Nor are these isolated facts. We need only recall the continuous 
American attempts to secure the breakdown of the armistice negotia
tions, first in Kaesong and now in Panmunjon!

And what of the Japanese treaty, the division of Germany and 
the attempts of the United States to establish once more or expand 
its existing strongholds on the Soviet frontiers to the north, south, 
east and west ? And what of the story of the so-called defence of the 
Near East, which the United States is eager to defend without ob
taining the consent of the Near Eastern countries ?

With all his restraint, Mr. El-Khoury could not help pointing out 
that this bears a strong resemblance to preparations for American 
intervention in the Near East. I  seem to have understood him cor
rectly. At least, he is not correcting me now.

And what of the war in Egypt, which, as the Egyptian Minister 
for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Salah-el-Din, has said, is now being waged 
against Egypt by a country purporting to be its ally ? And what of 
this year’s events in Iran, of which Mr. Entezam has spoken?

Do these events not indicate the nature of the present policy of 
the United States and the United Kingdom towards economically and 
militarily weaker countries ?

What about all the continuing excitement over the armament and 
rearmament of Europe, which are crippling a number of countries, 
including the United Kingdom, one of the chief promoters of that 
armament, as well as France which has also joined in ?

And what about the excitement surrounding the nervous activities 
of the American staff of the Atlantic bloc, of which we are now spec
tators here? And the present gathering in Paris of the leading fig
ures of the aggressive Atlantic bloc, in which the United States Sec
retary of Defense, Mr. Lovett, is playing an active part, with General 
Bradley, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Mr. Harriman, 
not to mention Mr. Acheson, Mr. Perkins or Mr. Adenauer, who is 
said to have arrived in Paris, or even General Eisenhower, the Su
preme Commander of the armed forces of the bloc, and the other 
persons engaged in preparing for the forthcoming session of the 
Council of the Atlantic bloc in Rome on 22 November?1

Even the Paris Le Monde has not been able to conceal the real 
meaning and significance of all these facts. An article in the issue 
of the day before yesterday, 14 November, entitled “From the At
lantic to the Rhine with the American Army” has a bearing on what 
I  have said. I  will quote only a few passages from this article.

1 See North Atlantic Council communique of Nov. 28,1951 (American Foreign 
Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 1616-1617).

514543—60—vol. 1------22
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First, Le Monde says:
“At present more than ten thousand American soldiers and officers 

are in France. This time they have not come to pay their respects to 
Lafayette. Their assignment is [the following] . . . the U.S. Army 
in the rear of its forces stationed in Germany is creating services and 
building up stores of food and munitions for use in the event of a con
flict. This is the supply line, which is planned to run from the At
lantic ports to the Rhine...

“English as you might hear it spoken near the banks of the Po
tomac or Lake Michigan is heard on a Saturday evening in the cor
ridors of first-class coaches of the Limoges-Paris trains. With every 
week more American passengers get onto the trains in Chateauroux 
and Orleans. Many of them have put aside their khaki or air force 
blue uniforms for the week-end, but they all have military papers 
in their pockets. . .

“Motor cars and lorries covered with dirty green tarpaulin im
press the tourists more than the Packards and Chevrolets on the 
French roads. On their bumpers can be seen the letters E.C.C.Z., 
which signify ‘European Command Communication Zone5, since these 
vehicles form part of the fleet which the Americans are gradually 
building up in the rear of the occupation forces in Germany.”

Le Monde goes on to make the melancholy observation that these 
activities have no regard for the sovereignty of France.

But, however tolerant our attitude to these facts may be, are we 
not justified in saying clearly, firmly and resolutely that statements 
to the effect that the removal of international tension is the essential 
prerequisite for the reduction of armaments are absolutely insincere? 
Such statements do not accord with the facts I  have quoted. They 
are contrary to the activities which characterize the whole foreign 
policy of the United States.

We cannot in fact daily and hourly create complications which 
lead to tension in international affairs while simultaneously making 
hypocritical appeals for the elimination of such complications. 
Deeds speak louder than words. Words are judged by deeds and 
no reliance is placed on them unless they are borne out by deeds. We 
are faced with a glaring contradiction between the juggling with 
words of the United States leaders, who are playing the chief part in 
the aggressive Atlantic bloc, and their deeds.

This contradiction fully exposes the hypocrisy and, insincerity of 
the proposal made by the United States, the United Kingdom and 
France for the reduction of armaments, and shows it to be a screen 
for their real aims, and for the continued arms race and the prepara
tions for a new war which those aims envisage. These reservations, 
these numerous other reservations scattered through the speeches of
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Mr. Truman, Mr. Acheson and Mr. Eden and in the tripartite state
ment can be regarded only as an attempt to prevent the adoption of 
practical steps for the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of 
atomic weapons.

The treatment of the Korean question by Mr. Truman, Mr. Acheson 
and Mr. Eden makes this particularly clear. They regard the end 
of the war in Korea as an essential prerequisite for the reduction of 
armaments. They have all clearly stated that no general programme 
for the reduction of armaments and armed forces can be carried into 
effect while the war in Korea continues.

But the United States should first apply that requirement to itself; 
to lay down such a condition is mere hypocrisy and deceit. The 
hypocrisy of the position on the reduction of armaments adopted by 
the United States Government and by the Governments of the United 
Kingdom and France is absolutely obvious, since the United States, 
the United Kingdom and France, with other governments of the 
member states of the Atlantic bloc, bear the full responsibility for 
the barbarous war forced on the Korean people, a fact which some 
representatives present here and speaking from this rostrum do 
not appear to understand.

I t was the United States which started the war in Korea. I t  is 
for that country to bring this aggressive war against the Korean 
people to an end. For the Governments of the United States, the 
United Kingdom and France to put forward the demand for the ter
mination of this war in Korea as an essential prerequisite for a so- 
called system of reduction of armaments can be regarded only as a 
mockery of the idea of peace, of the desire for peace of millions of 
people in all countries. This attitude of the United States proves 
more clearly than any words that that country does not in reality 
desire any reduction in armaments.

The attitude of the USSE delegation to the question of reduction 
of armaments has been sufficiently clearly stated. I t  stresses the 
need to make a start with the reduction of armaments forthwith, 
whether the war in Korea is continued or ended.

We cannot agree with the statement made by Mr. Truman, and 
repeated by Mr. Eden and Mr. Acheson, that no what they term 
real progress towards the reduction of armaments is possible until 
the war in Korea has been ended or while, as Mr. Truman said, the 
political questions which at present divide the nations remain 
unsettled.

If  the termination of the war in Korea really must be a prelimi
nary condition of the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of 
the atomic weapon, why in that case are steps not taken to end the 
war immediately? Why in that case do General Ridgway and his
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associates at the Korean front in the extermination of the peace- 
loving population employ the most incredible chicanery to prolong 
the armistice negotiations themselves, as is apparent even from 
today’s papers? Why? Evidently because it is necessary to pro
long the armistice negotiations in order to defer and delay the end 
of the war in Korea. And it is necessary to defer the end of the war 
in Korea in order to avoid reducing armaments and prohibiting 
atomic energy. The logic of such an attitude is sufficiently clear. 
But it is a vicious logic calculated to appeal to the simplicity and, I 
must be outspoken, the foolishness of credulous people. I do not 
think that any people of that kind are to be found amongst ourselves.

I t is quite impossible to agree with Mr. Truman’s assertion that the 
end of the war in Korea is the essential condition precedent to the 
reduction of armaments. I t is becoming quite obvious that in actual 
fact the tripartite proposal is nothing but a propaganda manoeuvre to 
enable the negotiations for the reduction of armaments to be used as 
a screen for the continuing armaments race conducted by the 
organizers of the Atlantic bloc.

I t is no coincidence that even the American Press has been com
pelled to acknowledge that the so-called three-Power plan for the 
reduction of armaments, as described in the tripartite statement, was 
intended to serve purely propaganda purposes. I  should like to refer 
to a number of organs of the American Press which have a large circu
lation and which in the view of many Americans are authoritative, 
for example, The New York Times.

On this matter The New York Times contains the open admission 
that one of the main reasons for the submission of the “disarmament” 
plan by the United States Government was that at the recent session 
of the Council of the Atlantic bloc at Ottawa the attitude of the 
European allies of the United States was marked by stubborn rebel
lion against the American plan of rearmament. We behind the Iron 
Curtain do not know what goes on there, it is all hidden from us; but, 
according to The New York Times, at that last meeting of the Coun
cil the attitude of the European allies of the United States was trans
formed into a stubborn resistance to the American rearmament 
plan.

The New York Times writes that western Europe is disturbed by 
the recent aggressive statements of American representatives.

The New York Times writes that this was just the reason why the 
United States had to stress its “peaceful intentions”. For these 
propagandist purposes, writes The New York Times, the American 
plan is good, but it will not serve as a means of bringing the cold war 
to an end.

The Washington Post, a newspaper which presumably is also well 
known to the United States delegation, states in its leading article
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that the “disarmament” proposal advanced by Mr. Acheson is only a 
“propaganda gesture”.

An article published on 9 November in the New York Herald 
Tribune affirms that the rejection of the western Powers5 plan by the 
Soviet Union will be used by those Powers in their campaign to shift 
the blame for the present armaments race on to the Soviet Union, and 
that this was precisely the purpose—this is the most important point— 
which American official representatives had in mind when they pro
ceeded to elaborate their plans many weeks ago.

The New York Wall Street Journal called the American “disarma
ment” plan a chimera and a figment of the imagination, and went on 
to say that in selecting “disarmament” as a means of wresting the 
initiative from the Soviet Union the United States was really clutch
ing at a straw, since the plan ignored reality for the sake of propa
ganda effect.

It is characteristic that The New York Times, asserting emphati
cally now that the primary task of the United Nations is to “elaborate” 
the western Powers’ plan for the purpose of displaying it to the whole 
world, at the same time affirms that the second task concerns the 
western Powers themselves, and is—according to The New York 
Times—to go full speed ahead with their rearmament programme.

What happens at Rome on 22 November will undoubtedly provide 
a rich illustration of the justice of this remark.

It is also impossible to ignore the statement by the American and 
a considerable part of the European Press that the tripartite proposal 
for the reduction of armaments was put forward because the idea of 
peace advanced by the Soviet Union, in conjunction with the part 
played by the Soviet Union as a champion of peace, has proved effec
tive. The western Powers, as the New York Herald Tribune, for 
example, writes, have had to think in their turn of launching pro
posals for the reduction of armaments in order to win at least a propa
ganda battle at the General Assembly.

And was not this confirmed here by General Romulo, who declared 
in his speech that the United States had never introduced such pro
posals as on this occasion. Why were those proposals introduced pre
cisely on this occasion ?

The New York Herald Tribune, The New York Times, the Wash
ington Post, the Wall Street Journal, and so on, replied to this ques
tion as follows: Because the rulers of the United States had to wrest 
the initiative from the Soviet Union and to make some kind of con
cession to their partners, who, according to The New York Times, had 
rebelled against the plan of the Atlantic bloc at the last meeting at 
Ottawa.

That is the situation so far as the so-called peace proposals of the 
three Powers are concerned. As we have seen, those proposals evade
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the main questions requiring immediate attention. These questions 
are the prohibition of the atomic weapon and the reduction of arma
ments. In those proposals an attempt is made to attach primary 
importance to secondary matters, and thus to divert the attention of 
the General Assembly from the main problems I  have mentioned.

The delegation of the Soviet Union has already proposed to the 
General Assembly its positive programme of measures for averting 
the threat of a new war and guaranteeing the peace and security of 
the peoples. At the very beginning of our general debate we 
introduced our proposals1 on this matter under the following 
heads:

The incompatibility of membership in the United Nations with 
participation in the aggressive Atlantic bloc, and the creation by cer
tain States, and primarily by the United States, of military bases in 
foreign territory;

The immediate cessation of military operations in Korea, the con
clusion of a truce, the withdrawal of forces from the 38th parallel 
within a period of ten days, and the withdrawal of all foreign troops 
from Korea within a period of three months;

The convening of a world conference on the reduction of arma
ments and armed forces, the prohibition of atomic weapons, and the 
establishment of international control over the observance of that 
prohibition;

The conclusion of a peace pact between the five great Powers: the 
United States of America  ̂ the United Kingdom, France, China and 
the Soviet Union.

As a development of these proposals, which were made on 8 No
vember [,] the Soviet Union delegation deems it essential at the present 
time, for the reasons just stated, to make a number of additional 
proposals.2

Firstly, we consider it essential that the General Assembly should 
adopt a resolution that: considering the use of atomic weapons, as 
weapons of aggression and of the mass destruction of people, to be at 
variance with the conscience and honour of peoples and incompatible 
with membership of [m] the United Nations, it proclaims the uncon
ditional prohibition of atomic weapons and the establishment of strict 
international control over the enforcement of this prohibition. We 
propose that the General Assembly should instruct the Atomic Energy 
and Conventional Armaments Commissions to prepare and submit to 
the Security Council, not later than 1 February 1952, for its considera-

1 Ante, doc. 65.
3 These additional proposals were subsequently distributed as U.N. doc. 

A/1962.
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tion, a draft convention providing measures to ensure the implemen
tation of the General Assembly decision on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons, the cessation of their production, the use of already manu
factured atomic bombs exclusively for civilian purposes, and the 
establishment of strict international control over the observance of 
the above-mentioned convention.

Secondly, the General Assembly should recommend the permanent 
members of the Security Council, the United States, the United 
Kingdom, France, China and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
to reduce the armaments and armed forces in their possession at the 
time of the adoption of this recommendation by one-third during a 
period of one year from the date of its adoption. The Philippine 
representative has, of course, grossly distorted the facts by saying that 
all countries have reduced their armed forces with the exception of 
the Soviet Union.1 He has forgotten or has not read a number of 
official documents. I  shall not deal with this aspect of the matter, as 
I  am prepared to postpone detailed discussion of it until it is taken 
up in the First Committee; I  shall merely say at this stage that we 
have demobilized thirty-three military age groups since the end of 
the war. I t  seems that Mr. Romulo is a general; he should know what 
thirty-three age groups means. If he does know and appreciate what 
they mean, he had no right to say what he did say from this rostrum. 
As I  have already pointed out, however, he is an enthusiastic person 
and in his enthusiasm is often led to make statements which are con
trary to the truth.

Thirdly, the General Assembly should recommend that forthwith* 
and in any case not later than one month after the adoption by the 
General Assembly of the decisions on the prohibition of atomic weap
ons and the reduction by one-third of the armaments and armed 
forces of the five Powers, all States should submit complete official 
data on the situation of their armaments and armed forces, including 
data on atomic weapons and military bases in foreign territories. 
These data should relate to the situation obtaining at the time when 
the above-mentioned decisions are adopted by the General Assembly.

1In his address of Nov. 16, 1951, General Romulo made the following 
statement:

“Underlying this whole controversy, of course, is the absence of good faith. 
One regrets to have to say that the USSR proposals exhibit this vice to an 
extreme degree. tVe recaU . . . the original proposal of the Soviet Union for a 
reduction of all armed forces by one-third, at a time when the whole world 
knew that aU the great Powers, excepting the Soviet Union alone, had disbanded 
their troops. We also recall the well-known USSR proposal for the prohibition 
of atomic weapons, at a time when it was well known that the United States 
enjoyed a clear superiority in the production of such weapons which served as a 
counterpoise to the superiority of the Soviet Union in armed forces.” (General 
Assembly Official Records: Sixth Session, 848th Plenary Meeting, x>. 186.)
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Lastly, we make the additional proposal that the General Assembly 
should recommend the establishment within the Security Council of 
an international control organ, the functions of which shall be to 
supervise the implementation of the decisions on the prohibition of 
atomic weapons and the reduction of armaments and armed forces, 
and to verify the data submitted by the States regarding the situa
tion of their armaments and armed forces.

The significance of the foregoing proposals is obvious and requires 
no special clarification. I  consider it necessary to dwell merely on 
our additional proposal for the one-third reduction by the permanent 
members of the Security Council of their armaments and armed 
forces, in connexion with the proposal we made on 8 November for 
the convening of a world conference on reduction of armaments and 
armed forces and the prohibition of atomic weapons.1 We consider 
it expedient and essential that the General Assembly should adopt in 
principle a recommendation concerning the reduction of armaments 
and the prohibition of atomic weapons, and that a world conference, 
with a wider membership, including all countries of the world, should 
consider specific questions arising out of these recommendations and 
affecting all the countries participating in the conference.

I  would also recall that during the general debate a number of 
representatives, including Mr. Pearson, the head of the Canadian 
delegation, who of course is also at the same time chairman of the 
highest council of the aggressive Atlantic bloc, endeavoured to thwart 
our proposals for convening a world disarmament conference by 
asking: “Why wait until June? Is not the General Assembly itself 
a disarmament conference?55

These representatives will perhaps now be quite satisfied that we 
do not wish to postpone the reduction of armaments until the world 
conference which will have to draft practical measures but are pro
posing, as a supplement to our proposal for a world conference to 
consider the reduction of armaments, that a reduction by one-third of 
the armaments of the five Powers and the prohibition of atomic weap
ons should be discussed at the present session of the General Assembly.

We are profoundly convinced that if the proposals for the settle
ment of outstanding international questions, for an endeavour to put 
an end to the aggressive American war in Korea, for the reduction 
of armaments and the like are not mere words but really express the 
desire of the United States, the United Kingdom and France, the 
three Powers Which lead the Atlantic bloc and whose conduct deter
mines the political climate in government circles in a number of other 
countries, then indeed the way will be opened for the General As
sembly to adopt serious and responsible resolutions.

1 Ante, doc. 65.
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We are convinced, profoundly convinced, that the proposals of the 
Soviet Union make it possible for the General Assembly to proceed 
boldly and resolutely along this path.

67. Tripartite Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Establishment of 
a Disarmament Commission, November 19, 19511

The General Assembly,
Desiring to lift from the peoples of the world the burden of increas

ing armaments and the fear of war, and to liberate new energies and 
resources for positive programmes of reconstruction and develop
ment.

Believing that the necessary means to this end is the development 
by the United Nations of comprehensive and co-ordinated plans, 
under international control, for the regulation, limitation and bal
anced reduction to levels adequate for defence but not for aggression 
of all arm,ed forces and all armaments, and for the effective interna
tional control of atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only.

Recognizing that a genuine system for disarmament must include 
all kinds of armed forces and armaments, must be accepted by all 
nations having substantial armed forces, and must include safeguards 
that will ensure the compliance of all such nations,

Noting the report (A/1922) of the Committee of Twelve2 estab
lished by resolution 496 (V),3 and especially its recommendation that 
the General Assembly establish a new commission to carry forward 
the tasks originally assigned to the Atomic Energy Commission and 
the Commission for Conventional Armaments,

1. Establishes under the Security Council a commission for the 
regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces and 
all armaments to be known as the Disarmament Commission. This 
commission shall have the same membership as the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Commission for Conventional Armaments, and 
shall function under the rules of procedure of the Atomic Energy

1U.N. doc. A/C.l/667, in General Assembly Official Records: Sixth Session, 
Annexes, Agenda Items 66 and 16, p. 5.

2 Ante, doc. 62.
8 Ante, doc. 60.



-308 DOCUMENT 67 : NOVEMBER 19, 1951

Commission with, such modifications as the Commission shall deem 
necessary;

2. Dissolves the Atomic Energy Commission and recommends to 
the Security Council that it dissolve the Commission for Convention
al Armaments;

3. Directs the Disarmament Commission to prepare proposals to 
t>e embodied in a draft treaty (or treaties) for the regulation, limita
tion and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all armaments. 
The Commission shall be guided by the following principles:

(a) I t  is a primary objective of the United Nations to bring about 
the limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all 
armaments to levels adequate for defence but not for aggression and 
to achieve effective international control to ensure the prohibition of 
atomic weapons;

(5) In a system of guaranteed disarmament there m,ust be progres
sive disclosure and verification on a continuing basis of all armed 
forces—including para-military, security and police forces—and all 
armaments, including atomic;

(c) Such verification must be based on effective international in
spection to ensure the adequacy and accuracy of the information 
disclosed;

(d ) In formulating the proposals for the draft treaty (or treaties) 
referred to above, while not prejudging any other plan that may be 
put forward, the United Nations plan for the international control 
of atomic energy and the prohibition of atomic weapons1 should con
tinue to serve as the basis for the control of atomic energy unless and 
until a better or no less effective system can be devised;

(e) There must be an adequate system of safeguards to ensure 
observance of the disarmament programme, so as to provide for the 
prompt detection of violations while at the samp time causing the 
minimum degree of interference in the internal life of each country;

(/) The treaty or treaties should be open to all States for adher
ence and must be ratified by at least those States whose military 
resources are so substantial that their absence from the programme 
would endanger i t ;

4. Directs the Commission, in preparing the proposals referred 
to in paragraph 3 above, to consider from the outset plans for pro
gressive and continuing disclosure and verification, the implementa
tion of which is recognized as a first and indispensable step in carry
ing out the disarmament programme envisaged in the present resolu
tion;

1 Ante, docs. 10, 19, and 29.
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5. Directs the Commission, in working out plans for the regula
tion, limitation, and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all 
armaments:

(a) To seek to formulate criteria of general application, which 
<can be simply and clearly stated;

(&) To formulate for each State, taking into account the agreed 
‘criteria, proposals for over-all limits and restrictions on all armed 
forces and all armaments;

(c) To consider methods according to which States can agree 
am,ong themselves, under the auspices of the Commission, concerning 
the allocation within their respective national establishments of the 
permitted national armed forces and armaments;

6. Directs the Commission to commence its work not later than 
thirty days from the adoption of this resolution and to report periodi
cally, for information, to the Security Council and to the General 
Assembly, or to the Members of the United Nations when the Gen
eral Assembly is not in session;

7. Declares that a conference of all States should be convened to 
consider the proposals for a draft treaty (or treaties) prepared by 
the Commission as soon as the work of the Commission shall have 
progressed to a point where in the judgment of the Commission any 
part of its programme is ready for submission to governments;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to convene such a conference 
when so advised by the Commission;

9. Requests the Secretary-General to furnish such experts, staff, 
and facilities as the Commission may consider necessary for the 
effective accomplishment of the purposes of the present resolution.

68. Address by Secretary of State Acheson to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, November 19, 
19511

With the permission of the Committee, I  should like this morning 
to elaborate upon the tripartite proposals—which were put in during 
the general debate2 and which have been reduced to the form of a 
resolution sponsored by the three powers 3—which you have on your 
desks before you this morning.

1 Department of State press release 1040, Nov. 20, 1951. Address delivered at 
the 447th meeting.

* Ante, doc. 63.
* Ante, doc. 67.
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In placing these items by general consent first on the agenda of 
this committee, I think the committee has indicated the vital im
portance which it attaches to them. These proposals are being put 
forward at a time when there is in progress in the world, in the Western 
world, one of the greatest efforts ever made in peacetime to rebuild 
the defenses of that part of the world in the face of very grave threats 
which confront it.

Therefore, in putting forward these proposals, we are doing it at 
a time which may seem somewhat anomalous to some of you. In 
my view that is not the case. In my view there never was a time in 
which it was more important than the present to put forward pro
posals such as those tabled by the three powers.

I  believe that these proposals if accepted could and would produce 
a turning point in history, a turning point at which the world could 
turn back from the tensions, the dangers which confront all of us 
in every country, could relax the effort toward armament which is 
going on all over the world and by doing so could find a way to 
solve some of the greatest questions which divide East and West.

Therefore, the three powers attach to these proposals the very 
greatest importance and I  am happy to see that the Committee at
taches the same importance to them by placing them first upon its 
agenda.

Now, in talking about these proposals, I  should like to begin by 
very briefly putting three questions. The first question is: “In put
ting forward these proposals, where do we wish to go?” The second 
question is “Why do we wish to go there?” The third question is 
“How do we propose to get there?”

Where do we wish to go? We wish to go to an international 
system which will include the regulation and reduction of all arms 
and all armaments of all types. We wish to go to a system which 
includes all nations in the world which have substantial military 
forces. We wish to go to a system which prohibits and abolishes the 
use of atomic weapons. We wish to go to a system which includes 
safeguards by which all of this can be done with security to all nations 
involved. We wish to go to a situation in the world in which no 
country will be terrified that some other country or some other group 
of countries is proposing to attack it or to threaten it or to overawe it. 
We wish to reach that point by bringing about a reduction in the level 
of armaments, by bringing about the prohibition of the atomic bomb, 
by bringing about a situation where everybody knows, everybody in 
the world knows what the situation is in regard to armaments and 
keeps on knowing it.

We wish to reach a position where we have lifted from the world 
the fear of war, we wish to go to a point where we know more about



DOCUMENT 68 ; NOVEMBER 19, 1951 311

one another, where, as Mr. Schuman referred to it,1 the mystery of the 
present situation is lifted and where there is reciprocity in knowledge 
so that all countries know what all other countries are doing.

We wish to help meet the reasonable demand in the world for 
peace, meeting it by reducing the burden of armaments, the level of 
armaments, prohibiting atomic weapons and by providing safeguards.

Now, why do we wish to go there? We wish to go there because 
as I  indicated a moment ago, the level of conflict and tension in the 
world is rising to a very dangerous extent. I  have mentioned the 
arming of the Western world which is taking place. There is through
out the world actual fighting going on, particularly in the Far East, 
fighting in Korea, fighting in Indo-China, fighting in Malaya. This 
is not good for the prospects of peace. Therefore, we wish to reach 
the goals that I have mentioned and we wish to reach them quickly 
because we believe that the tension in the world has reached a dan
gerous point.

Now, how do we expect to get to the point we reach? We expect 
to go there by producing practical proposals. We are not putting 
forward any easy suggestions. We are facing the complexity and 
difficulty of this matter squarely and we are going to go into it facing 
every problem of technology and political nature which is involved 
and laying before you the perplexities, laying before you certain 
directions which we believe will be profitable, but not attempting at 
any point to gloss over difficulties or via catchword or slogan trying 
to make this committee or the world believe that things can be 
achieved easily in this field of disarmament, because they cannot. 
This is a difficult field. I t is a field which requires practical and 
sensible treatment. I t  is a field where we get nowhere by propagan
dists slogans, where we can make progress only by patiently analyz
ing the difficulties and finding solutions to them.

Now the first thing which we suggest in attacking this problem is 
the need for an international mechanism. Reduction of the level of 
armaments, prohibition of the atomic bomb cannot be brought about 
by mere resolutions, by a mere agreement that these things are de
sirable and therefore, ipso facto, they happen. That is not the way 
it can be brought about. I t can only be brought about by patiently 
discussing and analyzing in a permanent body the problems which con
front us.

Therefore, our first suggestion relates to item two on the agenda. 
Our first suggestion is that we should go forward in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Committee of Twelvez to create one

1 Statement of Nov. 16, 1951, by the French Foreign Minister, Robert Schu
man. See General Assembly Official Records: Sixth Session, 348th Plenary Meet- 
ing, pp. 197-200.

2 Ante, doc. 62.
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commission, the powers of which are outlined in the resolution which 
we put before you and in the recommendations of the Committee of 
Twelve; that we should create this commission and charge it with 
certain duties, giving it certain guidance, so that it may get on with 
its tasks, with a little more direction, as to where it is to go and how 
it is to get there. Therefore, we favor the merger of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the Conventional Armaments Commission.

This I  say quite frankly is a change in the position of the United 
States. For some years, we thought that this would be a mistake. 
We thought that it would be better to keep the two commissions 
separate. But last year the President announced our decision that 
that was no longer our view.1 We had thought in the first place in 
reaching our earlier conclusion that there were such peculiar problems 
connected with the control of atomic energy that it should be dealt 
with in a separate commission.

Those problems have been dealt with. There has been discussion 
in the separate commission and the report of the six permanent mem
bers of the Atomic Energy Commission in 1949, which you remember, 
has stated that it is no longer profitable to continue discussion in that 
forum because these questions now must be dealt with in a wider 
framework if we are ever to break the deadlock which has unhappily 
existed for so long.

We had hoped also that the matter of conventional armaments 
might find an almost automatic solution in the disarmament which 
took place in the West throughout the great demobilization of 1945, 
1946, but that didn’t occur and therefore that hope has been frustrated 
and can not be relied upon.

We had also thought at one time that the Atomic Energy Com
mission was making such progress that its progress should not be 
impeded by putting new problems into the same commission.

But unhappily, as already stated, the six permanent members have 
indicated to us that that progress has stopped and that it can only 
be resumed by considering these questions in a wider framework.

We are now prepared to change our earlier view and have changed 
it and urge the consolidation of the commissions and the charging of 
the new commission with certain duties, goals and responsibilities.

What are the chief elements of the plan which the three powers 
have put forward? There are four principal elements. I  shall run 
over them and then go into each of them in some detail. The first is 
an inventory, an international inventory and checkup of arms and 
armaments: What is called disclosure and verification and is the first 
element in this program.

The second element is disarmament to agreed levels, the reduction 
of all arms and all armaments to agreed levels.

1 Ante, doc. 55.
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The third element in these proposals is the prohibition of the 
atomic bomb.

The fourth element is the creation of safeguards to make sure that 
all nations are complying with the agreements in which they would 
enter if these proposals are carried out and to warn the world of any 
nation which is not complying with its agreements.

First of all, let us discuss this matter of disclosure and verification.. 
At the outset, I  should like to say that we believe that the verification 
is more, infinitely more, important than the disclosure. Disclosure 
is important but disclosure without verification is not really disclosure 
at all. Therefore, there must be along with disclosure a system for 
verifying what is disclosed and disclosing other things which have' 
not been disclosed.

This procedure of disclosure and verification must be a continuing 
process. I t is not enough to have it done once and then stop, because 
the whole program which we are outlining here will take some timie. 
I t ca;n not be done overnight. Therefore, the disclosure and the veri
fication of the disclosures and the knowledge of the facts must be a 
continuing thing so that everybody may know at all times what is 
happening in this field.

In talking about verification, inspection, I  want frankly to meet a 
situation of great difficulty. This is not an easy thing. I t  is easy to* 
say that there should be verification of what is disclosed, that there 
should be inspection, but it is not an easy thing to do and we must 
face that clearly and we must understand why this thing which is; 
difficult is so necessary.

It is so necessary because we are dealing here with the very ele
ment of security of national states. We are dealing with the sur
vival of national states. In dealing with that matter, we cannot 
brush important matters aside by slogans. We must understand that 
we are dealing with the most serious and vital matters which any\ 
statesmen around this table or elsewhere ever have to deal with, and 
that is the security, the survival of their countries.

Therefore when we are discussing a program for the limitation 
of armaments, we are discussing this elemental central fact of na
tional security and since we are doing that we cannot rely upon the 
statement of any country or any statesman or any officials of any 
country, however friendly, however reliable they have proved in the 
past. I t is not a proper thing to do—it is not a proper thing for me 
to ask another country to rely upon statements or disclosures made 
by officials of the United States without the verification of those 
statements and I  most certainly would be very derelict in my duty to 
my country, and so would every man at this table, if he put the 
safety of his country upon unverified statements made by nationals 
of other countries.
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That is the situation. Those are the actual facts which we face 
and we must face them boldly and clearly and not be led away by 
some slogan which says, “well we could agree to do all of this and 
check up on it later.” We cannot do that with rearmament [disarma
ment?']. We must start at the very outset with knowledge of what 
is going on and it is only with that knowledge that we can be true 
to our own duties to our own countries and embark upon this program 
which holds hazards for all of us, and yet which I believe holds the 
greatest promises for the future. But it must be done on the basis 
of knowledge and not on the basis of mere faith in the words of 
officials of another country.

Now, that is the first element. The first element is disclosure and 
verification and the verification, as I have said, is the more important 
of those two.

The second essential element of this program of disclosure and veri
fication is that it must apply to all arms and all armaments. It can
not merely apply to what some nation wishes to describe as its armed 
forces.

For instance, let us take a mythical country which we call country 
“X”. Suppose that country says that its armed forces are in the 
neighborhood of four million men. We believe that the so-called 
regular armies are somewhere in that neighborhood, perhaps we be
lieve they are a little greater. But suppose we also have reason to 
believe that there are between half a million and million people who 
are called either security police or border guards or customs officials 
and that these additional men are organized into military units. 
They have their own artillery. They have their own tanks. They 
have their own supplies. They have their own general staffs. Sup
pose it is an organization not unlike some of the organizations which 
existed in Germany prior to World War II. Are we expected to take 
the word of country “X” that its armed forces are only these four 
million people, which they classify as their regular forces and that 
this other group, whether it be half a million, a million, or a million 
and a half, are not armed forces at all ? That those are just security 
police and they must be excluded from any system of disclosure and 
verification ? Such an attitude, of course, is impossible.

We are not the least interested in what a country calls its armed 
men. I t may call them an army, or a navy, or an air force, or it may 
call them security police or customs guards or border guards. We 
don’t care. All of us are entitled to know how many such people 
there are, whatever name they go by, what their armaments are and 
where they are deployed.

That is what we call the system of verification and disclosure, and 
it must include everything.
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Also this system of verification and disclosure is, as I have said^a 
difficult matter. I t  involves some matters which are very secret. I t  
involves other matters which are not so secret. How do we propose, 
to proceed? ,

We propose to proceed by stages. We propose to proceed by tak
ing, making disclosures and having verifications of those things which 
are less secret, what I  called the other day in my speech, somewhat 
to the amusement of some in this room, those things which are less 
sensitive.

Now, what do I  mean by least secret or least sensitive? I t  does; 
very little good-to joke about the word. The point is what is the 
basic element of this thought in this proposal.

It again has to do with the security of national states. There are 
some things which if disclosed will be a great deal more dangerous to 
the security of a nation than other things. All of us know that. 
Everybody around this table knows that. Therefore, in starting on a 
program which is new, starting on a program which involves, even 
with all the verification in the world, a considerable element of faith, 
we must start with those things which if disclosed and verified will be 
less dangerous to the security of the national states than those things 
which will be most dangerous. Because we have only hope and faith 
to assure us that this whole system will in effect actually work and 
that nations, all nations, necessary to make it work will in good faith 
make the disclosures and in good faith permit the inspection.

I t is for that reason that those things which are less secret, those 
things which if disclosed are less damaging to the security of the' 
national state must come first and then proceed, after there has been a 
demonstration that the system can and will work and is working, to: 
matters which are more secret and more damaging to the security of 
the national state if disclosed.

We think, therefore, that in the early stages, in the beginning of1 
this matter of disclosure and verification, we should disclose and 
verify, first of all, all types of the armed forces of a nation, including 
the paramilitary, the security and police forces, and the organized 
reserve components of these forces together with the conventional 
arms and armaments which they have. By conventional I  mean the 
least secret, the least damaging if disclosed. We believe that concur-' 
rently with that disclosure and verification there are certain parts of 
the atomic field which can also be disclosed and verified.

I  need not dwell at great length upon that matter because in the1 
Atomic Energy Commission many of you are very familiar with those 
discussions—you know perfectly well that if one says lightly “Why 
doesn’t a nation disclose how many atomic bombs it has”, there is no 
disclosure in any such figure that might be given. The Atomic Energy 
Commission has made it plain over and over and over again that it is

514;543— 60—vol. 1------ 23
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not the energy which one has contained in a f abricated bomb which 
is the important thing. What is the important thing is the amount 
of fissionable material which has been produced and is being cur
rently produced. That is the measure of atomic armament and not 
what has been put into a bomb. Therefore, if there is going to be dis
closure in the atomic field, as in the other fields, it must begin with 
those things which are least secret and damaging to the security of 
the State and then proceed to those things which are more secret. 
This has been gone over and over again in the Atomic Energy Com
mission of the United Nations, so that you know, as well as I  do, that 
in order to get an ultimate disclosure of these essential facts, one must 
begin with the raw materials and work on through the stages of dis
closing the plants and the capacities of the plants to the finished 
matter of the material itself.

After these early stages of disclosure and verification have been 
completed in the less secret fields, then we would propose the dis
closure and verification of more secret fields and these more secret 
fields include atomic energy weapons. Of course they do: They also 
include all other weapons which are of a highly secret nature and your 
scientific and military advisors can tell you that there are many such. 
I t is not merely a matter of atomic energy alone.

I  wish to stress and say as vigorously as I  can that, the proposals 
of the United States do include in stages disclosure and verification of 
atomic armaments. That again is a change in the position of the 
United States. Before, we had taken the position that there could 
be no disclosure until the whole system of control had been set up. We 
are now changing our position and we are changing it in the hope 
that that change may enable the United Nations—through this com
mittee and through this effort in conjunction with British and French 
delegations—may enable us to make progress, successful progress, 
toward a reduction in armaments, the prohibition of atomic weapons 
and the disclosure and verification of all armaments of all sorts.

Now, there has been the suggestion made that the proposal that 
this should be done in stages instead of one great burst of disclosure 
contains some trick. It has been suggested that the United States 
would find some reason never to go on and get to an important part of 
disclosure in the atomic or secret weapon field. It has been suggested 
that those who control—I think that was the phrase—those in control 
of a commission would prevent in some way this happening. Now, if 
that is an attack upon the good faith of the three powers putting 
forward the proposal or if it is an attack upon the good faith of any 
future commission, that of course is a very serious thing indeed and 
that may indicate that there is not a sufficient basis of international 
trust even to set up a system of disarmament. I  hope that that is not
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what is meant. I  hope that the statement that this was a trick was 
made merely in a forensic way of saying that the proposals were not 
clear in certain respects and it is in the belief that that is the way in 
which it was meant that I  am giving this explanation.

One provision which could be in any international agreement which 
would prevent any such fear, I  believe, would be that the progression 
from one stage to another should be an administrative matter within 
the control of the commission controlling and administering the dis
armament agreement. In other words, it should not be a political 
decision to be made by states with reserve power in the states to make 
that decision. But, the agreement should be contained in the docu
ment itself that when the commission is satisfied that a stage has been 
successfully completed, then as an administrative decision the commis
sion should proceed to the next step. That, perhaps in part, would 
meet the difficulty which has been suggested.

Another obvious suggestion is that no commission which is charged 
with the administration of something as vital to the security of every 
nation seated around this table as reduction of armaments, should 
be controlled by any nation, whether that nation is the Soviet Union, 
or the United States, or Great Britain, or France—or any nation that 
you speak of. There should not be such a control, and, of course 
none of you would agree to such control and none of us would ask for 
it.

Therefore, I  think that this matter of stages does not contain a 
trick. I t is a matter which can be successfully handled by a com
mission clothed with appropriate powers, and it is absolutely es
sential, as I  have said before, in beginning a vast undertaking of the 
magnitude that we are proposing that it should proceed with an 
accumulation of trust and confidence, so that when we reach the point 
that nations are asked to make disclosures which vitally prejudice 
their national security, they may have some background of success
ful operation of the system against which they can rely and against 
which they can say to their people—this international system is ac
tually working. Therefore, when we make a disclosure which does 
prejudice the security of our country, we are doing it because we are 
entitled to have faith that this system having worked successfully so 
far, will work more successfully in the future. And, we are all making 
these sacrifices of our national security in the real common interest of 
preventing the catastrophe of a war which would destroy us all.

Now, the next important element in this matter of disclosure and 
verification, is the establishment of an international inspection staff* 
The form of this inspection must be international. No one can or 
should rely on the nationals of a country performing the inspection 
in their own country. If  there is to be faith that this inspection is
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a sound one and that the results of it can be relied upon, there must 
be no question of nationals of a country inspecting in their own 
country.

That is vital and fundamental. The inspection staff must have 
the power and authority to find true facts. I t  cannot be limited 
to verifying any statement which has been put in or to inspecting 
declared plans only. Its duty must be to find the true facts and it 
must be able to go anywhere it has to go and look at whatever it has 
to look at. Therefore, there must be no limitations of any sort, both as 
to papers or areas, in which it may go. This is fundamental and I  
think common sense to all of us here.

Most of us are familiar with the operation of the system of bank 
examiners which is pretty much the same in all of our countries. It 
■Would be utterly absurd to set up a system of bank examinations 
where the bank examiners were allowed to look only at the state
ment of the bank and only at certain boxes in the vault. You would 
be 100 percent certain that such a system of bank examination would 
disclose nothing whatsoever. Because, if there are any irregularities 
in a bank either by the company itself or by employees of the 
company, you may be sure that those irregularities are not going 
to be disclosed in the statement of the bank and not disclosed in cer
tain identifiable places into which the examiners are restricted. If 
there are irregularities in a bank, the only way they can be discovered 
is by only the most searching examination of the bank’s affairs.

Similarly, in this vitally important field of arms reduction, in
spectors must be free to do what inspecting they think is necessary 
to determine whether the tally sheets, whether the disclosure 
made by the country are complete, and whether they have covered 
everything within the categories to be disclosed; and, if not, then the 
inspectors must make the disclosures themselves. They cannot con
tent themselves by saying “This is not complete,’’ but must say that 
this tally sheet is not correct and here are the correct facts or the 
complete facts.

Then we come to the second matter in the proposal. That is the 
matter of the reduction and the limitation of armed forces.

So far we have been discussing disclosure and verification. Dis
closure and verification, as I  shall come to say in a moment, is some
thing which might be dealt with first while the rest of the proposals 
are being worked out by the commission.
; But, the second thing, the matter of the reduction of armed forces, 
again involves certain elements; here alsfr the reduction of all armed 
force must apply to all forces, not merely to certain named categories. 
The same examination which I  gave in the matter of disclosure and 
verification is due here. We carmot permit an agreement to be made
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which says that' oiily regular armed forces shall be reduced or limited, 
and forces known as security police or border guards are not limited. 
They must all be included in the verification and limitation.

The second essential fact is that all countries which have any kind 
of substantial military or paramilitary establishment must fall withf 
in the system. It will not do to provide a system of reduction or limi
tation of armed forces which applies only to the so-called Big Five. 
They are just too many countries which have substantial military 
establishments to make that possible. This agreement must there
fore be open to air countries and it must be entered into by all coun
tries which have substantial military forces.

Now, how do we go about getting a reduction and a limitation of 
armed forces ?

This has been one of the thorniest problems which has confronted 
international bodies for the past fifty years or more. And, therefore, 
one of the things which we suggest in the tripartite resolution is that 
the commission shall be directed to find, if that is possible,—and we 
believe it is possible—some criteria of general application which can 
be simply stated and understood by everybody and which can form 
the basis upon which the agreement shall be worked out as to the limi
tation of forces and the point to which they shall be reduced.

We understand perfectly well that there is no formula, no matter 
how intricately and well one works, which can be applied to every 
country and bring about the magic solution. Therefore, whatever 
criteria are developed are general guides and the final solution must 
be by agreement specifically directed to the forces of each country. 
But, there are some which we believe will reduce the solution to man
ageable proportions. Without such criteria one only gets into a bar
gaining or horse-trading position. That is a very difficult position 
from which to proceed.

In the past and at the present time all sorts of factors have been 
mentioned which bear upon the armed forces which a nation might 
legitimately have—factors such as the geographical position, the area 
of the country, the nature of the terrain, the length of its seacoasts 
and borders, whether its frontiers are protected by natural barriers, 
and the size of its population, and the amount of natural resources, 
communication system, and size of industrial plants.

Now, as you see, when you begin dealing with vast factors of that 
sort, one results only in utter confusion. Therefore, the task is to 
find some criterion which has a certain general application and from 
which one can make specific agreement as to specific countries.
, In searching, for the criterion, I think that we must have in mind 
that this is not an abstract exercise. This is not an exercise in which 
[We ask people,to jbe very subtle and very complex and to juggle a lot 
of things around and come out with a formula.
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What do we have to do? First, we must look at the nature of the 
evil we are trying to correct and then get some criterion which will be 
applicable to correction of that evil.

What are we worried about? What we are worried about is that 
large and powerful countries and their associates may so increase their 
armaments and armed forces that other countries will believe that ag
gression is threatened and then they increase their armaments and 
armed forces and, in turn, there is another increase. So, there is this 
rise in the armed forces and armaments of the various countries and 
an increase—a dangerous increase in tension. That is what we are 
trying to deal with.

Therefore, how do you try to deal with it? An important way to 
deal with it is to say what we are trying to achieve here, that is, an 
agreement which will restrict the forces of certain countries to what 
is adequate for their defense and no more. Because, if the forces are 
adequate for defense only there is real assurance that they are not 
designed and intended for aggression.

Therefore, what sort of criteria are we looking for? One not di
rected against the small country which is not doing any great harm 
in the world, but against large countries which may be raising this 
danger of aggression. The possibility of trouble breaking out be
tween smaller countries is a serious one, but not to be dealt with in 
this way. I t must be dealt with in another way. What we are now 
dealing with is a limitation of arms of those great countries or group
ings of countries which may increase the tension.

How does one go about that? It is clear that a criterion may have 
some relation to population. That is clear because a great country has 
a great many people and therefore can afford and will have a greater 
army than another country.

Therefore, what does population have to do with it? It may have 
this: there will have to be a flat limitation beyond which no country 
is permitted to go, no matter how vast its population is. I t may be 
that this committee or the commission will find some flat limitation.

Very well, that is a possible relation to population. I t may be, 
that in regard to other countries there can be some sort of proportion 
to population. That will be difficult because anyone of us here can 
readily think of countries which are vast in territorial extent but 
small in population. On the other hand, one can think of countries 
small in area and very large in population. Therefore, the question 
of population is not an automatic rule at all. But it may be a help, a 
guide.

Therefore, there is one field in which one can search for a criterion, 
and that is the relation of population to the problem.

In the three-power resolution there is no reference to individual 
criteria. There is no reference of what I  am now talking about—
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some possible relation of population to criteria. We have left it out 
because it seemed improper at this stage of the discussion to ask this 
committee to commit itself to any criteria. The committee should now 
consider, I  believe, the possibility of finding some basis for the discus
sion of this problem. Therefore, in its debates and discussions it 
should indicate to the commission which we hope will be established 
the direction in which to look.

Now, may I add something else. One does not solve the problem of 
the numbers of armed forces even if one establishes a criterion which 
has some relation to population, because there always will be ingenious 
people, who try to get around whatever rule is set up. All of you will 
remember that under the Treaty of Versailles there was a limit put 
upon the German Army.1 I t was set at 100,000 men and ingeniously 
that number of 100,000 men was revolved so that there were an increas
ing number of people who went into a trained reserve and thus the 
limitation was gotten around. So, it is not enough to say that the 
armed forces be limited to a certain number. That is another area 
in which some criterion must be developed.

In another field also there is a possibility of devising a criterion. 
That is in thei amount of the national products which should go into 
armed forces and armaments. Here again we are considering the na
ture of the evil and the nature of the remedy.

Why do we suggest that the national product has something to do 
with it? I t has something to do with it because great countries have 
much larger national products than small ones, and, therefore, the 
great country may put so much of its resources into armaments that 
all the rest of the world is dragged along and made to do the same 
thing.

Therefore, what we ar6 seeking is a criterion which in some way 
will restrain countries having vast resources to put only a certain 
amount into defense and not cause the rest of the world to follow in 
this trend. One of the great problems before World War II  was the 
degree to which Germany and Japan poured their national products 
into armaments. They were building up such reserves of war ma
teriel that the security of the rest of the world became dangerously 
undermined and led to the disaster of World War II. I t  is that which 
we are trying to prevent.

Tn the area of national production, we believe that some kind of 
ceiling must be proposed in terms of critical materials—steel, alu
minum, etc.—which may limit to the amount necessary for defense 
that proportion of the national product which goes into armed forces 
and armaments. Again, it is a very difficult matter because one must 
draw a line between a sensible limitation here and interference with

1 Arts. 159-180 of the Treaty of Versailles (Foreign Relations of the United 
States, The Paris Peace Conference, 1919, vol. XIII, pp. 318-337.)
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every kind of industrial activity of a whole nation. That would be 
untenable and no one would suggest that.

But there are undoubtedly some criteria in this field which will 
give assurance that no more than a necessary amount of certain im
portant materials of the national product are going into armaments 
and armed forces.

Then there is a very important additional matter. I  think the 
commission, when it studies this matter, will discover that even 
though it evolves limitations on the number of people which go into 
the armed forces of each one of the countries sitting around this 
table—even though it solves the limitation of national products 
which go into this field—there is still something left open. That 
something is: How this is used within the armed forces. There will 
always be ingenious people who will try to evade any kind of sys
tem. It has happened in the past and will happen in the future. 
Therefore, I  believe it will be necessary to have limitation on the 
number of people, and, in addition, in the amount of material which 
each of us may put into our armed forces; there also must be agree
ment on the nature of these armed forces. In other words, we can
not leave this to a system of chance in which a group of nations might 
get together and say: “Very well, we have agreed not to have more 
than so many men and so much materiel in our armed forces, how 
■can we use this so we can be quite a menace to the rest of the world? 
Shall we do this by putting it all in long range bombers ? Or, all of 
it in a highly mobile armored outfit. Shall we put all of it into 
submarines?

That should not be permitted. Therefore, when the limitations 
have been evolved, each nation should be required to submit what it 
proposes to do with it so that it is subject to international scrutiny. 
So, that if a trick is about to be developed by any group, the rest of 
the nations can say: “No, you cannot do that. That is not necessary 
for your defense. We object to that, and, therefore, it cannot be a 
mutually agreed upon program.” What we mean by that is a scrutiny 
under the aegis of the commission of what is proposed to be done, and 
that agreement is in accordance with the purposes of the treaty.

So much for the reduction and! limitation of armaments. The pro- 
. posal also involves the prohibition of the atomic bomb. And I  think 
there should be no question and no doubt about that. The resolu
tion which you have before you, introduced by France,, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States, begins by saying:

4—Desiring—to lift from the peoples of the world the burden of 
increasing armaments and the fear of war, and to liberate new ener- 
.gies and resources for positive programmes of reconstruction, and 
development. ,



DOCUMENT 68 ; NOVEMBER 19, 1951 323

“—Believing—that the necessary means to this end, is the develop
ment by the United Nations of comprehensive and coordinated plans, 
under international control, for the regulation, limitation and bal
anced reduction to levels adequate for defense but not for aggression 
of all armed forces and all armaments, and for the effective inter
national control of atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only.”

And further on:
“3.—directs—the disarmament commission to prepare proposals to 

be embodied in a draft treaty (or treaties) for the regulation, limi
tation and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all armaments. 
The commission shall be guided by the following principles:

“ (A) I t is a primary objective of the United Nations to bring 
about the limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces and 
all armaments to levels adequate for defense but not for aggression 
and to achieve effective international control to ensure the prohibition 
of atomic weapons.”

Now, that is a flat, direct, and clear statement. That is the pur
pose and should be the result of the efforts of the commission 
proposed in this resolution to prohibit atomic weapons.

There has been in speeches before the General Assembly, a state
ment made that the plan—the majority plan of the United Nations—- 
and the various proposals and plans of the United States have not 
had for their purpose the abolition of atomic weapons—the prohibition 
of atomic weapons.

That statement is wholly untrue and therefore I  shall spend only 
a few moments here in demonstrating that that is the case. I  should 
like briefly to go over the various statements and proposals which 
have been made to indicate as clearly as I  can both the attitude of the 
United States and the attitude of the United Nations.

We begin with the statement which was made by the Prime Min
isters of Great Britain and Canada and by the President of the 
United States on November 15, 1945.1 That, you will remember, 
was a proposal which was to be made to the United Nations to set 
up the Atomic Energy Commission. It said that the Commission 
would be expected to make specific proposals—A, B, C, and D. Pro
posal “C” was: “For the elimination from national armaments of 
atomic weapons and all other major weapons adaptable to mass 
destruction.” That was the statement made by the three heads of 
Governments. I t is a statement which later on was joined in by Gen
eralissimo Stalin on behalf of the Soviet .Union.2 Therefore, I  think

1Antef doc. 1.
9 Ante, doc. 2.
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we may assume from that statement of policy that there should be 
the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons and all 
other major weapons adaptable to mass destruction.

That is the first statement on this subject, the lead being taken in 
this case by Great Britain, Canada, and the United States. I t  was 
joined in by the Soviet Union and it was laid before the United 
Nations and the United Nations established the Atomic Energy 
Commission for the purposes outlined in the Declaration.

The next document that I should like to refer to is a letter of my 
own which has been the subject of gross misrepresentation. The 
Secretary of State directed that a commission should study the prac
tical methods for bringing about the elimination from armaments of 
the atomic weapon. I  was made the Chairman of that commission 
and we made our report to the President in March, 1946. At that 
time I  wrote a letter which has been much misquoted. That letter 
transmitted our report and pointed out certain things .about it. I t 
has been said that in this letter I  stated that the plan did not require 
the United States to discontinue the use of atomic weapons. I  
shpuld like to read you what I  said and I  shall not after that charac
terize the misrepresentation of my remarks, but I  shall leave that to 
you.

What has been quoted from my remarks is the following: “. . . 
The plan does not require that the United States shall discontinue 
such manufacture (of atomic weapons) either upon the proposal of 
the plan or upon the inauguration of the international agency. At 
some stage in the development of the plan this is required. But 
neither the plan nor our transmittal of it should be construed as 
meaning that this should or should not be done at the outset or , at 
any specific time. That decision, whenever made, will involve con
siderations of the highest policy affecting our security, and must be 
made by our Government under its constitutional processes and in 
the light of all the facts of the world situation.” 1

I  think it is plain as any words can be that what my letter of trans
mittal said was that if the United States enters into an agreement 
embodying this plan, the time will come when atomic weapons cannot 
be manufactured and are prohibited. But, my transmittal of this 
proposal does not mean that the United States should unilaterally do 
that, nor [that] the United Nations members must unilaterally do it.

Following that proposal, the plan of the commission of which I  
was the chairman, was turned over to other authorities in the govern
ment for the purpose of making certain proposals to the Atomic

1A Report on the International Control of Atomic Energy (Department of State 
publication 2498; 1946), pp. ix-x. Cf. Mr. Vyshinsky's remarks of Nov. 16, 
1951 (ante, doc. 66).
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Energy Commission of the United Nations. These proposals were 
made by Mr. Baruch on June 14,1946. Mr. Baruch said the follow
ing before this commission:

“When an adequate system for control of atomic energy, including 
the renunciation of the bomb as a weapon has been agreed upon and 
put into effective operation, and condign punishment set up for the 
violations of the rules of control which are to be stigmatized as inter
national crimes, we propose that:

“1. Manufacture of atomic bombs shall stop;
“2. Existing bombs shall be disposed of pursuant to the terms of 

the treaty; and
“3. The authority shall be in possession of full information as to 

the know-how for the production of atomic energy.” 1
That is the proposal of the United States in 1946 and it involves, 

as you see, that the manufacture of atomic bombs shall stop when you 
have an effective system for assuring that it shall stop, and existing 
arms shall be disposed of in accordance with the terms of the treaty.

On July 2,1946 another memorandum was presented by the United 
States, and according to this memorandum the treaty itself should set 
out certain specific provisions. The fourth of those provisions was 
this:

A provision “specifying the time when and the conditions under 
which national and private possession, manufacture, and use of atomic 
weapons shall be outlawed.” 2

That was on the second of July. Shortly after that the United 
States submitted provisions for a suggested charter to the Atomic 
Development Authority, and it said that the charter should contain 
the following purposes:

“ (1) To prevent possession, manufacture, or use of atomic weapons 
for mass destruction.” 3

That is the record of the United States in this matter.
In 1948 the majority plan of the United Nations was put forward.4 

It has been stated that that plan did not provide for the abolition of 
atomic weapons. Nothing could be further from the fact. The sum
mary of that plan which is published by the United Nations in a 
document entitled: “Atomic Energy Commission Official Records, 
Third Year, Special Supplement” [AEC/31/Rev. 1], contains the 
official summary of the majority plan.

A Ante, doc. 4.
* Section D (4); ante, doc. 6 (A).
8 Section E (1) ; write, doc. 6 (A).
4 Ante, docs. 10,19, and 29.
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On page 17 of the document, the official summary states:
“As an integral part of such a comprehensive system for control, 

the treaty would:
“1. Prohibit the manufacture, possession, and use of atomic weapons 

by all nations parties thereto and by all persons under their jurisdic
tion.

“2. Provide for the disposal of any existing stocks of atomic 
weapons and for the proper use of nuclear fuel adaptable for use in 
weapons.”

That is the United Nations statement of the proposals of its own 
majority report.

Finally in 1949 as a result of a General Assembly action, the six 
permanent members of the Atomic Energy Commission were asked 
to meet and consider what would be done to bring about the effective 
control of atomic energy. It was within that report that the six 
permanent members stated, as I  said earlier, that it was of no use 
going forward in the Atomic Energy Commission, that this discus
sion would have to be conducted in a wider frame. They revealed 
that the majority of the Commission had attempted to bring about 
the prohibition of atomic weapons and they say the following:

In their view the Soviet proposals would not only fail to provide 
the security required but they would be so inadequate as to be danger
ous. They would delude the people of the world into thinking that 
atomic energy was being controlled when in fact it was not. On the 
other hand, under the approved plan the prohibition of the use of 
atomic weapons would rest not only on the pledge of each nation but no 
nation would be permitted to possess the means with which weapons 
could be made. Furthermore, the Government of the Soviet Union 
took an improbable stand as regards the question of timing or states 
[stages] by which prohibition and control could be brought into effect.1

Now I go into this recitation of past history because what I  wish 
to say is that not only did the United States proposals provide for 
the prohibition of the atomic bomb but the United Nations proposals 
did so also and the proposals which are before this committee now 
also make that provision. I  wish to prove what I  have said is cor
rect and not rely upon any forensic distortions of the record to make 
what I  say appear to be true. I t  is true. I t is true that the United 
States proposals have from the start attempted to bring about the 
prohibition of the atomic bomb. I t is true that the proposals of the 
majority of the Atomic Energy Commission of the United Nations 
did the same thing. It is true that the proposals made by the three

1See ante, doc. 42.
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powers here today are to bring about the prohibition of the atomic 
weapon. Those are facts.

We have talked about verification and disclosure. We have talked 
about reduction and limitation of armed forces. We have discussed 
the prohibition of the atomic weapon, all of which are contained in 
these proposals. I t remains to speak briefly about the necessity for 
safeguards.

Many of the observations which I  made in connection with inspec
tion under verification and the verification of the disclosures is true 
here. The same principles apply—the same principles that these 
safeguards require—namely, inspection by men who are nationals of 
countries other than the one being inspected. I t  requires also that all 
nations must come into this agreement and that the inspection must 
be done through and by the United Nations. I t  is a United Nations 
function and it can be done best by and under the aegis of the United 
Nations.

I  shall not repeat all the things that I  have said under the heading 
of verification but they are all of the most vital importance and we go 
back again to one idea with which I  began and which must run all 
through our discussion. That is that we are dealing with matters of 
the most vital importance to our national security. We cannot there
fore rely on promises. That is not to disparage a promise hut it is to 
say that we can not rely upon anything except the knowledge of fact.

Therefore, if we put into effect, all of us put into effect, a system 
of reduction and limitations of armaments we must have safeguards. 
We must know that this is being done in every country. We must 
know if any country violates what it is supposed to do because we will 
be required to take immediate steps either to bring about a correction 
of the transgression or to look to our own security. Therefore, this 
matter of safeguards is absolutely essential and is a basic fundamental 
in any proposal which we would support.

Well, how then can these proposals be worked out and put into 
effect? On this there may be many ideas and the ideas of my own 
Government and its representatives here are very flexible indeed, and 
will be influenced by the discussion and the ideas of other members 
of this committee.

The commission which is spoken of in these proposals will have, 
of course, the same main elements of its work that we have already 
been discussing. It will have to work out provisions for disclosure 
and verification. It will have to work out provisions for the inter
national control of atomic energy and the prohibition of atomic 
weapons. It will have to work out criteria or provisions for limiting 
armed forces and armaments. Attaching schedules and details of that, 
it will have to work out provisions for a continuing international 
agency for the supervision of the work which it will have established.
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There are two main ways in which the commission might conceive 
of its task and either one of these ways would be wholly agreeable to 
the United States.

One may might be to say that the commission might say, “Let us 
put our energies first upon the establishment of a system of disclosure 
and inspection, disclosure and verification. Let us get that work out 
and let us get that into operation and that in turn will greatly help 
the subsequent steps of limitation and prohibition of atomic weapons.” 

That is one way the commission might go about it. Or the commis
sion might say “It is better to do all of this at one time. That is, to 
work out the system for inspection, disclosure, work out the system 
for reduction of armaments, work out the system for the prohibition 
of atomic weapons and work out the continuing safeguards; do that 
all at one time in a series of treaties, perhaps, and then ask the nations 
to act upon them all at the same time.[”]

That might be the way to do it. As I  say, it is satisfactory to the 
United States to do it either way.

In some ways it seems preferable to put into effect the system of dis
closure and verification first, but that is a matter in which we will 
adjust our views to the views of others.

When the Commission has reached its conclusions on this and when 
it has formulated proposals which could be put into treaties of this 
sort, then we contemplate that the United Nations would call a con
ference or conferences of all nations who would be involved in this 
matter—all of them—to consider the proposals elaborated by the com
mission. All nations must be in. There can not be any nations with 
important military establishments which are left out because the 
system will not work if that is so. It would be, in our judgment, quite 
futile to call a conference of some 50, 60, 70, 80, nations with no pro
posals of any sort elaborated for their consideration. That would 
just create a Tower of Babel. Nothing would be accomplished.

If this commission will go ahead painstakingly and work out pro
posals then these can be considered either seriatim or altogether, so 
that the nations involved with the proposals before them can sit down 
in a conference and work out treaties to put these into effect.

Quite clearly that conference will have to establish, perhaps, a se
ries of bodies. I t  will certainly have to establish one continuing in
ternational body to carry on the various inspections and provide the 
safeguards and also to continually review the agreements which have 
been reached on the limitation of armaments. Some of these agree
ments may turn out in practice to be wrong one way or another. They 
may turn out to be too large or too small and there should be some 
machinery for the adjustment of this matter upon proper showing.

One such body will be necessary. It may be that several will be 
necessary. Perhaps one to conduct the verification of the disclosures
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and another to supervise the reduction of armaments or perhaps 
those two could ultimately become one. But, that is the method by 
which this would be put into effect.

Now, what is the relation between these proposals and other events 
which go on in the world? There is, of course, a very close relation.

I t is quite clear, for instance, that there can be no system, no gen
eral treaty for the reduction of armaments can go on and be put into 
effect while fighting is going on, for instance, in Korea. I t is utterly 
absurd to think that it makes any sense for nations to be saying “Well 
we must reduce our armaments” when we are trying to conduct this 
resistance to aggression in Korea. I t is quite obvious that no plan can 
be put into effect while that situation continues, but perhaps that is 
not a practical difficulty because we are all hopeful that that fighting 
will be over much sooner than any of these difficult questions can be 
worked out. But, that would be fundamental.

There is a relation between putting into operation some of these 
matters and the solution of other problems. That is obvious. Any 
sensible, man must see that. There is no reason in the world why 
we can not begin at once to work out all these treaties and all these 
proposals. There is no reason if actual fighting can be stopped why 
the system of disclosure and verification cannot be put into effect. 
When it comes to reducing armaments, there must obviously be some 
connection between the solution of great problems, the reduction of 
tensions and the reduction of armaments.

That does not mean that we are suggesting that there are any un
expressed conditions that this problem or that problem or some other 
problem must be solved before this goes into effect. But, it is saying 
that if we are honest, if we are stating what is true and if we are not 
making slogans or not making propaganda we will say that if, at the 
time this system of reduction of armaments is worked out, we are in a 
period of highly mounting tensions and additional frictions through
out the world, it is highly unlikely that nations would enter into a 
system of armaments reductions.

On the other hand, the very working out of such a system, the very 
working out and implementation of disclosure and verification will 
in itself help to reduce these tensions and help us to find solutions for 
problems which now seem very difficult to us.

So what I  say is, in candor and in honesty we must say that there is 
a direct relation between the ability to put into effect a system of dis
armament and, the international temperature. If the international 
temperature is approaching the boiling point, few things are possible. 
If it has reduced so that solutions of problems are on the way and are 
quite possible, then disarmament becomes a wholly different thing 
so far as the immediate future is concerned.
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I  believe, my country believes, our delegation believes that the in
auguration of such a system will in and of itself, as I said at the outset 
of my remarks, furnish a turning point in history, a point from which 
the world can turn away from tension and the danger of war and turn 
toward cooperation for the establishment of peace.

Gentlemen, I  have taken perhaps too much of your time to outline 
these proposals. I  wish to say to you in concluding that these pro
posals are not ends in themselves. There is no magic in them which 
by itself can solve the troubles of this very grievously stricken world. 
They are proposals which may be a key to solutions in the future. 
They are proposals which in my estimation open up a broad highway 
along which we can all march together to find solutions to our problems, 
to reduce the tensions and difficulties between us, to move toward peace, 
toward cooperation and away from the very dangerous rapids which 
all of us can see before us. We can follow that broad, clear path, 
or we can turn aside into the dark and noisome alleys of propaganda 
and bickering and assertion and counter-assertions. We can fritter 
away the hope of the world. We can fritter it away into little small 
advantages that are taken of one another here and there for minor 
and really silly purposes. Or we can seize this great opportunity 
before us.

My country is willing to seize it. Our colleagues in France and 
Great Britain are willing to seize it with us. I  believe that around 
this table there are scores of delegates who are willing to seize it also.

The great question is, are all of us ready to do this? Are there 
enough of us to seize this opportunity, to turn from the dangers of 
the world into a path of peace ? That is what this debate will disclose.

69. Soviet Proposals Introduced in the First Committee of 
the General Assembly: Amendments to the Tripartite 
Draft Resolution, December 11,19511

1. Replace the second and third paragraphs of the preamble by the 
following text:

Recognizing as a primary and most important task the unconditional 
prohibition of the production of atomic weapons and the establish-

1 U.N. doc. A/C.l/668/Rev. 1, in General Assembly Official Records: Sixth 
Session, Annexes, Agenda Items 66 and 16, p. 6. The text of the tripartite draft 
resolution appears ante, doc. 67. For the Western position on the Soviet amend
ments, see Mr. Lloyd’s statement of Dec. 11 (post, doc. 70). The Soviet amend
ments—revised (A/C.1/668/Rev. 2) in light of the revised tripartite resolution 
of Dec. 14 (A/C.l/667/Rev. 1), similar to the resolution adopted Jan. 11, 1952 
(post, doc. 71)—were rejected by the First Committee of the General Assembly 
on Dec. 19,1951.
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ment of strict international control over the enforcement of this 
prohibition and also the reduction by one-third of the other types of 
armaments and armed forces of the five Powers—the United States 
of America, the United Kingdom, France, China and the Soviet 
Union—within one year of the adoption of the relevant decision by 
the General Assembly and on the basis of the level of armaments and 
armed forces at the time the aforesaid decision is taken,

Noting that these measures will serve the purpose of strengthening 
the peace and security of nations and contribute to lightening the 
heavy economic burden borne by the peoples of the various countries 
as a result of the ever-increasing expenditure on armaments and 
rearmament,

Convinced that if all governments sincerely combine their efforts 
in order to co-operate in an effective and substantial limitation of 
armed forces and of armaments and also in an immediate and uncon
ditional prohibition of the production of atomic weapons and the 
establishment of strict international control over the enforcement of 
this prohibition, the danger of war will be considerably averted and 
the security of all nations strengthened,

2. Word the fourth paragraph of the preamble as follows:
Noting the recommendation of the Committee of Twelve1 estab

lished by resolution 496 (V)2 that the General Assembly should 
establish a new commission to carry on the task originally assigned to 
the Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments,

S. Insert the following as paragraph 1 of the operative part:
Recognizing the use of atomic weapons as an instrument of ag

gression and mass destruction of peoples to be contrary to the honour 
and the conscience of nations and incompatible with membership in 
the United Nations, hereby declares an unconditional ban on atomic 
weapons and the establishment of strict international control over 
the enforcement of this ban;

Instructs the Commission on Atomic Energy and Conventional 
Armaments to draw up, and to submit for the consideration of the 
Security Council by 1 February 1952, a draft convention providing 
for measures to ensure the implementation of the General Assembly’s 
decisions relating to the prohibition of atomic weapons* the cessation 
of their production, the use, solely for civilian purposes, of the atomic 
bombs already produced and the establishment of strict international 
control over the implementation of the said convention.

* Ante, doc. 62.
2 Ante, doc. 60.

514543— 60—vol. 1------ 24
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4. Word the first sentence of paragraph 1 of the operative part 
of the draft resolution as follows and insert it after the new paragraph 
1 given above:

Establishes under the Security Council an Atomic Energy and 
Conventional Armaments Commission;

5. Insert a paragraph after paragraph 2 of the draft resolution 
reading as follows:

Recognizes that any sincere plan for a substantial reduction of all 
:armed forces and armaments must include the establishment, within 
the framework of the Security Council, of an international control 
organ, which shall be responsible for control of the reduction of all 
types of armaments and armed forces and for control of the enforce
ment of the prohibition of atomic weapons, so that such prohibition is 
•carried out very accurately and conscientiously, and that this inter
national organ must elicit information on all armed forces, including 
semi-military, security and police forces, and all armaments, including 
atomic weapons, provision also being made for effective international 
inspection, to be carried out in accordance with the decisions of the 
aforesaid international control organ and for control to include also 
verification of the information submitted.

6. Replace paragraph 3 of the operative part of the draft resolution 
iby the following text:

The draft convention shall provide that the aforesaid international 
control organ be entrusted with control of the prohibition of atomic 
weapons, and shall define its composition, rights and duties;

The international organ responsible for control of the prohibition 
•of atomic weapons shall, immediately after the conclusion of the 
aforesaid convention, carry out an inspection of all establishments 
for the production and storing of atomic weapons in order to see 
that the convention for the prohibition of atomic weapons is being 
•enforced;

7. After the above text, insert the following in the draft resolution:
“The General Assembly,
“Recommends the permanent members of the Security Council— 

the United States of America, the United Kingdom, France, China, 
:and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—to reduce the arma
ments and armed forces at their disposal at the time when this 
decision is adopted by one third within one year, from the date of 
adoption of this decision;

“Deems it essential for the governments of States Members of the 
United Nations and also States which are not at present members 
of the Organization to submit to the international control organ 
forthwith, and in any case not later than one month after the adop
tion by the General Assembly of the decisions for the prohibition of
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atomic weapons and the reduction of armaments and armed forces, 
complete information regarding the state of their armed forces and 
all types of armaments, including atomic weapons, at the time of 
acceptance of the said provisions;”

8. Delete paragraph 4 of the operative part of the draft resolution.
9. Replace paragraph 5 of the operative part by the following 

paragraph:
Considers it essential to instruct the Atomic Energy and Conven

tional Armaments Commission to prepare within a period of three 
months and submit for the consideration of the Security Council 
practical proposals for the application of this decision.

10. Delete paragraph 6 of the operative part.
11. Replace paragraph 7 of the operative part by the following 

text:
Invites the governments of all States, both Members of the United 

Nations and States not at present members of the United Nations, 
to examine at a world conference the question of a substantial reduc
tion of armed forces and armaments and also of practical measures 
for the prohibition of atomic weapons and the establishment of inter
national control over the enforcement of such prohibition;

Recommends that the said world conference be convened at the 
earliest possible moment and in any case not later than 1 June 1952.

12. Delete paragraph 8 of the operative part.

70. Statement by the British Representative (Lloyd) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly (Sum
mary), December 11, 19511

Mr. Lloyd (United Kingdom) understood from the Chairman’s 
ruling that he would be in order in dealing with the whole of the 
memorandum submitted by the President of the General Assembly.2

1 General Assembly Official Records: Sixth Session, F irst Committee, 463rd 
Meeting, pp. 61-63.

2 On Nov. 26, 1951, Iraq, Pakistan, and Syria proposed the establishment of 
a subcommittee consisting of the President of the General Assembly as chair
man and the representatives of France, the Soviet Union, the tJnited Kingdom, 
and the United States to formulate agreed proposals on disarmament and the 
abolition of atomic weapons (A/C.l/670). As amended by Norway and Le
banon (A/C.l/672), the resolution was approved by the First Committee on 
Nov. 30, 1951 (A/C.l/675). After 10 closed meetings of the subcommittee, the 
chairman (Dec. 10) transmitted a memorandum to the First Committee setting 
forth the areas of agreement and disagreement between the two sides (A /C .l/ 
677). For the texts of these documents, see General Assembly Official Records: 
Sixth Session, Annexes, Agenda Items 66 and 16, pp. 7,8, and 14.
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He wished in the first place to express his own thanks and those 
of his colleagues, the representatives of the United States and France 
who had participated in the work of the sub-committee, to the Presi
dent of the General Assembly for having served as Chairman of the 
sub-committee. He felt that in thanking the President for the 
courteous, tactful and constructive manner in which he had presided 
over their deliberations he was speaking for all the members of the 
sub-committee. Mr. Lloyd [wished] also to pay a tribute to the mem
bers of the Secretariat who had done their work efficiently and 
expeditiously.

The sub-committee’s discussions had been marked by good temper 
and frankness; there had been no wrangles over procedure and they 
had brought out the points of agreement and of potential agreement 
as well as the points where disagreement persisted. The discussions 
had certainly done no harm; in fact, they had done positive good and 
he therefore thanked the representatives of Iraq, Pakistan and Syria 
for their initiative in proposing the sub-committee.

The First Committee had now to take stock, dispassionately and 
factually, of the sub-committee’s work in order toi avoid raising false 
or unjustified hopes.

The President’s memorandum, reflecting the discussions in the 
sub-committee, clearly brought out three fundamental points of dis
agreement between the position of the three western Powers and 
that of the USSR.

The first was the Soviet Union proposal for an immediate ban on 
the atomic bomb to be followed later by the setting up of an inter
national control organ.1 The Soviet Union delegation rejected the 
conception of stages put forward in the tripartite draft resolution.2 
Nevertheless, the USSR proposals also involved a succession of stages 
to achieve the purposes envisaged, the first being the General As
sembly decision to prohibit atomic weapons and establish an interna
tional control. Mr. Vyshinsky maintained that that decision would 
create a moral, political and legal obligation on Member States not 
to use atomic weapons and to stop manufacturing them. However 
that might be, such a decision by the General Assembly would not 
of itself bring such a system of control into existence. The working 
out of a control system would be the task of the proposed commission 
and would be the second stage in the USSR plan.

It might be noted in passing that the USSR amendments proposed 
that the commission should submit, to the Security Council, by 1 
February 1952, a draft convention on, among other things, the inter
national control organ. That date was completely unrealistic. The 
very matter had been discussed for five years in the United Nations

xAnte, doc. 69.
2 Ante, doc. 67.
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without agreement being reached. Even when the convention had 
been approved and ratified, there would be further delay before the 
international control system could be put into operation. The physi
cal establishment of the international control organ would therefore 
be the third stage in the USSR plan.

It was clear that during the period between the declaration of the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon and the establishment and entry 
into operation of an international control organ, the security of the 
world, so far as atomic weapons were concerned, would depend solely 
upon the promises of governments. In view of the lack of mutual 
confidence among the great Powers, that was unacceptable to the 
three western Powers.

The discussions in the sub-committee had in no way served to 
bridge that particular gap.

The second matter upon which there was disagreement was that 
the USSR proposals in effect separated atomic weapons from con
ventional armaments. That separation was unjustified in view of 
the fact that the devastation caused by flying bombs, guided missiles 
or other conventional weapons could be as heavy as that caused by 
atomic attack. The regulation, limitation and balanced reduction 
of conventional armaments must take place concurrently with the 
establishment of an international control system for the prohibition 
of atomic weapons. According to the USSR proposals, the western 
Powers would in effect surrender their chief weapon of defence, 
leaving to the USSR the use and possession of arms that could serve 
aggressive purposes. Conventional armaments and atomic weapons 
must be dealt with together. Both categories must be subject to 
control. The only difference was that the control of atomic weapons 
must lead to their abolition.

The third fundamental difference between the views of the three 
western Powers and those of the USSR was the proposal to reduce 
armaments by one-third. So long as it was not known from what 
levels of strength the great Powers were reducing their armament 
and to what levels the reduction would be effected, the proposal was 
arbitrary and not a contribution to peace. It would ensure to the 
USSR the maintenance of its supremacy in conventional armaments, 
thus exaggerating the existing state of disequilibrium and accentu
ating insecurity. The secrecy surrounding the armed forces of the 
Soviet Union was in itself a cause of the present tension.

With regard to the area of agreement, the representative of the 
United Kingdom pointed out that the four Powers had agreed that 
a new commission should be established, and that it should be called 
the “Atomic Energy and Conventional Armaments Commission”. 
That commission, consisting of the twelve members of the former 
Atomic Energy Commission, would submit proposals to be embodied
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in a draft treaty or convention. The draft treaty would be submitted 
to a world conference.

A substantial and useful measure of agreement had been achieved 
upon those points.

The discussions in the sub-committee had also revealed a number of 
points of potential agreement.

For example, the four Powers agreed on the need for an inter
national control organ for all armed forces and armaments, although 
they were not altogether agreed on the functions of such an organ.

With regard to inspection, the three western Powers favoured a 
system of continuing control. The translation of the word “con
tinuing” into Russian by a word meaning “permanent” had given rise 
to misunderstanding. Continuing inspection did not, of course, 
imply permanent supervision of the operations of war factories 
except, it was true, in the case of atomic energy.

With regard to the nations which would have to ratify the con
vention before it could become operative, there seemed to be a con
siderable measure of agreement in the sub-committee in the proposition 
that certain particularly powerful nations would have necessarily to 
ratify it.

The question of the date on which the proposed commission should 
make its report had also given rise to discussion. The three Powers 
would probably now be ready to fix a date for at least the first report 
of the commission.

Summing up the result of the sub-committee’s work, it could be 
said that on the credit side there was the agreement that discussion 
of the problem should be continued. To that end, a United Nations 
commission was to explore means to regulate, limit and reduce arma
ments and, concurrently, to control atomic energy with a view to the 
prohibition of atomic weapons. In that connexion, and as a further 
step towards co-operation, it should be emphasized that the three 
western Powers were ready to accept any plan for atomic energy 
control that was better or no less effective than the plan already 
adopted by the majority of the United Nations.

The sub-committee’s work had undoubtedly helped to lessen the 
international tension. While it was true that on some essential points 
disagreement subsisted between the three western Powers and the 
USSR, progress had been made in other fields; above all, the four 
Powers had agreed upon the machinery which they wished to use, 
within the framework of the United Nations, for the further 
discussion of those questions.

The three Powers would carefully study the memorandum of the 
Chairman of Sub-Committee 18 and consider what amendments 
should be introduced into their draft resolution, in order to embody 
in it the points upon which agreement had been reached.
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71. General Assembly Resolution 502 (VI): Regulation* 
Limitation, and Balanced Reduction of All Armed 
Forces and All Armaments; International Control of 
Atomic Energy, January 11, 1952 1

The General Assembly,
Moved by anxiety at the general lack of confidence plaguing the 

world and leading to the burden of increasing armaments and the 
fear of war,

Desiring to lift from the peoples of the world this burden and this 
fear, and thus to liberate new energies and resources for positive pro
grammes of reconstruction and development,

Reaffirming its desire that the United Nations develop an effective 
collective security system to maintain the peace and that the armed 
forces and armaments of the world be progressively reduced in ac
cordance with the Purposes and Principles of the Charter,

Believing that a necessary means to this end is the development by 
the United Nations of comprehensive and co-ordinated plans, under 
international control, for the regulation, limitation and balanced re
duction of all armed forces and all armaments, for the elimination 
of all major weapons adaptable to mass destruction, and for the 
effective international control of atomic energy to ensure the pro
hibition of atomic weapons and the use of atomic energy for peaceful 
purposes only,

Recognizing that a genuine system for disarmament must include 
all kinds of armed forces and armaments, must be accepted by all 
nations whose military resources are such that their failure to accept 
would endanger the system, and must include safeguards that will 
ensure the compliance of all such nations,

Noting the recommendation2 of the Committee of Twelve estab
lished by resolution 496 (V)3 that the General Assembly should 
establish a new commission to carry forward the tasks originally 
assigned to the Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission for 
Conventional Armaments,

1 General Assembly Official Records: Sixth Session, Supplement No. 20 
(A/2119), pp. 1-2. Adopted by a vote of 42-5-7, the Soviet bloc opposing.

2 Ante, doc. 62.
3 Ante, doc. 60.
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1. Establishes under the Security Council a Disarmamjent Com
mission. This Commission shall have the same membership as the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments, and shall function under the rules of procedure of the 
Atomic Energy Commission with such modifications as the Com
mission shall deem necessary;

2. Dissolves the Atomic Energy Commission and recommends to 
the Security Council that it dissolve the Commission for Convention
al Armaments;

3. Directs the Disarmament Commission to prepare proposals to 
be embodied in a draft treaty (or treaties) for the regulation, limita
tion and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all armaments, 
for the elimination of all major weapons adaptable to mass destruc
tion, and for effective international control of atomic energy to en
sure the prohibition of atomic weapons and the use of atomic energy 
for peaceful purposes only. The Commission shall.be guided by the 
following principles:

(a) In a system, of guaranteed disarmament there must be progres
sive disclosure and verification on a continuing basis of all armed 
forces—including paramilitary, security and police forces—and all 
armaments including atomic;

(b) Such verification must be based on effective international 
inspection to ensure the adequacy and accuracy of the information 
disclosed; this inspection to be carried out in accordance with the 
decisions of the international control organ (or organs) to be estab
lished ;

(c) The Commission shall be ready to consider any proposals or 
plans for control that may be put forward involving either conven
tional armaments or atomic energy. Unless a better or no less effec
tive system is devised, the United Nations plan for the international 
control of atomic energy and the prohibition of atomic weapons1 
should continue to serve as the basis for the international control of 
atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of atomic weapons and the 
use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only;

(d) There must be an adequate system of safeguards to ensure 
observance of the disarmament programme, so as to provide for the 
prompt detection of violations while at the same time causing the 
minimum degree of interference in the internal life of each country;

(e) The treaty (or treaties) shall specifically be open to all States 
for signature and ratification or adherence. The treaty (or treaties)

 ̂Ante, docs. 10, 19, and 29.
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shall provide what States must become parties thereto before the 
treaty (or treaties) shall enter into force;

4. Directs the Commission, when preparing the proposals referred 
to in the preceding paragraph, to formulate plans for the establish
ment, within the framework of the Security Council, of an inter
national control organ (or organs) to ensure the implementation of 
the treaty (or treaties). The functions and powers of the control 
organ (or organs) shall be defined in the treaty which establishes it;

5. Directs the Commission, in preparing the proposals referred, to 
in paragraphs above, to consider from the outset plans for progressive 
and continuing disclosure and verification, the implementation of 
which is recognized as a first and indispensable step in carrying out 
the disarmament programme envisaged in the present resolution;

6. Directs the Commission, in working out plans for the regulation, 
limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all 
armaments:

(a) To determine how over-all limits and restrictions on all armed 
forces and all armaments can be calculated and fixed;

(5) To consider methods according to which States can agree by 
negotiation among themselves, under the auspices of the Commission, 
concerning the determination of the over-all limits and restrictions 
referred to in sub-paragraph (a) above and the allocation within 
their respective national military establishments of the permitted 
national armed forces and armaments;

7. Directs the Commission to commence its work not later than 
thirty days from the adoption of the present resolution and to report 
periodically, for information, to the Security Council and to the 
General Assembly, or to the Members of the United Nations when the 
General Assembly is not in session. The Commission shall submit 
its first report not later than 1June 1952;

8. Declares that a conference of all States should be convened to 
consider the proposals for a draft treaty (or treaties) prepared by the 
Commission as soon as the work of the Commission shall have pro
gressed to a point where in the judgment of the Commission any 
part of its programme is ready for submission to governments;

9. Requests the Secretary-General to convene such a conference when 
so advised by the Commission;

10. Requests the Secretary-General to furnish such experts, staff 
and facilities as the Commission may consider necessary for the effec
tive accomplishment of the purposes of the present resolution.
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12* Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Measures To Combat 
the Threat of a New World War and To Strengthen 
Peace and Friendship Among the Nations, January 
12, 1952 1

1. The General Assembly declares participation in the aggressive 
Atlantic bloc and the creation by certain States, and primarily by the 
United States of America, of military, naval and air bases in foreign 
territories incompatible with membership in the United Nations.

2. The General Assembly recognizes it to be essential that:
(a) The countries taking part in the Korean war should immedi

ately end military operations, conclude an armistice and withdraw 
their forces from the 38th parallel within a period of ten days;

(5) All foreign troops and also foreign volunteer units should be 
withdrawn from Korea within a period of three months.

3. The General Assembly, considering the use of atomic weapons 
as weapons of aggression and of the mass destruction of people, to be 
at variance with the conscience and honour of peoples and incom
patible with membership in the United Nations, proclaims the uncondi
tional prohibition of atomic weapons and the establishment of strict 
international control over the enforcement of this prohibition, it being 
understood that the prohibition of atomic weapons and the institution 
of international control shall be put into effect simultaneously.

The General Assembly instructs the Disarmament Commission to 
prepare and submit to the Security Council, not later than 1 June 1952, 
for its consideration, a draft convention providing measures to ensure 
the implementation of the General Assembly decision on the pro
hibition of atomic weapons, the cessation of their production, the use 
of already-manufactured atomic bombs exclusively for civilian pur
poses, and the establishment of strict international control over the 
observance of the above-mentioned convention.

4. The General Assembly recommends the permanent members of 
the Security Council—the United States, the United Kingdom, France, 
China and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—to reduce the 
armaments and armed forces in their possession at the time of the 
adoption of this recommendation by one-third during a period of one 
year from the date of its adoption.

5. The General Assembly recommends that forthwith, and in any 
case not later than one month after the adoption by the General

aU.N. doc. A/C. 1/698, Jan. 12, 1952, in General Assembly Official Records: 
Sixth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  67, pp. 2-3. General Assembly Resolution 
504 (VI), approved Jan. 19, referred paragraphs 3-7 of the Soviet draft resolu
tion to the Disarmament Commission (post, doc. 74).
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Assembly of the decisions on the prohibition of atomic weapons and 
the reduction by one-third of the armaments and armed forces of the 
five Powers, all States should submit complete official data on the 
situation of their armaments and armed forces, including data on 
atomic weapons and military bases in foreign territories. These data 
shall be submitted with reference to the situation obtaining at the 
time when the above-mentioned decisions are adopted by the General 
Assembly.

6. The General Assembly recommends the establishment within the 
framework of the Security Council of an international control organ, 
the functions of which shall be to supervise the implementation of the 
decisions on the prohibition of atomic weapons and the reduction of 
armaments and armed forces, and to verify the data submitted by 
States regarding the situation of their armaments and armed forces.

With a view to the establishment of an appropriate system of guar
antees for the observance of the General Assembly’s decisions on the 
prohibition of atomic weapons and the reduction of armaments, the 
international control organ shall have the right to conduct inspection 
on a continuing basis; but it shall not be entitled to interfere in the 
domestic affairs of States.

7. The General Assembly calls upon the Governments of all States, 
both Members of the United Nations and those not at present in the 
Organization, to consider at a world conference the question of the 
substantial reduction of armed forces and armaments and also the 
question of practical measures for prohibiting the atomic weapon and 
establishing international control over the observance of such 
prohibition.

The General Assembly recommends that the above-mentioned world 
conference should be convened at the earliest possible date and, in 
any case, not later than 15 July 1952.

8. The General Assembly calls upon the United States, the United 
Kingdom, France, China and the Soviet Union to conclude a peace 
pact, and to combine their efforts for the achievement of this high and 
noble aim.

The General Assembly also calls upon all other peace-loving States 
to join in the peace pact.
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73. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Acheson on the Revised Soviet Proposal, January 16, 
1952 1

The General Assembly has passed a resolution endorsing the fun
damental principles of the regulation, limitation, and balanced 
reduction of all armaments and armed forces and creating a dis
armament commission to carry out such a program.2 I t directed this 
commission to consider from the outset plans for progressive and con
tinuing disclosure and verification of all armed forces and armaments 
as the first and indispensable step in carrying out the over-all program.

Only the Soviet bloc voted against this resolution. The next day 
the Soviet Union reintroduced what they called new proposals on 
disarmament.3 The same Soviet bloc that had first voted against 
our proposals characterized their proposals as a momentous step 
toward an acceptance of the Western position.

If this were true, then, indeed, a great step forward would have 
been taken. But what do the Soviet proposals really amount to? 
We have examined them very carefully, and unfortunately the ad
vertised concessions are more apparent than real.

We have here one more attempt by the Soviet Union to get the 
General Assembly to condemn atomic weapons as “weapons of ag
gression,” to “proclaim the unconditional prohibition of atomic weap
ons,” and to “proclaim the establishment of strict international control 
over the enforcement of such prohibition.” These proclamations 
would take place now. At some later date, provided agreement were 
reached, this “proclaimed” prohibition and “proclaimed” control 
would be put into effect simultaneously. The Soviet objective is 
obvious. They continue to seek a “paper” prohibition and give no 
assurance that they would agree to any effective control system which 
would insure prohibition.

The idea that prohibition of atomic weapons and the institution 
of a control system be made simultaneous was first submitted by 
Mr. Vyshinsky himself Sy2 years ago during the Paris Assembly 
of 1948.4 When it became clear at that time that the controls that 
the U.S.S.R. had in mind were their own inadequate proposals 5— 
made almost 5 years ago—the General Assembly rejected this 
maneuver. Apparently, this idea has now been dusted off and 
resubmitted.

1 Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 28, 1952, pp. 126-127.
a Ante, doc. 71.
8 Ante, doc. 72.
4 Ante, doc. 28.
6 Ante, doc. 15.
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The Soviet Union also states that the international control organ 
shall have “the right to conduct inspection on a continuing basis; 
but it shall not be entitled to interfere in the domestic affairs of States.” 
What the Soviet Union would appear to give with one hand it 
takes away with the other.

But neither of these points goes to the heart of the real issue. 
What we must have in the field of international control is a control 
system giving an international agency sufficient powers to insure 
that atomic weapons would be effectively prohibited. This is not a 
question of semantics.

It is perfectly clear that no system of inspection alone, be it periodic 
or continuous, can insure the effective prohibition of atomic weapons. 
This has been recognized by all members of the United Nations with 
the exception of the Soviet Union and its satellites. Under the U.N. 
plan1 the international control agency would own all the atomic 
materials and would own, operate, and manage all atomic facilities 
that make or use such materials in dangerous quantities. A system 
of control based upon these safeguards is the only one so far devised 
that can be both workable and effective. We are prepared to examine 
any other proposals that might be equally or more workable and 
effective. We are also prepared to examine these latest dressed-up 
Soviet proposals in the Disarmament Commission just created by 
the General Assembly. At this time, however, we do not see how 
or in what manner these proposals advance the cause.

74. General Assembly Resolution 504 (VI): Measures To 
Combat the Threat of a New World War and To 
Strengthen Peace and Friendship Among the Nations, 
January 19, 19522

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 502 (VI) adopted at its 358th plenary meet

ing on 11 January 1952,3 which established a Disarmament Commis
sion and authorized it to consider all proposals designed to achieve 
the regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces 
and all armaments, including effective international control of atomic 
energy to ensure the prohibition of atomic weapons,

1 Ante, docs. 10, 19, and 29.
^General Assembly Official Records: Sixth Session, Supplement No. 20 

(A/2119), p. 4. Approved by a vote of 40-5-3, the Soviet bloc opposing and 
India, Saudi Arabia, and Syria abstaining.

8 Ante, doc< 71. A ■ > ..-'j. . .n -  ay
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1. Decides to refer to the Disarmament Commission the proposals 
contained in paragraphs 3 to 7 inclusive of document A/C. 1/698,1 
together with any other proposals which may be made during the 
present session of the General Assembly on matters falling within 
the terms of reference of the Disarmament Commission;

2. Decides also to transmit to the Disarmament Commission for its 
information the records of the meetings of the First Committee at 
which this item was discussed.

75. Soviet Draft Plan of Work Introduced in the Disarm
ament Commission, March 19, 1952 2

I. Prohibition of atomic weapons, reduction of armaments, and 
provision of information on armaments:

(1) Adoption of a decision on the unconditional prohibition of 
atomic weapons and all other kinds of weapons of mass destruction 
and on the establishment of strict international control over the ob
servance of such prohibition, it being«understood that prohibition of 
atomic weapons and international control shall be put into effect 
simultaneously.

(2) The adoption of a decision on the reduction of armaments 
and armed forces:

(a) Preparation of agreed recommendations on the reduction 
by the five Powers—the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United States of America, the People’s Republic of China, the United 
Kingdom and France—of the armaments and armed forces in their 
possession by one third within a year;

(b )  The adoption of a decision for the convening of a world con
ference to consider the question of the substantial reduction of arma
ments and armed forces, and the question of practical measures for 
prohibiting atomic weapons and establishing international control 
over the observance of such prohibition.

(3) The adoption of a decision on the compulsory provisions by 
all States of full official information on the state of their armaments 
and armed forces, including information on atomic weapons and 
military bases in foreign territories, immediately after the adoption

xThe Soviet draft resolution of Jan. 12, 1952 (ante, doc. 72).
aU.N. doc. DC/4/Rev. 1, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: 

Special Supplement No. 1, Second, Report of the Disarmament Commission, pp. 
6-7. Rejected by the Disarmament Commission on Mar. 28, 1952, by a vote 
of 9-1-2, the Soviet Union voting in favor and France and Pakistan abstaining. 
Section II of this proposal was resubmitted on Aug. 27, 1952 (post, doc. 83).
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of a decision on the prohibition of atomic weapons and the reduc
tion of armaments.

II. Consideration of the question of violation of the prohibition 
of bacterial warfare, the question of the impermissibility of the use of 
bacterial weapons and the question of calling to account those who 
violate the prohibition of bacterial warfare.

III. Preparation of a draft convention, for presentation to the, 
Security Council, providing for measures to ensure:

(a) The prohibition of atomic weapons and the cessation of their 
production;

(b )  The use of already-manufactured atomic bombs exclusively for 
civilian purposes;

(c) The establishment of strict international control over the observ
ance of the convention for the prohibition of atomic weapons.

IV. The preparation of provisions for the establishment within 
the framework of the Security Council of an international control 
organ, with the following functions:

(1) Supervision of the implementation of the decision on the 
prohibition of atomic weapons;

(2) Supervision of the implementation of the decision on the re
duction of armaments and armed forces;

(3) Verification of the data submitted by States regarding the 
state of their armaments and armed forces.

V. The right of the international control organ, with a view to the 
establishment of an appropriate system of guarantees for the ob
servance of decisions on the prohibition of atomic weapons and the 
reduction of armaments, to carry out inspection on a continuing 
basis* without the right to interfere in the domestic affairs of States.

76. Disarmament Commission Plan of Work, March 28, 
1952 1

A. Disclosure and verification of all armaments, including atomic 
armaments, and of all armed forces.

1U.N. doc. DC/6, Mar. 28, 1952, in Disarmament Commission Official Rec
ords: Special Supplement No. 1, Second Report of the Disarmament Commission, 
p. 17 (French draft (DC/5, Mar. 26), adopted by the Disarmament Commission 
by a vote of 11-1, the Soviet Union opposing.) Paragraph B(2) was amended 
Aug. 27, 1952, by the insertion of the words “including bacterial weapons” ; the 
revised text of this section reads as follows:

“(2) Elimination of weapons of mass destruction including bacterial 
weapons and control with a view to ensuring their elimination.” (DC/6/Rev. 1; 
Second Report of the Disarmament Commission, p. 20.)
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B. Regulation of all armaments and armed forces, including:
(1) Elimination of atomic weapons and control of atomic energy 

with a view to ensuring their elimination;
(2) Elimination of weapons of mass destruction and control 

with a view to ensuring their elimination;
(3) Limitation and balanced reduction of all other armaments 

and of all armed forces, and control of this limitation and reduction.
C. Procedure and timetable for giving effect to the disarmament 

programme.
Points A and B to be studied concurrently in the first stage of the 

Commission’s work.

77. United States Working Paper Submitted to the Dis
armament Commission: Proposals for Progressive 
and Continuing Disclosure and Verification of Armed 
Forces and Armaments, April 5, 1952 1

I ntroduction

General Assembly resolution 502 (VI) calling for regulation, 
limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces and armaments 
directs that the Disarmament Commission be guided by a number of 
principles, including the following (paragraph 3):

“(a) In a system of guaranteed disarmament there must be pro
gressive disclosure and verification on a continuing basis of all armed 
forces—including para-military, security and police forces—and all 
armaments including atomic;

1 U.N. doc. DO/C. 2/1, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supple
ment for April, May and June 1952, pp. 9-18. This paper was introduced at 
the first meeting of Committee II of the Disarmament Commission, on April
5, 1952. The Soviet representative then asked the U.S. representative how 
long it would take to carry out the five stages of disclosure and verification. 
The U.S. representative replied that he could not say; much would depend 
on the establishment of an effective system of safeguards. “The essential 
problem was the arrangement of controls. If on one single item of armaments 
it were possible to work together for a genuine international inspection a 
great stride towards confidence would have been taken.” The Soviet repre
sentative declared that this reply “confirmed his doubts of the sincerity of 
the United States intention to bring about disarmament. The quintessence 
of the United States plan was the disclosure of armaments of other States and 
the concealment of information on the secret weapons of the United States and 
the atomic weapon.” He charged that the system of stages was merely a 
cover for the U.S. rearmament program. “The main purpose of the United
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“ (6) Such verification must be based on effective international 
inspection to ensure the adequacy and accuracy of the information 
disclosed; this inspection to be carried out in accordance with the 
decisions of the international control organ (or organs) to be 
established.” 2
Paragraph 5 of the resolution reads as follows:

“5. Directs the Commission, in preparing the proposals referred 
to in paragraph 3 above, to consider from the outset plans for pro
gressive and continuing disclosure and verification, the implementa
tion of which is recognized as a first and indispensable step in 
carrying out the disarmament programme envisaged in the present 
resolution”.

I t is therefore apparent that the General Assembly resolution con
templates that the newly created Disarmament Commission should 
as a matter of priority deal with the problem of progressive and 
continuing disclosure and verification of armed forces and armaments.

A. E x t e n t  o p  d is c l o s u r e  a n d  v e r if ic a t io n

1. The system of disclosure and verification must be on a continu
ing basis. Disclosure as of a particular date on a “one time basis” 
and subsequent verification of such disclosure would not meet 
the requirements of a continuing programme for regulation, limi
tation and balanced reduction of all armed forces. Therefore it is 
contemplated that the machinery which will be set up should be on 
a permanent or at least a long-term basis, since the disclosure and 
verification of armed forces and armaments will be on a continuing 
basis.

2. The disclosure must cover all armed forces of every kind, includ
ing para-military, security and police forces, and all armaments, 
including atomic.

States was to prevent information from being supplied simultaneously for all 
kinds of armaments. No State which supplied full official information about 
the simplest types of weapons could feel confidence in the United States, which 
declared officially that during the first four stages it would give no informa
tion on the atomic weapon and other secret weapons.” He concluded that 
the Soviet Union “favoured submission of complete official data on all weapons 
including atomic. It opposed as pointless, fruitless and interminable, dis
cussion of the submission of information in the absence of a decision on the 
question of reduction of armaments and armed forces. While perhaps serving 
the purpose of the United States intelligence service, the United States pro
posal was not consonant with the Commission's task of prohibiting the atomic 
weapon and reducing armaments . . .” (Disarmament Commission Official 
Records: Special Supplement No. 1, Second Report of the Disarmament Com
mission, pp. 31-33.)

3 Ante, doc. 71.
5145,43— 60— vol. 1-------25
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S. The verification of armed forces and armaments must like
wise cover all armed forces of every kind, including para-military, 
security and police forces and all armaments, including atomic.

4. The permanent machinery to be established must provide ade
quate safeguard [s] under a competent international authority having 
appropriate status, rights and powers.

B. S t a g e s  o f  d is c l o s u r e s  a n d  v e r if ic a t io n

5. Disclosure and verification must be carried out step by step 
with appropriate provisions for proceeding to the next step when, 
and only when, previous steps have been satisfactorily completed. 
The reasons for proceeding by stages are two:

(а) In the existing state of international tensions all States must 
be protected in the event of a serious violation or collapse of the 
system of regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of arma
ments. The existence of stages gives all States the opportunity over 
a period of time to test the good faith of all other States. The mere 
agreement to enter into a system for disclosure and verification would 
give no assurance that the parties thereto would actually carry it out 
in full or at all. With disclosure and verification in several stages 
and with each step of one stage completed prior to the commence
ment of the next stage, all States have the opportunity at periodic 
intervals of checking the good faith of other States through review 
of the information theretofore disclosed.

(б) I t is contemplated that the disclosure and verification would 
proceed from the less secret areas, which would be disclosed and veri
fied in early stages, to the more secret areas. A phasing of this nature, 
in addition to furnishing the best test of the good faith of all States, 
would cause the minimum degree of interference in the internal life 
of each country, since the less sensitive information can in fact be 
more readily verified, and would in cases of differences or delays, 
prevent premature disclosure of information which many States would 
like reserved until substantial co-operation and good faith have been 
demonstrated.

6. In considering the appropriate number of stages, the United 
States had as its objective the full implemention of the programme 
of disclosure and verification as rapidly as feasible in the light of 
the existing state of international tensions. An excessive number 
of stages, each of which must be completed prior to the commence
ment of the next stage, would unduly delay not only the programme 
of disclosure and verification but also the entire programme for 
regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of armed forces and 
armaments. With this in mind, the United States concluded and 
is proposing that the number of stages of disclosure and verification 
should be five—a figure which represents the minimum number
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consistent with the considerations set forth in the previous paragraph. 
In each stage, the disclosure and verification processes will go forward 
simultaneously on a wide variety of items in order to accelerate the 
successful completion of the programme.

7. Annex I  sets forth in outline the extent of armed forces and 
armaments (excluding atomic) to be disclosed in the respective stages 
and the manner of verification of the information required to be dis
closed. Annex II  sets forth the same information with respect to 
atomic armaments. The proposals with respect to atomic weapons 
are presented in a separate annex solely in the interest of clarity of 
presentation. Both the problems involved and the appropriate termi
nology with respect to atomic weapons differ so greatly from the prob
lems and terminology with respect to other weapons that a single 
annex comprehending both might be confusing. It is contemplated 
that all stages of disclosure and verification cover both atomic and 
non-atomic weapons. In other words, the first stage includes the 
items set forth both in annex I and in annex II  for disclosure and 
verification in that stage, and the same is true as to all succeeding 
stages.

8. Without commenting in detail at this point on the specific items 
subject to disclosure and verification in the respective stages, it should 
be noted that the armed forces and armaments to be disclosed in 
the first stage have three general characteristics:

(a) They should prove to be the least secret items.
(b) In the main, they are most susceptible of verification by periodic 

visits of inspection and through reference of statistical records—with 
the result that verification can take place with the minimum of inter
ference in the internal life of the respective countries. Some resort 
would nevertheless be required to “on-the-spot” inspection, and aerial 
reconnaissance would be required in all stages to assist in checking 
the adequacy of the disclosure.

(c) At the same time, these items reveal so vast a segment of the 
military potential of all States that their disclosure and verification, 
as provided in this stage, in and of itself would act as an indication 
of good faith and would thus greatly facilitate progress towards 
the ultimate goals of the entire programme of regulation, limitation 
and balanced reduction of all armed forces and armaments.

9. The armed forces and armaments to be disclosed in the second, 
third, fourth and fifth stages are progressively more secret and more 
difficult to verify except through “on-the-spot” investigations in con
junction with extensive aerial reconnaissance.

10. The character of the items to be disclosed and verified in the 
five stages as outlined in annexes I and II  can in general be sum
marized as follows:



350 DOCUMENT 77 : APRIL 5, 1952

Stage I. A quantitative count in the nature of a report on existing 
strength levels of all armed forces and of the location of installations 
and facilities concerned with armaments of all types, including 
atomic.

Stage II. Detailed disclosure of organization of armed forces and of 
installations and facilities concerned with the basic materials re
quired for production of all armaments, including atomic.

Stage III . Detailed disclosure of armaments (except novel arma
ments) , fissionable material and installations and facilities utilized 
in their production.

Stage IV. Detailed disclosure of installations and facilities utilized 
in the production of novel armaments, including atomic (armaments 
not in general use by the end of the Second World War but in vol
ume production today).

Stage V. Detailed disclosure of novel armaments, including atomic.
11. The information to be disclosed and verified in all stages— 

and particularly in the early stages—is so vast that there appear to be 
advantages in disclosing material only at the rate at which it can be 
processed. Therefore, in general within each stage, disclosure should 
proceed progressively step by step in accordance with an agreed plan 
from the less sensitive information to that which is more sensitive.

) C. I nspection

12. The system of disclosure and verification is an integral part 
of the system of safeguards which must be established to ensure 
observance of the over-all programme of regulation, limitation and 
balanced reduction of armed forces and armaments, so as to provide 
for the prompt detection of violations while at the same time causing 
the minimum degree of interference in the internal life of each country. 
It will not be adequate to provide merely for the verification of dis
closed information. In addition, provision must be made for de
termining the adequacy of the disclosed information, through broad 
general powers of “on-the-spot” inspection, through access to sta
tistical data permitting independent confirmation of required reports 
and through aerial surveys.

13. Extensive aerial reconnaissance is obviously essential to the 
verification procedure in order completely to determine the adequacy 
of disclosed information. I t will be obvious that aerial reconnais
sance furnishes the easiest method of determining the existence of 
large undisclosed facilities and installations. Aerial survey will be 
essential in all stages of the disclosure and verification procedure.

14. It is contemplated that “on-the-spot” inspection will take place 
in all stages as a part of the verification procedure. Its use, how
ever, will be less extensive in the first than in the later stages because 
of the greater ease of verification, through other methods, of the
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items disclosed in the first stage. It will of course be necessary at 
each stage to regulate inspection in such a way as to prevent dis
closure of information which is to be withheld from disclosure and 
verification during the particular stage. Certain principles govern
ing limitations on the right of “on-the-spot” inspections in early 
stages are set forth in annexes I and II.

15. Each State at the commencement of each stage should submit 
to the Commission a general description of the nature and location 
of facilities falling within the terms of reference for that stage. 
Access to such locations, reasonably sufficient to verify the informa
tion disclosed, should be granted to inspectors. Inspection in each 
stage should proceed in accordance with a previously accepted plan.

16. It is essential to an effective system of verification that the 
international inspectors, in addition to examining declared installa
tions and facilities, be permitted in all stages to have access to the 
entire national territory in order that the Commission may determine 
within reasonable limits the accuracy and adequacy of the informa
tion disclosed. Accordingly, each State should be required during 
each stage of the process of disclosure and verification to permit the 
international inspectors such freedom of movement and to give them 
access to such installations and facilities, records and data as may 
reasonably be required, including the right to inspect physical 
dimensions of all facilities and installations wherever situated.

17. Each State should facilitate the activities of the international 
inspectors and furnish to them such assistance as they may reasonably 
require.

18. Procedure should be set up in order to permit a determination 
by the Commission of the necessity for inspection of any facilities 
or installations, access to which is denied to the inspectors and where 
in the judgment of the inspectors such inspection is required.

19. The inspectors should report to the Commission any informa
tion indicating a major violation of any provisions of the treaties or 
agreements respecting disclosure and verification. In the event of 
a Commission determination confirmed by the Security Council, by 
the affirmative vote of any seven members of such a major violation 
during any stage and the failure of the State guilty of violation to 
repair the same within a reasonable specified period, other States 
should be free to suspend the operations of the disclosure and 
verification system.

20. The first stage of disclosure and verification should commence 
upon (a) the entry into force of the treaties dealing with the pro
gramme of disclosure and verification and referred to in paragraph 
3 of the General Assembly resolution, and (6) the establishment, 
pursuant to such treaties, of international machinery responsible for
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carrying out the programme of disclosure and verification, including 
the portion of such machinery located within the territory of States 
adhering to the programme.

21. Disclosure and verification in all stages subsequent to the first 
stage could commence upon a Commission determination that the 
previous stage has been satisfactorily completed.

D. M iscellaneous

22. The United Nations should establish concurrently with and 
at the time of the adoption of the general principles governing this 
programme the necessary inspection machinery to ensure effective 
verification of the armed forces and armaments, including those 
involving atomic energy, disclosed pursuant to the programme. In 
establishing this machinery, consideration should be given to its 
subsequent utilization to supervise the programme for the regula
tion, limitation and balanced reduction of all armaments and armed 
forces. The machinery recommended in the United Nations Atomic 
Energy Plan1 would presumably be utilized in connexion with the 
disclosure and verification of armaments involving atomic energy. 
The problem of appropriate United Nations machinery both for pur
poses of the system of disclosure and verification and for the regula
tion, limitation and balanced reduction of armed forces and 
armaments is the subject of a separate study.

23. It is contemplated that the disclosure and verification processes 
with respect to all adhering States should begin simultaneously and 
should go forward at approximately the same tempo.

24. The draft treaties or agreements bringing into effect the dis
closure and verification system should specifically provide for 
adherence of States in accordance with the principles set forth in the 
fifth paragraph of the preamble and sub-paragraph 3(e) of General 
Assembly resolution 502 (VI) of 11 January 1952, the relevant 
portions of which are as follows:

“jRecognizing that a genuine system for disarmament . . . must 
be accepted by all nations whose military resources are such that their 
failure to accept would endanger the system . . .”

“3 . . .
u(e) The treaty (or treaties) shall specifically be open to all States 

for signature and ratification or adherence. The treaty (or treaties) 
shall provide what States must become parties thereto before the 
treaty (or treaties) shall enter into force.”

1 Ante, docs. 10, 19, and 29.
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ANNEX I

Proposed stages of disclosure and verification of Armed forces 
and non-atomic armaments

S tage I
Disclose
(a) Over-all manpower strength of regular and reserve military 

forces and para-military organizations, including training estab
lishments and security and police forces, broken down into each 
category.

(&) Location of all operational military installations.
Verify
{a) By examination and cross-checks of central records to include 

personnel, disbursement, medical and procurement supplemented 
by access to and spot checks of records at selected installations.

(&) By direct examination, location, manpower used, power input 
and physical dimensions of installations.

(a) and (i)  : Inspectors will have access to entire national territory 
to extent necessary to determine that all facilities and installations 
have been declared. Aerial surveys will be permitted for same pur
pose and to same extent.

S tage II
Disclose
(a) Organization, composition and disposition of units making up 

over-all strengths disclosed in stage I.
(&) Over-all annual capacity of heavy industry relating to armaments 

to include coal, steel, aluminium and electricity.
Verify
(a) By quantitative analysis of records pertaining to personnel, move

ment of units and administrative support supplemented by access 
to and spot checks of selected units and installations.

(i) By cross checks of pertinent statistics and employment records, 
access to plants, and analysis of operation with respect to materials 
used.

(a) and (&) : By aerial survey as stated in stage I.
S tage I II

Disclose
(a) Equipment (including reserve equipment of units making up 

over-all strengths disclosed in stages I  and I I  except units 
equipped with novel weapons).



354 DOCUMENT 77 : APRIL 5, 1952

(b) Production facilities for manufacture of weapons and heavy 
equipment for units making up over-all strengths disclosed in 
stages I  and II  (excluding novel weapons), giving location, type 
and capacity.

Verify
(a) By quantitative analysis of records pertaining to table of organi

zation and equipment, and repair and overhaul of equipment 
supplemented by access to and spot checks of selected units and 
installations.

(b) By inspection of physical dimensions of plants and examination 
of records pertaining to consumption of power and raw materials, 
available labour force, and finances, and by access to and spot 
checks of selected units and installations.

(a) and (b) : By aerial survey as stated in stage I.

S tage IY
Disclose
(a) Information as to equipment of units equipped with novel 

weapons to include biological warfare, chemical warfare, radio
logical warfare and atomic weapons.

(b) Installations and facilities devoted to manufacture of novel 
weapons.

Verify
(a) By cross checks with stages I  and I I  and quantitative inspection 

of units disclosed.
(b) By inspection of physical dimensions of plants and examination 

of records pertaining to consumption of power and raw materials, 
available labour force, and finances, and by access to and spot 
checks of selected units and installations.

(a) and (b) : By aerial survey as set forth in stage I.

S tage V
Disclose
(a) Quantities of novel weapons on hand by types.
Verify
(a) By physical count of stockpiles of finished novel weapons cross 

checked with information disclosed in stages I, II, I I I  and IV.
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ANNEX II

Proposed stages of disclosure and verification of Atomic
armaments

S tage I
Disclose
(a) Location of all installations directly concerned with production of 

atomic energy, or the product of which is primarily useful in the 
production of atomic energy. Also manpower employed, physical 
dimensions, and power input of each installation. (Excluding 
weapon storage sites.)

(b) Uses or functions of these installations. This should be confined 
to a statement giving the input material, the produce material and 
the process used in each instance.

Verify
(a) By direct examination, location, manpower used, power input and 

physical dimensions of installation. (Inspectors will have access 
to entire national territory to the extent necessary to determine 
through such means as aerial survey, inspection of water and rail
ways and power lines, that all atomic energy installations have 
been declared).

(5) Uses and functions in so far as revealed by external examination 
of all structures and unhoused equipment. Detailed interior in
spection shall take place in subsequent stages, the particular stage 
in which it will take place depending upon the function of the 
plant. (Verification of (a) above will be of value as partial veri
fication of plant use or function).

(a) and (b) : By aerial survey in all stages for same purposes and to
same extent as permitted with armed forces and non-atomic arma
ments. (See annex I.)

S tage II
Disclose
(a) Details of design and operation, including present and past out

put, of all those installations or parts of installations concerned 
with preparation of atomic energy raw or feed materials (and 
such auxiliary materials as graphite, heavy water and beryllium), 
from mines up to but not including reactors, isotope separation 
plants, and similar nuclear conversion devices used to produce 
fissionable or fusionable material.

Verify
(a) By direct and detailed inspection of all aspects the installations 

and appropriate records. Cross checks with stage I.
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S tage I I I
Disclose
(a) Details of design and operation, including present and past out

put of all those atomic energy installations, or parts of installa
tions, concerned with the conversion of feed materials to fission
able or f usionable materials or with the preparation of radioactive 
materials in large quantities.

(b) Amounts and types of fissionable or fusionable material on hand 
or in process; amounts and types of radioisotopes on hand or in 
process.

(c) General design and operational characteristics of research labora
tories involving reactors operating at a power level of 1 MW or 
more, including amounts of radioactive, or fissionable or fusion- 
able materials produced.

Verify
(a) By direct and detailed inspection of all aspects the installations 

and appropriate records. Cross checks with stages I  and II.
(b) By direct and detailed inspection of fissionable or fusionable 

material, or radioactive materials, installations for production 
thereof, and appropriate records.

(c) By survey of facilities associated with reported reactors, by de
tailed inspection of reactors themselves.

S tage IY
Disclose
(a) Details of design and operation, including past and present out

put of all those atomic energy establishments and installations 
concerned with the fabrication of atomic or radioactive weapons 
from fissionable or other materials.

Verify
(a) By direct and detailed inspection of installations and appro

priate records. Cross checks with stages I, I I  and III.

S tage V
Disclose
(a) Location, numbers and types of atomic and radioactive weapons 

on hand. Weapon storage sites.
Verify

(a) By direct inspection. Cross checks with stages I, I I  and I I I  
and (a) above.
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78. United States Proposal Introduced in the Disarma
ment Commission: Essential Principles for a Disarma
ment Program, April 24, 1952 1

The Disarmament Commission accepts as a guide for its future 
work the following principles as the essentials of a disarmament 
programme:

1. The goal of disarmament is not to regulate but to prevent war 
by relaxing the tensions and fears created by armaments and by 
making war inherently, as it is constitutionally under the Charter, 
impossible as a means of settling disputes between nations.

2. To achieve this goal, all States must co-operate to establish an 
open and substantially disarmed world:

(а) In which armed forces and armaments will be reduced to such 
a point and in such a thorough fashion that no State will be in a 
condition of armed preparedness to start a war, and

(б) In which no State will be in a position to undertake prepara
tions for war without other States having knowledge of such 
preparations long before an offending State could start a war.

3. To reach and keep this goal, international agreements must 
be entered into by which all States would reduce their armed forces 
to levels, and restrict their armaments to types and quantities, 
necessary for:

(a) The maintenance of internal security,
(5) Fulfillment of obligations of States to maintain peace and 

security in accordance with the United Nations Charter.

1 U.N. doc. DC/C. 1/1, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supple
ment for April, May and June 1952, pp. 8-9. At the 4th meeting of Committee I 
of the Disarmament Commission (May 8, 1952) the Soviet representative 
stated that these proposals “amounted only to a repetition of previous un
convincing and unacceptable proposals and were intended, by means of abstract 
declarations, to divert attention from the concrete proposals submitted by the 
Soviet Union/’ The U.S. representative “replied that one of the reasons for 
suggesting those principles was the repeated assertion by the USSR that it 
served no purpose to discuss details of control until certain decisions of prin
ciple had been taken. The United States was not opposed to agreeing in prin
ciple, as long as it was understood that responsible nations could not morally 
or legally bind themselves to disarmament on the basis of decisions in principle 
and paper promises, without effective safeguards to protect them against the 
hazards of violation and evasion. The proposals of the United States. [,] 
which was also anxious to discuss details, were put forward in an effort to 
meet this USSR demand for a decision in principle.” (Disarmament Com
mission Official Records: Special Supplement No. 1 , Second Report of the Bis- 
armament Commission, p. 68.)
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4. Such international agreements must ensure by a comprehensive 
and co-ordinated programme both:

(a) The progressive reduction of armed forces and permitted 
armaments to fixed maximum levels, radically less than present levels 
and balanced throughout the process of reduction, thereby eliminating 
mass armies and preventing any disequilibrium of power dangerous 
to peace, and

(&) The elimination of all instruments adaptable to mass destruc
tion.

5. Such international agreements must provide effective safe
guards to ensure that all phases of the disarmament programme are 
carried out. In particular, the elimination of atomic weapons must 
be accomplished by an effective system of international control of 
atomic energy to ensure that atomic energy is used for peaceful pur
poses only.

6. Such international agreements must provide an effective system 
of progressive and continuing disclosure and verification of all armed 
forces and armaments, including atomic, to achieve the open world 
in which alone there can be effective disarmament.

79. Statement by the Deputy United States Representative 
(Cohen) to Committee I of the Disarmament Commis
sion, May 14, 1952 1

I  realize that the Soviet representative does not agree with the posi
tion of the United States, but I  am sorry that he insists upon making 
our position more unacceptable to him than it need be.2

1 U.S. Mission to the United Nations press release 1472, May 14, 1952. State
ment made at the 6th meeting.

2 According to the official record, at the same meeting Ambassador Malik had 
“referred to Secretary Acheson’s statement of 16 January 1952 that no system of 
periodic or permanent inspection could ensure the effective prohibition of the 
atomic weapon and that the control organ must own, operate and manage all 
atomic plants [ante, doc. 73].” He “emphasized that the United States of 
America was thus rejecting outright the possibility of international control. 
The United States Government was opposed to international inspection, both 
periodic and permanent. That Government, which reflected the interests of the 
United States monopolistic big capital, had, like the United States monopolistic 
capital itself, only one objective in view—to own aU atomic energy-producing 
plants and all raw material extracted throughout the world for the production 
of atomic energy—ownership, operation and management.” (Disarmament 
Commission Official Records: Special Supplement No. 1, Second Report of 
the Disarmament Commission, p. 78.)
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Now, our position is at this stage exactly what we have voted for 
when we voted for the disarmament resolution at the General Assembly. 
We voted that we would adhere to the United Nations plan until 
we found a better and no less effective plan. That is our position.

Now, we have some ideas and some views as to what is necessary 
in this field but our minds are open. We are here to confer and to 
try to see whether we can agree on an effective plan. We reject out 
of hand before reading no plan. We consider fairly and on its merits 
any proposal that may come to us. We do not say in advance that 
we will accept it but we are far from saying in advance that we will 
reject it. If we are to find an alternative, a better or equally effective 
plan, we must know what the plan is before we give up the very 
little progress we have already made in this field.

Now because Mr. Malik has spoken in such misleading terms about 
the UN plan, without holding that it is sacrosanct I  am forced to 
explain some of the facts about the plan which Mr. Malik constantly 
misrepresents.

The term “ownership” as used in the United Nations plan for the 
control of atomic energy1 does not contemplate any supermonopoly 
on a commercial basis. I t has nothing to do with private profits. It 
does not contemplate strict control by United States capitalists.

It does contemplate a multilateral plan, an international plan. If 
such an international plan can be branded as an American-controlled 
scheme, I  am forced to repeat what I  have asked Mr. Malik before: 
Is there any form of international control, that is not subject to the 
Soviet veto, which will not be branded when it suits the Soviet pur
pose as American controlled rather than international controlled ?

If we cannot agree on a multilateral international control plan 
without veto, then any effective international control is excluded. 
Whether it is the United Nations plan or any other plan, we believe 
that we must agree on an independent international control, but if 
we are going to agree on it, it must not be subject to veto and it must 
not be branded in advance as a plan controlled by American mechani
cal majority.

The sole object of the United States in relation to atomic energy 
is to ensure prohibition in practice of atomic weapons and to ensure 
the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes.

All that Mr. Malik says about our avoiding the prohibition of 
atomic weapons is a misrepresentation. Our concern is to find effec
tive means; not a prohibiting on paper but eliminating in practice 
atomic weapons.

As to the safeguards necessary to assure such a result, we do not 
care whether they are described as “ownership” or as “control”. The 
important point is that we have those safeguards.

xAnte, docs. 10, 19, and 29.
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Let us review briefly the safeguards, avoiding the use of the con
troversial word “ownership”. They are all set up in the Second 
Report of the Atomic Energy Commission,1 part of which I  am 
paraphrasing. They were discussed in detail in the United Nations 
in 1947 and 1948. Sufficient time has elapsed so that I  think it would 
be profitable to every one if we review those principles and the 
reasons for them.

The central fact to remember is that large scale development of 
atomic energy automatically and inevitably results in the production 
of nuclear fuel. Such fuel can be used in weapons with a relatively 
small effort and requiring small installations. For this reason, the 
broad purposes of safeguards in the field of atomic energy was in 
the interest of international security to prevent nuclear fuel in 
dangerous quantities being accumulated or seized by any nation.

The international control agency created to ensure this general 
objective and to ensure the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes 
only would have the following four specific objectives under the 
United Nations plan.

1. To give the international control agency the means of preventing 
preparations for atomic warfare.

2. To lessen the possibility of one nation, or group of nations, 
achieving potential supremacy in the field of atomic energy.

3. To give warning to complying nations of any breach of the 
treaty.

4. To dispel suspicions and false accusations.
The United Nations Atomic Energy Commission determined that 

in order for the control agency to accomplish these objectives it must 
have a measure of control over source material, nuclear fuels, and 
dangerous facilities which it frequently described as ownership by 
the international agency. The meaning of that word agency, as used 
by the Atomic Energy Commission, can briefly be described as fol
lows, paraphrasing the Second Report of the Commission:

The studies of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission 
established the necessity for international control and allocation of 
the quantities of uranium and thorium which are to be separated 
from their place in nature, the time and place of the further proc
essing and purification of source materials, and the size, use and 
disposition of working stocks and stocks in transit. Without such 
comprehensive international control of the flow of source materials 
from the first point where they are capable of being diverted, there 
would be serious risk of the diversion of source material or of the 
accumulation of stocks with a view to subsequent dispersion or seizure.

1 Ante, doc. 19.
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The basic policies and provisions governing the exercise of this 
international control and direction must be specified in the treaty 
or convention and implemented by the international agency to ad
minister these controls effectively. The international agency, acting 
as trustee for all the signatory nations jointly in accordance with 
the policies set forth in the treaty or convention, must be given in
disputable control of the source materials promptly after their sepa
ration from their natural deposits. International security requires 
that there be no doubt that within the terms of the treaty or con
vention the right of decision in regard to the disposition of this 
material must lie with the international agency. Therefore, no nation 
or person has any right in any circumstances to dispose of or to 
possess these materials or facilities.

It will be seen the agency’s authority with respect to source ma
terials or nuclear fuels include the exclusive right to move or lease 
the material, the right to use and produce energy from them, and 
the same rights for all production formed from them. No dis
position of material can be made without the permission of the 
agency.

It is proposed that the agency should acquire for a price to be 
agreed the source material from the time it is removed from the 
place of deposit in nature or, in the case of source material containing 
other constituents, from the time those constituents had been ex
tracted. The agency will not be permitted to sell these materials 
but could lease them for authorized uses.

Likewise, the agency’s authority with respect to dangerous facilities 
includes the right of the agency to make decisions regarding their 
allocation, construction and operation within the terms of the treaty 
or convention. The useful and non-dangerous production of these 
plants would be made available to the nations under fair and equitable 
arrangements. The location and type within a nation will be de
cided by agreement with the nation concerned.

The agency’s authority over facilities within a nation includes 
the right of possession, operation and disposition subject to the terms 
of the treaty or convention. The agency could not sell dangerous 
facilities. The agency’s authority over a power plant would not 
include the right to shut down a plant at will. I t does include re
sponsibility to operate facilities in such a way as to not endanger 
health and the responsibility for any damage.

While vesting ownership in the agency in the sense of a trust 
exercised on behalf of the signatory states jointly in order that the 
agency should have the final right of decision in regard to the dis
position of source materials, nuclear fuels and the operation of dan
gerous facilities, it was also realized that the nations could not be
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expected to give unlimited discretionary powers to the international 
agency. The plan, therefore, set out in detail the provisions which 
are to govern the location, mining production, distribution and use 
of source material and nuclear fuel, as well as dangerous facilities. I t 
would then be the duty and responsibility of the international agency 
to implement these provisions in accordance with the terms of the 
treaty.

I  wish to emphasize that under this United Nations plan the 
powers, rights, and functions of both the international control agency 
and of the signatory nations are spelled out in great detail. The 
agency is, under the provisions of the treaty establishing international 
control, in fact the servant and not the master of the signatory 
nations. These provisions are very carefully spelled out in the United 
Nations plan. No nation is asked to buy a pig in a poke or to submit 
itself to any American cartel.

I t  was recognized that the treaty or convention which would put 
such a system into effect cannot cover all the situations that might 
arise between the signatory states and the agency. However, what
ever legal issues might arise in this connection, nations cannot have 
any proprietary rights or rights to decision arising therefrom over 
source materials, nuclear fuels or dangerous facilities located within 
their territory. Such restrictions are not in order to give private 
profits to any cartel. Such restrictions are intended to ensure the 
prohibition of atomic weapons.

The agency would also have certain authority with respect to the 
detection of secret activities and with respect to research which are 
intimately linked in the functions that have been described.

With regard to the prevention and detection of secret activities, 
the essential thing is that all activities and facilities in the field of 
atomic energy must either be managed or licensed by the agency. 
Once this is provided, then the agency in the detection of clandestine 
activities need not be concerned with the motives of those carrying 
on unauthorized activities in this field, for it is the very existence of 
such activities that is illegal.

With regard to research, the agency should have positive research 
and development responsibility in order to remain in the forefront 
of atomic knowledge so as to render the agency more effective in 
promoting the beneficial use of atomic energy and in eliminating its 
destructive ones.

In this statement I  have paraphrased some of the functions of the 
international agency concerned with atomic energy as set forth in 
the United Nations plan. I  am assured by those with technical 
competence that in order to ensure the elimination of atomic weapons



DOCUMENT 79 : MAY 14, 1952 363

and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes, the international 
agency should have the authority set forth in the plan and no less 
authority.

It makes no difference to my government, however, whether 
authority of this nature is described as “ownership” or as “control”. 
It is the authority itself and not the words describing it with which 
we are concerned. We are concerned with the elimination of atomic 
weapons and therefore with the creation of a system which will 
produce that result.

I t was the view of the United Nations that the proposals made by 
the Soviet Union in 19471 would not produce that result. When the 
Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union in the past General Assembly 
stated that the Soviet Union had new and additional proposals, we 
welcomed his initiative. We are waiting to receive those proposals. 
To date, however, we have received nothing that goes beyond the 
inadequate proposals of 1947 or, if the new proposals are intended 
to go beyond that, we have not been given the information necessary 
to enable us to see that fact. Indeed, we are uncertain whether the 
Soviet Union is advocating even the unsatisfactory measure of inter
national control which it proposed in 1947. In fact, it is not clear to 
us that the Soviet Union may not have retreated from those pro
posals in that it now maintains that the international control organ 
is not entitled to interfere in the domestic affairs of states in the 
exercise of its functions.

We must, therefore, again ask the Soviet representative this [these] 
all important questions: What authority in addition to those enumer
ated in the Soviet proposal of 1947 would be granted to the inter
national agency under their new suggestions? What safeguards, if 
any, does the Soviet Union propose beyond those set forth in the 1947 
proposals? We would deeply appreciate answers to those questions.

It is no good for the Soviet representative to go on saying that all 
will be well if we simply take a decision in principle on prohibition 
and the establishment of a control system. Perhaps, he will recall 
the old Russian proverb: “If you tell a man long enough he is a pig, 
he will begin to grunt”.

As I  have said, the control system proposed by the Soviet Union 
so far as it has been explained to us is inadequate and not acceptable, 
but if there are additional facts that we have not been enlightened 
on, we will consider them with an open mind. Our desire is to find 
an effective system.

1 See Soviet proposals of June 11, 1947 (cmte, doc. 16) and comments of the 
United Nations Atomic Energy Commission Working Committee (ante, doc. 21).

514543—60—vol. 1------26
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Even if the Soviet proposals provided an adequate system, even 
if we were to all agree on precisely what the control system should 
be, then the question remains what would be the practical effect of 
taking a decision in principle on prohibition? The Soviet repre
sentative says that the prohibition would not go into effect until the 
control system went into effect. If  that is the case, why does the 
Soviet Union want a decision, an immediate decision in principle on 
prohibition now ?

It would seem more sensible and realistic to work out the details 
of a control system which would put into effective operation the 
system and would really prohibit the atomic bomb. That would 
be something more than a promise or a decision in principle. That 
would be the real elimination of atomic weapons. I f  we could agree 
on that, we could all work together in using atomic energy for the 
betterment of mankind.

What we need here in order to make progress is some indication 
from the Soviet representative that his government is prepared to 
agree and to discuss sensible and realistic proposals.

We still await the answers to the questions put to the Soviet repre
sentative by several of our colleagues here in previous sessions and 
at this session. The Soviet representative has still not explained 
precisely how his government visualized the process of inspection 
on a continuing basis. He has not explained precisely what his gov
ernment means by saying that this inspection although on a con
tinuing basis should not interfere in the domestic affairs of states. 
He has not explained how an inspection system alone will suffice to 
ensure that atomic weapons will be effectively prohibited.

I  know that we have translation difficulties. The English word 
“control” has connotations in Russian different from what it means 
to us. Perhaps our discussion would go more profitably if we left 
aside these difficult words for a time and talked in specific terms of 
operation—what would be done; who would do it; and how it would 
be done.

I  can assure the Soviet representative that if he is able to make 
specific and detailed proposals in these terms, my government will 
examine them with great care and with an open mind. We do not 
really care so much about what words are used. What we care about 
is establishing an international system which will make sure that 
weapons of mass destruction are not used, that great armies no longer 
threaten the peace.
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80. Tripartite Working Paper Submitted to the Disarma
ment Commission: Proposals for Fixing Numerical 
Limitation of All Armed Forces, May 28, 1952 1

[ E d it o r ia l  N o te : The tripartite paper was introduced at the 12th meeting of 
the Disarmament Commission. At the same meeting Ambassador Cohen, the 
Deputy U.S. Representative, said:

“We reiterate our hope that agreement on numerical limitations on all armed 
forces will facilitate agreement on other phases of the program. As we progress 
in our work, we should be able to tie together the related components of a com
prehensive disarmament program.

“Of course, the proposed reductions in armed forces depends upon the settle
ment of the Korean conflict and some progress toward the establishment of 
peaceful conditions throughout the world. Before our disarmament treaties 
are concluded all states concerned will have to accept seriously their obligations 
under the Charter not to use force or the threat of force as an instrument of 
national policy and to settle their disputes by peaceful means in such a manner 
that international peace and security and justice are not endangered.

“The relationship of international tensions and ceilings on armed forces is 
clear. What is the basic purpose of setting maximum levels for all armed 
forces? It is to avoid disequilibrium of power dangerous to international peace 
and security anywhere in the world and thus help minimize the danger of war. 
We believe, and I speak for the Three Powers, that one of the most fundamental 
reasons for the international tensions which exist in the world today is the 
imbalance of power in various areas. This imbalance can be remedied, it seems 
to me, in either of two ways. One way is to build up the strength of the free 
world to match or, if necessary, to surpass the strength of the Soviet bloc, and 
that is what the free nations are now doing out of the sheer necessity of sur
vival. We have had ample warning of what happens when free governments 
are weak and imperialistic and aggrandizing powers are both strong and 
rapacious.

“The other way, which the United States, the United Kingdom, and France 
infinitely prefer, is for all states with substantial military power to limit their 
armed forces and armaments to levels such 'that they avoid this disequilibrium 
of power by reduction instead of production. Setting numerical limitations on 
armed forces is one of the most important steps in the direction of the second 
solution for 'the present imbalance of power. The Three Powers will never 
cease trying to achieve this solution of reducing all armed forces and all arma
ments, hoping that the time will come when all states, most important the Soviet 
Union, will recognize the vital necessity for agreeing on fair and balanced reduc
tions to achieve an honest disarmament program.

“What I have said about avoiding disequilibrium of power dangerous to inter
national peace and security points up the relationship between disarmament 
and settlement of current major political issues. Disarmament proposals can
not be considered in isolation, apart from these major international tensions 
existing in the world. There is an obvious connection between the solution of

1 U.N. doc. DC/10, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement 
for April, May and June 1952, pp. 1-5.
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current major political issues, the reduction of tensions, and the limitation and 
reduction of armed forces and armaments. Consequently, concurrently with 
coming into effect of a disarmament program, these principal political issues 
between the Great Powers should be settled. The United States is not placing 
preconditions in the way of disarmament. We are merely recognizing the facts 
of international political life.” (Department of State Bulletin , June 9, 1952, 
p. 909.) ]

The delegations of France, the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland and the United States of America, which spon
sored the resolution of the General Assembly establishing the 
Disarmament Commission, are today submitting the attached working 
proposals for the determination of over-all numerical limitations on 
all armed forces.

In fixing numerical limitations on the armed forces of States a 
number of factors, demographic, geographic, political and economic, 
have to be considered. The Charter responsibilities of States and the 
need of balanced power-relationships among States must also be taken 
into account. There is no one automatic formula which can inflexibly 
be applied in all cases. The objective must be to reduce the possibility 
and the fear of successful aggression and to avoid a disequilibrium 
of power dangerous to international peace and security.

The proposals suggest that there should be fixed numerical ceilings 
for China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United Kingdom and the United States of America. A ceiling 
between 1 million and 1.5 million is suggested for the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the United States of America and China, while 
a ceiling between 700,000 and 800,000 is suggested for the United 
Kingdom and France.

The proposals call for agreed maximum ceilings for all other 
States having substantial armed forces to be fixed in relation to the 
ceilings agreed upon for the five powers. Such ceilings should be 
fixed with a view to avoiding a disequilibrium of power dangerous 
to international peace and security in any area of the world, thus 
reducing the danger of war. The ceilings would normally be less 
than one per cent of the population and should be less than current 
levels, except in very special circumstances.

The proposals envisage substantial and balanced reductions in 
armed forces. Agreement on such reductions should greatly lessen 
the likelihood and the fear of successful aggression and should facili
tate agreement on other essential parts of a comprehensive disarma
ment programme, including the elimination of all major weapons- 
adaptable to mass destruction and the effective international control 
of atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of atomic weapons and 
the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only.
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P r o po sa l s  f o r  f i x i n g  n u m e r i c a l  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  a l l

ARMED FORCES

A. Introduction
1. Paragraph 3 of General Assembly resolution 502 (VI) of 11 

January 1952
“Directs the Disarmament Commission to prepare proposals to be 

embodied in a draft treaty (or treaties) for the regulation, limitation 
and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all armaments, for 
the elimination of all major weapons adaptable to mass destruction, 
and for the effective international control of atomic energy to ensure 
the prohibition of atomic weapons and the use of atomic energy for 
peaceful purposes only”.

2. Paragraph 6 of the resolution:
“Directs the Commission, in working out plans for the regulation, 

limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all 
armaments:

“ (a) To determine how over-all limits and restrictions on all armed 
forces and all armaments can be calculated and fixed;

“ (&) To consider methods according to which States can agree by 
negotiation among themselves, under the auspices of the Commission 
concerning the determination of the over-all limits and restrictions 
referred to in sub-paragraph (a) above and the allocation within their 
respective national military establishments of the permitted national 
armed forces and armaments”.

3. The present working paper presents a plan for the determination 
of over-all numerical limitations on the size of the armed forces of 
.States. Obviously some over-all limitations on the size of the armed 
forces of States are an essential part of any comprehensive plan for 
the regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of armed forces 
and armaments. The working paper is not intended to exclude, but 
to facilitate the development of other essential components which 
must be included in what the preamble of the General Assembly reso
lution refers to as “comprehensive and co-ordinated plans, under 
international control, for the regulation, limitation and balanced 
xeduction of all armed forces and armaments, for the elimination 
of all major weapons adaptable to mass destruction, and for the 
•effective control of atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes” in
cluding “safeguards that will ensure the compliance of a ll .. . nations 
[whose military resources are such that their failure to accept would

1 Ante, doc. 71.
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endanger the system]”. Proposals have already been submitted on 
certain other essential components, i.e., the control of atomic energy 
and disclosure and verification of all armed forces and armaments. 
By submitting this working paper and focusing attention on another 
component we hope to facilitate progress toward an agreed compre
hensive programme.
B. Standards for determining numerical limitations of all armed

forces
4. In fixing numerical limitations on the armed forces of States a 

number of factors, demographic, geographic, political and economic, 
have to be considered. The Charter responsibilities of States and 
the need of balanced power-relationships among States must also be 
taken into account. There is no one automatic formula which can 
inflexibly be applied in all cases. The objective must be to reduce 
the possibility and the fear of successful aggression and to avoid a 
disequilibrium of power dangerous to international peace and security.

5. The following working formula is suggested as a basis of 
discussion:

(a) There should be fixed numerical ceilings for China, France, 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom, and 
the United States of America which should be worked out with a 
view of avoiding a disequilibrium of power dangerous to international 
peace and security among themselves or with other States and thus 
reducing the danger of war. I t  is tentatively suggested that the 
maximum ceilings for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United States of America and China should be the same and fixed at, 
say, between 1 million and 1.5 million, and the maximum ceilings 
for the United Kingdom and France should be the same and fixed at, 
say, between 700,000 and 800,000.

(&) For all other States having substantial armed forces there 
should be agreed maximum ceilings fixed in relation to the ceilings 
agreed upon for the five Powers. Such ceilings should be fixed with 
a view to avoiding a disequilibrium of power dangerous to interna
tional peace and security in any area of the world and thus reducing 
the danger of war. The ceilings would normally be less than one 
per cent of the population. Moreover, they should be less than cur
rent levels except in very special circumstances.

C. Significance of over-all numerical limitations
6. While a nation’s armed forces are not the only measure of its 

armed strength, and other elements of armed strength will have to 
be considered in any comprehensive programme for the balanced re
duction of armed forces and armaments, nevertheless a numerical
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limitation on armed forces is a major element in any such programme 
for the following reasons:

(a) All armaments programmes depend upon manpower and there
fore must to a greater or less degree be affected by limitations on per
mitted armed forces.

(h) A substantial reduction of armed forces as here suggested in 
itself would tend to reduce the likelihood of successful aggression.

(c) Agreement on a substantial and balanced reduction of armed 
forces, minimizing the likelihood and fear of successful aggression, 
should greatly facilitate agreement reducing and restricting the arma
ments supporting these armed forces.
D. Implementation of proposals for numerical limitations of all

armed forces
7. In determining the numbers in the armed forces, all kinds of 

armed forces, including para-military and security forces, must be 
included.

8. Adequate provision must be made to ensure that the maximum 
limitation on armed forces is not circumvented through building up 
large forces of trained reserves or militarily trained police.

9. This system must be accepted by all States, whether or not Mem
bers of the United Nations, whose military resources are such that 
their failure to accept would endanger the system.

10. There should be adequate safeguards throughout the process of 
reduction to ensure that limitations are put into effect and observed 
as agreed and that violations can be promptly detected.

11. The implementation of the reductions should be closely related 
to progress in connexion with other phases of the programme for 
regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of armed forces and 
armaments, such as the control of atomic energy and the system of 
progressive and continuing disclosure and verification.

12. The reduction should be carried through in a manner and in 
accordance with a time schedule prescribed by the international con
trol organ and should be completed within the shortest feasible timje 
after its commencement.

13. In the future, further numerical limitation of permitted armed 
forces would be contemplated as substantial progress is achieved to
ward the easing of international tensions, and the agreed ceilings 
would be subject to review at stated intervals.

14. The proposed limitations—including their relationship to other 
components of the programme for regulation, limitation and balanced 
reduction of armed forces and armaments and the elimination of 
weapons adaptable to mass destruction—should be comprehended 
within the treaty or treaties required under paragraph 3 of General 
Assembly resolution 502 (VI) of 11 January 1952.
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81. Supplementary Tripartite Paper on Force Levels, 
Submitted to the Disarmament Commission, August 
12, 1952 1

1. I t is contemplated that any agreement for the numerical 
limitation of armed forces would necessarily comprehend:

(a) Provisions to ensure that production of armaments and quan
tities of armaments bear a direct relation to the amounts needed for 
permitted armed forces;

(b) Provisions for composition of permitted armed forces and 
armaments in order to prevent undue concentration of total permitted 
armed forces in a manner which might prejudice a balanced 
reduction;

(c) Procedures in conformity with the directive contained in para
graph 6 (b) of General Assembly resolution 502 (VI) of 11 Janu
ary 1952,2 for the negotiation within over-all limitations of mutually 
agreed programmes of armed forces and armaments with a view to 
obtaining early agreement on these matters among States with 
substantial military resources.

Procedures should be worked out to facilitate the development, 
under the auspices of the Disarmament Commission, of mutually 
agreed programmes of armed forces and armaments to be compre
hended within the treaty or treaties referred to in General Assembly 
resolution 502 (VI) of 11 January 1952.

2. One possible procedure, advanced for the purpose of initiating 
discussions, might be:

(a) Upon acceptance of the proposals set forth in Working Paper 
DC/103 with respect to fixing numerical limitation of all armed 
forces, arrangements might be made for a conference between China, 
France, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom and 
the United States of America with a view to reaching tentative 
agreement among themselves, by negotiation, on:

(1) The distribution by principal categories of the armed forces 
that they would consider necessary and appropriate to main-

aU.N. doc. DO/12, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement 
for July, August and September 1952, pp. 1-3. See also tripartite working paper 
of May 28,1952 (ante, doc. 80).

* Ante, doc. 71.
s Ante, doc. 80.
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tain within the agreed numerical ceilings proposed for their 
armed forces;

(2) The types and quantities of armaments which they would con
sider necessary and appropriate to support permitted armed 
forces within the proposed numerical ceilings;

(3) The elimination of all armed forces and armaments other than 
those expressly permitted, it being understood that provision 
will be made for the elimination of all major weapons adapt
able to mass destruction, and for the effective international 
control of atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes 
only.

The distribution of armed forces within stated categories and the 
types and volumes of armaments would not necessarily be identic, 
even for States with substantially equal aggregate military strength, 
inasmuch as their needs and responsibilities may be different. The 
objective of the agreements would be to reduce the possibility and 
fear of aggression and to avoid a disequilibrium of power dangerous 
to international peace and security. Such agreements would neces
sarily be tentative, as they would have to be reviewed in the liglit of 
further tentative agreements to be reached, as indicated in the 
following paragraph.

(&) When tentative agreement is attained at the conference referred 
to in paragraph 2 (a), regional conferences might be held, to be at
tended by all governments and authorities having substantial military 
forces in the respective regions, for the purpose of reaching similar 
tentative agreement on:

(1) The over-all numerical ceilings for the armed forces of all 
such governments and authorities, as proposed in paragraph 
5 (5) of the tripartite working paper on numerical limitations,

(2) The distribution of the permitted armed forces within stated 
categories,

(3) The type and volume of armaments necessary and appropriate 
to support the permitted armed forces, and

(4) The elimination of all armed forces and armaments other 
than those expressly permitted, it being understood that pro
vision will be made for the elimination of all major weapons 
adaptable to mass destruction, and for the effective inter
national control of atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of 
atomic weapons and the use of atomic energy for peaceful 
purposes only.
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(c) Thereafter a draft treaty might be worked out, as contem
plated in operative paragraph 3 of General Assembly resolution 502 
'(VI) of 11 January 1952, comprehending and bringing into a bal
anced relationship all essential components of the programme.

3. The timing and co-ordination of the reductions, prohibitions 
and eliminations should ensure the balanced reduction of over-all 
armed strength and should avoid creating or continuing any disequi
librium of power dangerous to international peace and security dur
ing the period that the reductions, prohibitions and eliminations 
are being put into effect. In particular, the initial limitations or 
reductions in armed forces and permitted armaments and the initial 
steps toward elimination of prohibited armaments should commence 
at the same time. Subsequent limitations and reductions should be 
synchronized with subsequent progress in elimination of prohibited 
armaments. An international control authority should be established 
at the commencement of the programme and it should be in a position 
to assume progressively its functions in order to ensure the carrying 
out of such limitations, reductions, curtailments and prohibitions. 
Thus, when the limitations and reductions in armed forces and per
mitted armaments provided by the treaty or treaties are completed, 
production of prohibited armaments will have ceased, existing stock
piles of prohibited armaments and facilities for their production will 
have been disposed of, atomic energy will be utilized for peaceful 
purposes only, and the international control authority will have 
assumed its full functions.

82. Statement on Bacteriological Warfare by the Deputy 
United States Representative (Cohen) to the Disarma
ment Commission, August 15, 1952 1

While we are waiting for the observations of the member govern
ments to the tripartite supplement2 to the tripartite working paper, I 
should like to refer to the question of the elimination of germ war
fare and its place in a comprehensive disarmament program. I t is 
not my purpose to reopen the debate started by the improper intro
duction into this forum of the false charges regarding the use of germ

departm en t of State Bulletin , Aug. 25, 1952, pp. 294-297. Statement made 
.-at the 9th meeting.

2 Ante, doc. 81.
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warfare in Korea. But as I  have heretofore indicated, the elimina
tion of germ warfare as well as the elimination of mass armies and 
atomic warfare must be an essential part of a comprehensive disarma
ment program to reduce the danger of aggression and the fear of 
war. Before we make our report to the General Assembly, I  want 
to make clear that such elimination is called for and contemplated by 
the proposals we have made.

During the recent discussion of the Geneva protocol1 in the Security 
Council,2 it was pointed out by the U.S. representative, Ambassador 
Gross, as well as by the representatives of other members of the Coun
cil that the matter of the prohibition and elimination of bacteriologi
cal warfare was clearly within the terms of reference of the Disarma
ment Commission and should be considered in connection with the 
proposals which the General Assembly has directed the Commission 
to prepare for the elimination of all major weapons adaptable to 
mass destruction.

To avoid any possible misunderstanding of the position of the 
United States, I  should like to state again our position in regard to

1 Protocol prohibiting the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, 
and of bacteriological methods of warfare, signed at Geneva, June 17, 1925. For 
text, see 94 LNTS 65; Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommit
tee on Disarmament, Disarmament and, Security: A Collection of Documents, 
1919-55 (Committee print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.

2 The Soviet Union and the world Communist movement made repeated 
charges that the United Nations Command used bacterial weapons in Korea. 
On June 18, 1952, the Soviet representative (Malik), then serving as president, 
called a meeting of the Security Council to consider a Soviet proposal calling 
on an states to accept the Geneva Protocol. This proposal was rejected (June 
26) by a vote of 1-0-10, the Soviet Union voting in favor and the other members 
abstaining. Meanwhile, the U.S. representative (Gross) had introduced a draft 
resolution caUing for an .investigation of the Communist charges by the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross. After the Security Council (July 1) had 
rejected, by a 10-1 vote, a Soviet draft resolution inviting Chinese Communist 
and north Korean representatives to participate in the discussions, the Soviet 
Union (July 3) vetoed the U.S. proposal. The United States thereupon intro
duced a second resolution calling for the Security Council to conclude that 
the charges “must be presumed to be without substance and false” and to con
demn “the practice of fabricating and disseminating such false charges”. The 
vote on this proposal (July 9) was 9-1-0, the Soviet Union opposing and 
Pakistan abstaining; the resolution thus failed because of the Soviet veto. See 
General Assembly Official Records: Seventh Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/2141), 
'‘Annual Report of the Secretary-General on the Work of the Organization, 1 
July 1951-30 June 1952,” pp. 58-59; ibid., Eighth Session, Supplement No. 1 
(A/2404), “Annual Report of the Secretary-General on the work of the Organi

zation, 1 July 1952-30 June 1953,” pp. 25-26; and Department of State Bulletin , 
June 30, 1952, p. 1041; July 7, 1952, pp. 32-38; and July 28, 1952, pp. 153-159.
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the elimination of all weapons adaptable to mass destruction, including' 
poisonous gas and bacteriological weapons. I  want to emphasize that 
it is the view of my Government that the matter of germ warfare must 
be included as an essential part of a comprehensive and balanced 
disarmament program and cannot be satisfactorily dealt with as a 
separate or isolated problem.

It would be a grave mistake to assume that, because the United 
States has not ratified the Geneva protocol, the United States is 
opposed to the general objective of the treaty, the effective outlawing 
of poisonous gas and biological weapons directed against human 
beings. Indeed the United States signed and took an active part 
in the drafting of the Geneva protocol of 1925, and earlier, in 1922, 
in drafting the Washington treaty A from which the principal provi
sions of the Geneva protocol were derived. The United States is not 
unmindful that the ratification of the Geneva protocol by 42 States 
is a significant manifestation of mankind’s desire which the United 
States also shares, to see these hideous weapons, along with all other 
weapons adaptable to mass destruction, banned from national 
armaments.

Those who attempt to explain America’s failure to ratify the 
protocol in terms of Marxist materialism may know their Marxism,, 
but they are woefully ignorant of American life and history.

When the Geneva protocol was submitted to the Senate for ratifica
tion, America was retreating rapidly into isolationism and neutralism 
and feared any involvement with the League and any treaties 
originating from Geneva. It is ridiculous and absurd for Mr. Malik 
to think that the nation which a few years later was to attempt to 
ban any shipments of arms to any belligerent failed to ratify the 
Geneva protocol because of the profit motives of its ruling classes.

Our sympathy with the general objective of the Geneva protocol 
should not blind us to the fact that intervening events have demon
strated the protocol to be inadequate and ineffective to achieve its 
objective. The hope entertained at the end of World War I that 
states could rely upon treaty promises and treaty declarations without 
safeguards to insure their observance has turned out to be illusory. 
Mussolini was no more deterred from using poisonous gas in Ethiopia 
in the 1930’s by the Geneva protocol, which Italy had accepted, than

1 Treaty relating to the use of submarines and noxious gases in warfare^ signed 
at Washington, Feb. 6, 1922; O. F. Redmond, comp., Treaties, Conventions, 
International Acts, Protocols and Agreements Between the United States of 
America and Other Powers (S. Doc. 348, 67th Cong., 4th sess.), p. 3116. This 
treaty was ratified by the United States, the British Empire, Italy, and Japan. 
It did not enter into force owing to the failure of France to ratify.
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was Germany deterred from using poisonous gas in World War I 
by The Hague conventions,1 which Germany had accepted.

It was shocking to hear the Soviet representative in the Security 
Council suggest that Hitler was deterred from using poisonous gas 
and bacteriological warfare in World War II  by the Geneva protocol, 
when we know that Hitler and his henchmen adhered to no treaty 
or law of God or of man which they believed they could successfully 
ignore. Would the Soviet representative have us believe that the 
men who consigned defenseless women, old men, and little children 
to the gas chambers would have respected the Geneva protocol, 
save for their fears of reprisals? Winston Churchill did not think so. 
Marshal Voroshilov did not think so when he stated on February
22, 1938:

Ten years ago or more the Soviet Union signed a convention abolishing the 
use of poison gas and bacteriological weapons. To that we still adhere but if our 
•enemies use such methods against us I teU you we are prepared and fully 
prepared to use them also and to use them against aggressors on their own 
soil.3

I t was the fear of reprisals and not the conscience of mankind 
which deterred Hitler.

U.S.S.RSs Supplementary Pro tocol of 1928
Events since the signing of the Geneva protocol have made increas

ingly clear the inadequacies of the protocol which the Soviet Union 
was among the first to point out. I t was the Soviet Union which 
submitted on March 23, 1928, a supplementary protocol to the Pre
paratory Commission for the Disarmament Conference which 
emphasized, as the United States now emphasizes, practical proposals 
to insure the elimination of gas and germ weapons from national 
armaments. The supplementary protocol proposed by the Soviet 
Union provided:

Article 1—All methods of and appliances for chemical aggression (all asphyxi
ating gases used for warlike purposes, as weU as all appliances for their 
discharge, such as gas projectors, pulverizers, balloons, flame-throwers and 
other devices) and for bacteriological warfare, whether in service with troops 
or in reserve or in process of manufacture, shall be destroyed within three 
months of the date of the entry into force of the present Convention.

1See art. XXIII of the regulations respecting the laws and customs of war 
on land, annexed to the convention with respect to the laws and customs of war 
on land, signed at The Hague on July 29, 1899; William M. Malloy, comp., 
Treaties, Conventions, International Acts, Protocols and Agreements Between 
the United States of America and Other Powers (S. Doc. 357, 61st Cong., 2d 
sess.), vol. II, p. 2052. An identical provision was contained in art. XXIII of 
the regulations annexed to the convention signed at The Hague on Oct. 18, 1907 
(ibid., p. 2285).

2 See New Ym k Times, Feb. 23, 1938, p. 14.
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Article 2—The industrial undertakings engaged in the production of the 
means of chemical aggression or bacteriological warfare indicated in Article 1 
shall discontinue production from the date of the entry into force of the present 
Protocol.

Article 3—In enterprises capable of being utilized for the manufacture of 
means of chemical and bacteriological warfare, a permanent labour control 
shall be organized by the workers’ committees of the factories or by other organs 
of the trade unions operating in the respective enterprises with a view to 
limiting the possibility of breaches of the corresponding articles of the present 
Protocol.1

I t was also the Soviet Union which in 1932 requested the rap
porteur to include in the Report of the Special Committee on Chemical 
and Bacteriological Weapons the following pertinent observation:

The Committee on Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons’ reply to the 
General Commission’s questions regarding qualitative disarmament is given 
mainly from the point of view of the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons 
in war time. This is tantamount to re-stating with a few supplementary details 
the essential ideas contained in the Geneva Protocol 'of June 17th, 1925, which 
up to the present is unfortunately still awaiting the ratification of several states. 

Such legal prohibitions are, however, inadequate and of merely secondary 
importance. The Soviet Delegation has always attached and contirmes to at
tach paramount importance, not to the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons 
in war time, but to the prohibition of preparations for chemical warfare in peace 
time. Consequently efforts should be directed not so nrnch to the framing of 
laws and usages of war as to the prohibition of as many lethal substances and 
appliances as possible. This is the point of view which the Union of Soviet 
Socialist RepubUcs win continue to represent in the General Commission.2

We regret that the Soviet Union has given so little attention to this 
point of view in the Disarmament Commission.

We have pointed out that the Soviet Union and other states which 
ratified the Geneva protocol reserved the right to employ poisonous 
gas and germ warfare in reprisal. We have pointed out that the 
Soviet Union and other states which have ratified the Geneva protocol 
have conducted research work and made other preparations for the 
use of poisonous gas and bacteriological warfare. In view of the 
proved inadequacies of the Geneva protocol we do not criticize the 
Soviet Union or other states parties to the protocol for these precau
tionary measures.

But we do criticize the ruling classes of the Soviet Union for at
tacking the United States for taking the same precautionary measures. 
We do criticize and condemn the ruling classes of the Soviet Union 
for making false charges that the United States is using bacteriological 
warfare in Korea. We do criticize and condemn the ruling classes 
of the Soviet Union for conducting a hate-mongering campaign 
against the United States, which is, as I have previously stated, sadly

1 A/AC.50/3, p. 43, Disarmament Conference documents, vol. I, p. 135. [Foot
note in original.]

2 Ibid., pp. 212 ff. [Footnote in original.]



DOCUMENT 82 : AUGUST 15, 1952 377

reminiscent of Hitler’s hate-mongering campaign against the Czechs 
before Munich.

We do not criticize the humane and worthy objective of the Geneva 
protocol. But we do not trust the promises of those who foreswear 
on paper the use of germ warfare save in reprisal and then make 
deliberate and false charges that others are using germ warfare. We 
do not trust the paper promises of those who bear false witnesses 
against their neighbors. We do not trust the paper promises of those 
who do not hesitate to break their treaty promises when it serves their 
ideological ends. We have no reason to believe that those who have 
made deliberately false charges against us would have been loath to 
make the same false charges against us if we had ratified the Geneva 
protocol. And that is particularly true when their false charges 
provide false excuses for breaking their own promises on alleged 
grounds of reprisals.
U.S. Record on Germ Warfare

Our purpose is not to discredit the worthy objective of the Geneva 
protocol but to find means adequate and effective to attain its ob- 
j ective. The United States has never used germ warfare. The United 
States has never used gas warfare save in retaliation in the First 
World War when it was first used by Germany. In the last World 
War, President Roosevelt condemned the use of poisonous gas and 
issued strict orders that it should not be used except in retaliation. 
The United States has not used gas or germ warfare in Korea. The 
charges that it has are monstrous falsehoods and those that make 
them are unwilling to have them investigated by an impartial body. 
The record of the United States is clear and clean, and no state that 
keeps its Charter obligations has anything to fear from the United 
States in this regard.

I t is not without significance that in both of the two wars in the 
Twentieth Century in which poison gas was used, its use was inaugu
rated by states which had bound themselves on paper not to use it. If  
the history of the last half century teaches us anything, it teaches 
us that aggressor states which start wars in violation of their treaty 
obligations cannot be trusted to keep their paper promises regarding 
the methods of waging wars if they find that the keeping of those 
promises stands in the way of their accomplishing their aggressive 
designs.

If men fight to kill, it is not easy to regulate how they shall kill. 
Moreover, there is the danger that if we prohibit the use of some 
weapons, even more hideous weapons may be discovered and used. 
We want to eliminate, and we have submitted proposals for the elimi
nation of, all weapons which are not expressly permitted as necessary 
and appropriate to support the limited number of armed forces which
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may be permitted to states to maintain public order and to meet 
their Charter obligations.

In civilized communities the deliberate and unprovoked killing of 
man by man is murder regardless of the kind of weapon used to kill. 
In a civilized world, deliberate and unprovoked aggression which 
causes the killing of masses of men should be regarded as mass murder 
regardless of the kinds of weapons used. That is the theory of the 
Charter of the United Nations and that is the rule of law which we 
here in the Disarmament Commission should seek to implement. That 
is the way we can best attain the unrealized objective of the Geneva 
protocol.

All members of the United Nations have agreed to refrain in their 
international relations from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any state or in any 
other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.1 
The United States as a member of the United Nations has committed 
itself, as have all other members, to refrain from not only the use of 
poisonous gas and the use of germ warfare but the use of force of 
any kind contrary to the law of the Charter. And by that commit
ment the United States intends to abide and has a right to expect 
other members to abide. The United States condemns not only the 
use of germ and gas warfare but the use of force of any kind contrary 
to the law of the Charter.

Let it not be said that there is no way to determine when force is 
being used contrary to the law of the Charter. If the Security Coun
cil does not act, the sentiments of the civilized world can be recorded 
in the General Assembly as the Uniting for Peace resolution provides.2
Fwnction of the Disarmament Commission

We hope here in this Disarmament Commission to agree upon 
measures of disarmament to reduce the possibility of aggression and 
make war inherently, as it is constitutionally under the Charter, im
possible as a means of settling disputes between nations. That is 
why throughout our discussions, as representative of the United 
States, I  have insisted that we must approach the problem of dis
armament from the point of view of preventing war and not from the 
point of view of regulating the armaments to be used in war. The 
conception of disarmament as a means of preventing war is the first 
principle in the proposal which the United States has formally sub
mitted to this Commission setting forth the essential principles which 
should guide the work of the Disarmament Commission.

1 Art. 2(4) of the Charter.
2 General Assembly Resolution 377 (V) ; General Assembly Official Records: 

Fifth Session, Supplement N<o. 20 (A/1775), pp. 10-12.
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My Government Jiopes we are going to work out here measures of 
disarmament as a means of preventing war. My Government does 
not believe that we should interrupt this work to inform any would- 
be aggressor state which may contemplate using force contrary to its 
Charter commitments, what kind of force law-abiding states will or 
will not use to suppress aggression.

I  hope my remarks will not be misunderstood. We are issuing 
no ultimatums. We are making no threats. We will support effec
tive proposals to eliminate all weapons adaptable to mass destruction, 
including atomic, chemical, and biological weapons from national 
armaments* We believe, as the Soviet delegation maintained in 1932, 
that paramount importance should be attached, “not to the prohibition 
of chemical weapons in war time, but to the prohibition of chemical 
warfare in peace time” and that “efforts should be directed not so 
much to the framing of laws and usages of war as to the prohibition 
of as many lethal substances and appliances as possible.”

But we do not intend, before such measures and safeguards have 
been agreed upon, to invite aggression by informing, or committing 
ourselves to would-be aggressors and Charter-breakers that we will 
not use certain weapons to suppress aggression. To do so in exchange 
for mere paper promises would be to give would-be aggressors their 
own choice of weapons. For certainly there is no assurance that 
aggressors, which break their Charter obligations not to go to war, 
will keep their paper promises not to fight with certain weapons if 
they have them and need them to achieve their evil designs.

The task of the Disarmament Commission is, as the United States 
points out in its proposals setting forth the Essential Principles of 
a Disarmament Programme,1 to devise measures to insure that “armed 
forces and armaments will be reduced to such a point and in such a 
thorough fashion that no state will be in a condition of armed pre
paredness to start a war,” and that “no state will be in a position to 
undertake preparations for war without other states having knowl
edge of such preparations long before the offending state could start 
a war.” We do not believe that it is the function of the Disarma
ment Commission to attempt to codify the laws of war. But obvi
ously if it attempted to do so, it would have to deal with the whole 
range of weapons and methods of warfare to be prescribed, the 
machinery necessary to secure the observance of the rules, and the 
matter of sanctions, reprisals, and retaliation in case of violation.

The Soviet representative has suggested that there are no effective 
safeguards to insure the elimination of bacteriological warfare and 
contends in effect that it is therefore necessary for us to rely on the 
moral force of paper promises prohibiting its use in war. We do not

1 Ante, doc. 78.
514543—60—vol. 1------ 27
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agree. Nor did the Soviet delegation agree with that position in 1928 
or in 1932, as we have shown. It may be true that there are no 
theoretically fool-proof safeguards which would prevent the concoc
tion of some deadly germs in an apothecary’s shop in the dark hours 
of the night. But when the United States proposes the establishment 
of safeguards to insure the elimination of germ warfare along with 
the elimination of mass armed forces and all weapons adaptable to 
mass destruction, it demands what is possible and practical, not the 
impossible. The United States is seeking action to insure effective 
and universal disarmament, not excuses for inaction. Bacteriological 
weapons to be effective in modern warfare require more than the 
dropping at random of a few infected spiders, flies, or fleas. They 
require industrial establishments, facilities for maintaining the 
agents, transport containers, and disseminating appliances. Such 
arrangements and facilities will not readily escape detection under 
an effective and continuous system of disclosure and verification of 
all armed forces and armaments which the General Assembly has 
declared to be a necessary prerequisite of any comprehensive dis
armament program.

It is unfortunate that the Soviet representative has indicated so 
little interest in the development of an effective and continuous system 
of disclosure and verification. It is unfortunate that the Soviet 
representative has insisted on regarding any effort of the Commission 
to give serious consideration to such a system as only an effort to 
collect information for intelligence purposes. I t is as the General 
Assembly has declared an essential part of “a system of guaranteed 
disarmament.” If we want to make progress toward effective dis
armament, we must all be willing to lay all our cards on the table.

If an effective and continuous system of disclosure and verification 
of armed forces and armaments becomes operative along the general 
lines suggested in the working paper submitted by the United States,1 
we would then have at hand the necessary safeguards to make possible 
the elimination of bacteriological weapons. The United States pro
poses that, at appropriate stages in such an effective system of dis
closure and verification, agreed measures should become effective 
providing for the progressive curtailment of production, the progres
sive dismantling of plants, and the progressive destruction of stock
piles of bacteriological weapons and related appliances. Under this 
proposal, with good faith cooperation by the principal states con
cerned, all bacteriological weapons, and all facilities connected there
with, could be completely eliminated from national armaments and 
their use prohibited.

The position of the United States is clear and unequivocal. We 
are here not to engage in a battle of propaganda but to find effective

1 Ante, doc. 77.
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ways and means to abolish mass armed forces, to eliminate all weapons 
adaptable to mass destruction, including atomic and biological, and 
thereby to reduce and so far as possible eliminate the possibility of 
war. The only effective way to prevent the horrors of war is to 
prevent war.

83. Soviet Proposal Introduced in the Disarmament Com
mission: Consideration of the Question of the Imper
missibility of the Use of Bacterial Weapons, August 
27, 1952 1

Include in the Commission’s Programme of Work, and proceed 
immediately to the consideration of, section II  of document DC/4, 
reading as follows:

“Consideration of the question of violations of the prohibition of 
bacterial warfare, the question of the impermissibility of the use of 
bacterial weapons and the question of calling to account those who 
violate the prohibition of bacterial warfare”.

84. United States Working Paper Submitted to the Dis
armament Commission: The Bacterial Weapons 
Question, September 4, 1952 2

1. A comprehensive programme for the regulation, limitation and 
balanced reduction of all armed forces and armaments should pro
vide for the elimination of all major weapons adaptable to mass

1U.N. doc. DC/13/Rev. 1, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: 
Supplement for July, August and September 1952, p. 3. For the full text of 
U.N. doc. DC/4 (the Soviet draft plan of work, Mar. 19, 1952), see ante, doc. 
75. The Disarmament Commission rejected the Aug. 27 proposal on the same 
date by a vote of 9-1-2, the Soviet Union voting in favor, Chile and Pakistan 
abstaining. The Commission then adopted a proposal to amend its plan of 
work by adding the words “including bacterial weapons” in paragraph B (2) 
(see ante, doc. 76, including footnote). The vote on the latter proposal was 
10-0-2, the Soviet Union and Pakistan abstaining.

2 U.N. doc. DC/15, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement 
for July, August and September 1952, pp. 3-4. This paper summarizes Ambas
sador Cohen’s proposals of Aug. 15,1952 (ante, doc. 82).
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destruction, including bacterial, and for the effective international 
control of atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of atomic weapons 
and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only.

2. Bearing in mind that all Members of the United Nations have 
agreed to refrain not only from the use of germ warfare but from 
the use of force of any kind contrary to the law of the Charter, the 
programme envisaged in paragraph 1 must be approached from the 
point of view of preventing war and. not from the point of view of 
regulating the armaments used in war or of codifying the laws of war. 
The programme as a whole should ensure that armed forces and 
armaments are reduced to such a point and in such a thorough fashion 
that:

(a) No State will be in a position of armed preparedness to start 
a war;

(&) No State shall be in a position to undertake preparations for 
war without other States having knowledge of such preparations long 
before the offending State could start a war.

3. Safeguards must be devised to ensure the elimination of bac
terial weapons and facilities and appliances for their production and 
use along with the elimination of all armed forces and armaments 
not expressly permitted to States to maintain public order and to 
meet their Charter responsibilities. The principal safeguards to 
ensure the elimination of bacterial weapons are to be found in an 
effective and continuous system of disclosure and verification of all 
armed forces and armaments such as that suggested in the working 
paper submitted by the representative of the United States on 5 April 
1952, entitled “Proposals for progresssive and continuing disclosure 
and verification of armed forces and armaments” (DC/C.2/1).1 It 
is proposed that, at appropriate stages in an effective system of dis
closure and verification, agreed measures should become effective pro
viding for the progressive curtailment of production, the progressive 
dismantling of plants and the progressive destruction of stockpiles 
of bacterial weapons and related appliances. Under this programme, 
with co-operation in good faith by the principal States concerned, 
all bacterial weapons and all facilities and appliances connected 
therewith should be completely eliminated from national armaments 
and their use prohibited.

1 Ante, doc. 77.
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85. General Assembly Resolution 704 (VII): Regulation, 
Limitation, and Balanced Reduction of All Armed 
Forces and All Armaments—Report of the Disarma
ment Commission, April 8, 1953 1

[ E d it o r ia l  N o te  : The Soviet Union on Mar. 19 submitted a draft resolution 
(A/O. 1/L.31) condemning the position taken by the Western Powers in the 
Disarmament Commission negotiations, requiring the Commission to study, 
measures for the reduction of great-power forces, and calling on the Commission 
to decide tie  question of prohibiting atomic, bacterial, and other Weapons of mass 
destruction and of establishing strict international control over compliance with, 
those decisions. The Soviet draft resolution was defeated in the First Cpni' 
mittee of the General Assembly on Mar. 21, by a vote of 41-5-13. On the same 
day the First Committee approved a resolution—sponsored by the United States 
and 13 other powers—by a vote of 50-5-5. As approved by the committee, the 
14-power resolution (A/C. 1/L.30) contained a provision commending the Dis
armament Commission. When the 14-power resolution came to the plenary 
session of the General Assembly, the Soviet Union proposed to delete this 
provision, as well as another provision reaffirming Resolution 502 (VI) (ante, 
doc. 71). The Western Powers accepted the first part of the Soviet amendment, 
but not the second, which was rejected 33-10-13. See General Assembly: 
Official Records: Eighth Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/2404), “Annual Report 
of the Secretary-General on the Work of the Organization, 1 July 1952-30 June
1953,” pp. 4-5.]

The General Assembly,
Recognizing that:
Under the Charter, of the United Nations2 all States are bound to 

settle their international disputes by peaceful means in such a manner 
that international peace and security, and justice, are not endangered, 
and to refrain in their international relations from the threat or use 
of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of 
any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the 
United Nations,

The aim of a system of world-wide disarmament is to prevent war 
and release the world’s human and economic resources for the purposes 
of peace,

A General Assembly Official Records: Seventh Session, Supplement No. 20 A 
(A/2361/Add. 1), p. 3. Approved by a vote of 52-5-3, the Soviet bloc opposing 
and Burma, Argentina, and Indonesia abstaining.

a Art. 2 (4) of the Charter.
383
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1. Takes note of the report1 of the Disarmament Commission;
2. Reaffirms General Assembly resolution 502 (VI) of 11 January 

19522 and requests the Disarmament Commission to continue its work 
for the development by the United Nations of comprehensive and co
ordinated plans providing for:

(a) The regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of all armed 
forces and armaments;

(&) The elimination and prohibition of all major weapons, includ
ing bacteriological, adaptable to mass destruction;

(c) The effective international control of atomic energy to ensure 
the prohibition of atomic weapons and the use of atomic energy for 
peaceful purposes only;
The whole programme to be carried out under effective international 
control in such a way that no State would have cause to fear that its 
security was endangered;

3. Requests the Commission to report to the General Assembly and 
to the Security Council no later than 1 September 1953, and hopes that 
all the members of the Commission will co-operate in efforts to produce 
constructive proposals likely to facilitate its task.

86. Address by President Eisenhower (Extract}, April 16, 
1953 8

Beginning of a New Era
The world knows that an era ended with the death of Joseph Stalin. 

The extraordinary 30-year span of his rule saw the Soviet Empire 
expand to reach from the Baltic Sea to the Sea of Japan, finally to 
dominate 800 million souls.

The Soviet system shaped by Stalin and his predecessors was born 
of one World War. I t survived with stubborn and often amazing 
courage a second World War. I t has lived to threaten a third.

Now a new leadership has assumed power in the Soviet Union. Its 
links to the past, however strong, cannot bind it completely. Its 
future is, in great part, its own to make.

1U.N. doc. DC/20, Oct. 13, 1952. Also issued as Disarmament Commission
Official Records: Special Supplement No. 1, Second Report of the Disarmament 
Commission.

3 Ante, doc. 71.
8 Department <of State Bulletin, Apr. 27, 1953, pp. 600-602. Address delivered

before the American Society of Newspaper Editors and broadcast by radio and
television.
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This new leadership confronts a free world aroused, as rarely in 
its history, by the will to stay free.

This free world knows, out of the bitter wisdom of experience, that 
vigilance and sacrifice are the price of liberty.

It knows that the defense of Western Europe imperatively demands 
the unity of purpose and action made possible by the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization, embracing a European Defense Community.

It knows that Western Germany deserves to be a free and equal 
partner in this community and that this, for Germany, is the only safe 
way to full, final unity.

It knows that aggression in Korea and in southeast Asia are threats 
to the whole free community to be met by united action.

This is the kind of free world which the new Soviet leadership con
fronts. I t is a world that demands and expects, the fullest respect 
of its rights and interests. I t  is a world that will always accord the 
same respect to all others.

So the new Soviet leadership now has a precious opportunity to 
awaken, with the rest of the world, to the point of peril reached and 
to help turn the tide of history.

Will it do this?
We do not yet know. Recent statements and gestures of Soviet 

leaders give some evidence that they may recognize this critical 
moment.

We welcome every honest act of peace.
We care nothing for mere rhetoric.
We care only for sincerity of peaceful purpose attested by deeds. 

The opportunities for such deeds are many. The performance of a 
great number of them waits upon no complex protocol but upon the 
simple will to do them. Even a few such clear and specific acts, such 
as the Soviet Union’s signature upon an Austrian treaty or its release 
of thousands of prisoners still held from World War II, would be im
pressive signs of sincere intent. They would carry a power of per
suasion not to be matched by any amount of oratory.

This we do know: a world that begins to witness the rebirth of trust 
among nations can find its way to a peace that is neither partial nor 
punitive.

With all who will work in good faith toward such a peace, we are 
ready, with renewed resolve, to strive to redeem the near-lost hopes 
of our day.

The first great step along this way must be the conclusion of an 
honorable armistice in Korea.

This means the immediate cessation of hostilities and the prompt 
initiation of political discussions leading to the holding of free 
elections in a united Korea.
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It should mean, no less importantly, an end to the direct and in
direct attacks upon the security of Indochina and Malaya. For any 
armistice in Korea that merely released aggressive armies to attack 
elsewhere would be a fraud.

We seek, throughout Asia as throughout the world, a peace that is 
true and total.

Out of this can grow a still wider task—-the achieving of just 
political settlements for the other serious and specific issues between 
the free world and the Soviet Union.

None of these issues, great or small, is insoluble—given only the will 
to respect the rights of all nations.

Again we say: the United States is ready to assume its just part.
We have already done all within our power to speed conclusion of 

a treaty with Austria;, which will free that country from economic 
exploitation and from occupation by foreign troops.

We are ready not only to press forward with the present plans 
for closer unity of the nations of Western Europe but also, upon that 
foundation, to strive to foster a broader European community, con
ducive to the free movement of persons, of trade, and of ideas.

This community would include a free and united Germany, with a 
government based upon free and secret elections.

This free community arid the full independence of the East Euro
pean nations could mean the end of the present unnatural division 
of Europe.
Reduction of Armaments

As progress in all these areas strengthens world trust, we could 
proceed concurrently with the next great work—the reduction of the 
burden of armaments now weighing upon the world. To this end 
we would welcome and enter into the most solemn agreements. These 
could properly include:

1. The limitation, by absolute numbers or by an agreed interna
tional ratio, of the sizes of the military and security forces of all 
nations.

2. A commitment by all nations to set an agreed limit upon that 
proportion of total production of certain strategic materials to be 
devoted to military purposes.

3. International control of atomic energy to promote its use for 
peaceful purposes only and to insure the prohibition of atomic 
weapons.

4. A limitation or prohibition of other categories of weapons of 
great destructiveness.



DOCUMENT 87 : JULY 29, 1953 387

5. The enforcement of all these agreed limitations and prohibitions 
by adequate safeguards, including a practical system of inspection 
under the United Nations.

The details of such disarmament programs are manifestly critical 
and complex. Neither the United States nor any other nation can 
properly claim to possess a perfect, immutable formula. But the 
formula matters less than the faith—the good faith without which 
no formula can work justly and effectively.

87. Senate Resolution 150, July 29, 1953 1

Whereas the peoples of the earth are plunged into vast armament 
expenditures which divert much of their effort into the creation 
of means of mass destruction; and 

Whereas the American people and the Congress ardently desire peace 
and the achievement of a system under which armaments, except 
for the maintenance of domestic and international order, will be
come unnecessary while at the same time the national security of 
our own and other nations will be protected; and 

Whereas it is the policy of the Government of the United States to 
seek the honorable temiination of present armed conflicts, and the 
correction of oppression and injustice and other conditions which 
breed war; and

Whereas progress in these respects would strengthen world trust so 
that the nations could proceed with the next great work, the reduc
tion of the burden of armaments now weighing upon the world: 
Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That it continues to be the declared purpose of the United 

States to seek by all peaceful means the conditions for durable peace 
and concurrently with progress in this respect to seek, within the 
United Nations, agreements by all nations for enforceable limitation 
of armament in accordance with the principles set out in the Presi
dent’s address of April 16, 1953,2 namely—

(1) the limitation, by absolute numbers or by an agreed inter
national ratio, of the sizes of the military and security forces of all 
nations;

* American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents (Department of State 
publication 6446; 1957), vol. II, pp. 2794-2795. Unanimously adopted.

8 Ante, doc. 86.
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(2) a commitment by all nations to set an agreed limit upoii that 
proportion of total production of certain strategic materials to be 
devoted to military purposes;

(3) international control of atomic energy to promote its use for 
peaceful purposes only and to insure the prohibition of atomic 
weapons;

(4) a limitation or prohibition of other categories of weapons of 
great destructiveness; and

(5) the enforcement of all these agreed limitations and prohibi
tions by adequate safeguards, including a practical system of in
spection under the United Nations;

to the end that a greater proportion of the world’s productive capac
ity may be used for peaceful purposes and for the well-being of 
mankind; and be it further
r Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the 
President of the United States and the Secretary of State, and that 
the President make known the sense of this resolution to the United 
Nations and to the heads of state of the nations of the world with the 
request that their people be informed of its contents.

88. Third Report of the Disarmament Commission, Au
gust 20, 1953 1

' 1. By General Assembly resolution 704 (VII),2 the Disarmament 
Commission was requested to report to the General Assembly and 
Security Council not later than 1 September 1953.

2. The Disarmament Commission has held no meetings since the 
adoption of the General Assembly resolution mentioned in the pre
ceding paragraph, except for a meeting on 20 August 1953.

3. I t is hoped that recent international events will create a more 
propitious atmosphere for the reconsideration of the disarmament 
question, whose capital importance in conjunction with other ques
tions affecting the maintenance of peace is recognized by all. The 
Disarmament Commission therefore expects to continue its work and 
suggests that it present a report3 to the ninth session of the General 
Assembly and to the Security Council.

1U.N. doc. DC/32, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement 
for July, August and September 1958, p. 1.

2 Ante, doc. 85.
8DC/55; Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement for July, 

August and September 1954.
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89. Address by Secretary of State Dulles to the General 
Assembly (Extract), September 17, 1953 1

Limitation of Armaments
• On April 16,1953, President Eisenhower expressed eloquently and 
vividly the terrible danger to humanity from present weapons. Also 
he pointed out our desire to divert expenditures from destruction to 
construction, which would particularly benefit the underdeveloped 
areas of the world. He recognized that it would be difficult to alter 
the armament situation markedly while there existed the present 
measure of distrust. He called for deeds, such as those which I  have 
Outlined, which would relax the tension. He went on to say that “as 
progress in all these areas strengthens world trust, we could proceed 
concurrently with the next great work—a reduction of the burden of 
armaments now weighing upon the world.” 2

I  emphasize this word “concurrently.” The United Nations here has 
for some years been dealing with the problem of armaments. We 
know that even between nations of good will it is difficult to find a 
workable formula to do this. The task cannot, perhaps, be finally 
solved under the conditions of distrust which exist today. That, 
however, does not mean that the task should be abandoned or even 
postponed. We believe, on the contrary, that there should be intensi
fied study of the problem of limitation and control of all categories 
of armament. There is a vast amount of technical work which needs 
to be done preparatory to any final solution, and without that prepare 
atory work no final solution would be practical.

We have faith that the time may come—it might come quickly and 
suddenly—when political leaders would be prepared to put into effect 
international agreements limiting armaments. When that moment 
comes the nations should be able to seize it. That moment—we must 
not let it escape. Perhaps it could never be recaptured. But to seize 
that moment when it comes requires that the technical analysis of the 
problem should before then have been advanced.

The United States has already put forward a series of proposals 
here which have attracted widespread support. On these we are not 
inflexible, except that we do insist that any proposals must meet one 
fundamental test: There must be effective safeguards to insure com
pliance of all nations and to give adequate warning of possible eva
sions or violations.

We do not believe that the studies which have been made up until 
now have involved a waste of time. On the contrary we believe that

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Sept. 28, 1953, pp. 406-407. Address deUvered 
at the 434th plenary meeting. 

a Ante, doc. 86.
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they have laid the foundation for quick action once the general at
mosphere makes this possible. But these studies need to be carried on 
to a still higher state of completion. So far as the United States is 
concerned, we are prepared to dedicate ourselves with renewed vigor 
to this high task. Given a concrete demonstration of an equal desire 
on the part of the Soviet Union to negotiate honestly and sincerely 
on the substance of these matters, we are confident that this work 
can usefully go forward.

90. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the General 
Assembly: Measures To Avert the Threat of a New  
World War and To Reduce Tension in International 
Relations, September 24, 1953 1

The General Assembly,
Noting that the cessation of hostilities in Korea is an important 

contribution to the reduction of tension in international relations, 
and that it has created more favourable conditions for further action 
to avert the threat of a new world war,

Noting, at the same time, that in a number of countries the arma
ments race, far from abating, is being continued on an even greater 
scale, and that weapons of mass destruction, as a result of the latest 
advances in the application of atomic energy for this purpose, are 
becoming ever more destructive and dangerous for many millions 
of people,

With the object of averting the threat of a new world war and 
strengthening the peace and security of nations,

1. Declares atomic, hydrogen and other types of weapons of mass 
destruction to be unconditionally prohibited, and instructs the Secu
rity Council to take immediate steps to prepare and implement an inter
national agreement which will ensure the establishment of strict 
international control over the observance of this prohibition;

2. Recommends to the five permanent members of the Security 
Council, the United States of America, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom, France and China, which bear the 
chief responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and 
security, that they reduce their armed forces by one-third within one 
year; and with a view to the alleviation of the burden of military 
expenditure recommends to the Security Council that it call as soon

1 U.N. doc. A/2485/Rev. 1, Sept. 24, 1953. In a paragraph-by-paragraph vote 
(Nov. 30) the General Assembly rejected all the. operative paragraphs, aild 
the resolution as a whole was not put to a vote.
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as possible an international"conference for the carrying out by all 
States of the reduction of armaments;

3. Recognizes that the establishment of military, air and naval 
bases in the territories of other States increases the threat of a new 
world war and operates to undermine the national sovereignty and 
independence of States;

The General Assembly,
Recommends to the Security Council that it take steps to ensure 

the elimination of military bases in the territories of other States, 
considering this a matter of vital importance for the establishment 
of a stable peace and of international security;

4. Condem/ns the propaganda which is being conducted in a num
ber of countries with the aim of inciting enmity and hatred among 
nations and preparing a new world war, and calls upon all govern
ments to take measures to put a stop to such propaganda, which is 
incompatible with the fundamental purposes and principles of the 
United Nations.

91 • General Assembly Resolution 715 (VIII): Regulation, 
Limitation,. and Balanced Reduction of All Armed 
Forces and All Armaments— Report of the Disarma
ment Commission, November 28, 1953 1

The General Assembly,
Reaffirming the responsibility of the United Nations for considering 

the problem of disarmament and affirming the need of providing 
for:

(a) The regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of all armed 
forces and all armaments, •'

(b) The elimination and prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and 
other types of weapons of mass destruction,

(c) The effective international control of atomic energy to ensure 
the prohibition of atomic weapons and the use of atomic energy for 
peaceful purposes only,
the whole programme to be carried out under effective international 
control and in such a way that no State would have cause to fear 
that its security was endangered,

Believing that the continued development of weapons of mass de
struction such as atomic and hydrogen bombs has given additional

1 General Assembly Official Records: Eighth Session, Supplement No. 17 
(A/2630), pp. 3-4. Approved by a vote of 54-0-5, the Soviet bloc abstaining.
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urgency to efforts to bring about effectively controlled disarmament 
throughout the world, as the existence of civilization itself may be 
at stake,

Mindful that progress in the settlement of existing international 
disputes and the resulting re-establishment of confidence are vital to 
the attainment of peace and disarmament and that efforts to reach 
agreement on a comprehensive and co-ordinated disarmament pro
gramme with adequate safeguards should be made concurrently with 
progress in the settlement of international disputes,

Believing that progress in either field would contribute to progress 
in the other,

Realizing that competition in the development of armaments and 
armed forces beyond what is necessary for the individual or col
lective security of Member States in accordance with the Charter 
of the United Nations is not only economically unsound but is in itself 
a grave danger to peace,

Conscious of the continuing desire of all nations, by lightening 
the burden of armaments, to release more of the world’s human and 
economic resources for peace,

Having received the third report1 of the Disarmament Commission 
of 20 August 1953, submitted in accordance with General Assembly 
resolution 704 (VII) of 8 April 1953,2

Endorsing the Commission’s hope that recent international events 
will create a more propitious atmosphere for reconsideration of the 
disarmament question, the capital importance of which, in conjunc
tion with other questions affecting the maintenance of peace, is rec
ognized by all,

1. Recogriizes the general wish and affirms its earnest desire to reach 
agreement as early as possible oil a comprehensive and co-ordinated 
plan, under international control, for the regulation, limitation and 
reduction of all armed forces and all armaments, for the elimination 
and prohibition of atomic, hydrogen, bacterial, chemical and all such 
other weapons of war and mass destruction, and for the attainment of 
these ends through effective measures;

2. Recognizes that, whatever the weapons used, aggression is con
trary to the conscience and honour of the peoples and incompatible 
with membership in the United Nations and is the gravest of all 
crimes against peace and security throughout the world;

3. Takes note of the third report of the Disarmament Commission;
4. Requests the Commission to continue its efforts to reach agree

ment on the problems with which it is concerned, taking into 
consideration proposals made at the eighth session of the General

1 Ante, doc. 88.
2 Ante, doc. 85.
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Assembly, and to report again to the General Assembly and to the 
Security Council not later than 1 September 1954;

5. Galls on all Member States, and particularly the major Powers, 
to intensify their efforts to assist the Disarmament Commission in its 
tasks and to submit to the Commission any proposals which they 
have to make in the field of disarmament;

6. Suggests that the Disarmament Commission study the desir
ability of establishing a sub-committee consisting of representatives 
of the Powers principally involved, which should seek in private 
an acceptable solution and report to the Disarmament Commission 
as soon as possible, in order that the Commission may study and 
report on such a solution to the General Assembly and to the Security 
Council not later than 1 September 1954;

7. Further suggests to the Disarmament Commission, in order to 
facilitate the progress of its work, to arrange for the sub-committee, 
when established, to hold its private meetings as appropriate in the 
different countries most concerned with the problem.

92. United States "Atoms for Peace” Proposal: Address 
by President Eisenhower to the General Assembly, 
December 8, 1953 1

When Secretary General Hammarskjold’s invitation to address 
this General Assembly reached me in Bermuda,21 was just beginning 
a series of conferences with the Prime Ministers and Foreign Ministers 
of Great Britain and of France. Our subject was some of the 
problems that beset our world.

During the remainder of the Bermuda Conference, I  had constantly 
in mind that ahead of me lay a great honor. That honor is mine 
today as I  stand here, privileged to address the General Assembly 
of the United Nations.

At the same time that I  appreciate the distinction of addressing you, 
I  have a sense of exhilaration as I look upon this Assembly.

Never before in history has so much hope for so many people 
been gathered together in a single organization. Your deliberations 
and decisions during these somber years have already realized part 
of those hopes.

1 Atomic Power for Peace (Department of State publication 5314; 1953). Ad
dress delivered at the 470th plenary meeting.

2 See communique of Dec. 7, 1953 (American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic 
Domments, vol. 1, pp. 1468-1470).
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But the great tests and the great accomplishments still lie ahead. 
And in the confident expectation of those accomplishments, I  would 
use the office which, for the time being, I hold, to assure you that 
the Government of the United States will remain steadf ast in its sup
port of this body. This we shall do in the conviction that you will 
provide a great share of the wisdom, the courage, and the faith which 
can bring to this world lasting peace for all nations, and happiness 
and well being for all men.

Clearly, it would not be fitting for me to take this occasion to present 
to you a unilateral American report on Bermuda; > Nevertheless, I 
assure you that in our deliberations on that lovely island we sought 
to invoke those same great concepts of universal peace and human 
dignity which are so cleanly etched'in your Charter.

Neither would it be a measure of this great opportunity merely to 
recite, however hopefully, pious platitudes.
A Danger Shared by All

I therefore decided that this occasion warranted my saying to you 
some of the things that have been on the minds and hearts of my 
legislative and executive associates and on mine for a great many 
months—thoughts I  had originally planned to say primarily to tjie 
American people.

I  know that the American people share my deep belief that if a 
danger exists in the world, it is a danger shared by all—and equally, 
that if hope exists in the mind of one nation, thathope should be shared 
by all.

Finally, if there is to be advanced any proposal designed to ease even 
by the smallest measure the tensions of today’s world, what more 
appropriate audience could there be than the members of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations ?

I  feel impelled to speak today in a language that in a sense is new— 
one which I, who have spent so much of my life in the military pro
fession, would have preferred never to use.

That new language is the language of atomic warfare.
The atomic age has moved forward at such a pace that every citizen 

of the world should have some comprehension, at least in comparative 
terms, of the extent of this development, of the utmost significance 
to every one of us. Clearly, if the peoples of the world are to conduct 
an intelligent search for peace, they must be armed with the signifi
cant facts of today’s existence.

My recital of atomic danger and power is necessarily stated in 
United States terms, for these are the only incontrovertible facts 
that I  know. I need hardly point out to this Assembly, however, that 
this subject is global, not merely national in character.
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The Fearful Potentials
On July 16, 1945, the United States set off the world’s first atomic 

explosion.
Since that date in 1945, the United States of America has conducted 

42 test explosions.
Atomic bombs today are more than 25 times as powerful as the 

weapons with which the atomic age dawned, while hydrogen weapons 
are in the ranges of millions of tons of TNT equivalent.

Today, the United States5 stockpile of atomic weapons, which, 
of course, increases daily, exceeds by many times the explosive equiva
lent of the total of all bombs and all shells that came from every 
plane and every gun in every theatre of war in all of the years of World 
War II.

A single air group, whether afloat or land-based, can now deliver 
to any reachable target a destructive cargo exceeding in power all 
the bombs that fell on Britain in all of World War II.

In size and variety, the development of atomic weapons has been 
no less remarkable. The development has been such that atomic 
weapons have virtually achieved conventional status “within our armed 
services. In the United States, the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, 
and the Marine Corps are all capable of putting this weapon to mili
tary use.

But the dread secret, and the fearful engines of atomic might, arfc 
not ours alone.

In the, first place, the secret is possessed by our friends and allies, 
Great Britain and Canada, whose scientific genius made a, tremendous 
contribution to our original discoveries, and the designs of atomic 
bombs.

The secret is also known by the Soviet Union.
The Soviet Union has informed us that, over recent years, it has 

devoted extensive resources to atomic weapons. During this period, 
the Soviet Union has exploded a series of atomic devices, including 
at least one involving thermo-nuclear reactions.
No Monopoly of Atomic Power ;

If  at one time the United States possessed what might have been 
called a monopoly of atomic power, that monopoly ceased to exist 
several years ago. Therefore, although our earlier start has permitted 
us to accumulate what is today a great quantitative advantage, the 
atomic realities of today comprehend two facts of even greater 
significance.

First, the knowledge now possessed by several nations will eventually 
be shared by others—possibly all others.

Second, even a vast superiority in numbers of weapons, and a con
sequent capability of devastating retaliation, is no preventive, of

514543— 60— vol. 1-------28
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itself, against the fearful material damage and toll of human lives 
that would be inflicted by surprise aggression.

The free world, at least dimly aware of these facts, has naturally 
embarked on a large program of warning and defense systems. That 
program will be accelerated and expanded.

But let no one think that the expenditure of vast sums for weapons 
and systems of defense can guarantee absolute safety for the cities 
and citizens of any nation. The awful arithmetic of the atomic bomb 
does not permit of any such easy solution. Even against most pow
erful defense, an aggressor in possession of the effective minimum 
number of atomic bombs for a surprise attack could probably place 
a sufficient number of his bombs on the chosen targets to cause hideous 
damage.

Should such an atomic attack be launched against the United 
States, our reactions would be swift and resolute. But for me to say 
that the defense capabilities of the United States are such that they 
could inflict terrible losses upon an aggressor—for me to say that 
the retaliation capabilities of the United States are so great that such 
an aggressor’s land would be laid waste—all this, while fact, is not 
the true expression of the purpose and the hope of the United States.

To pause there would be to confirm the hopeless finality of a belief 
that two atomic colossi are doomed malevolently to eye each other 
indefinitely across a trembling world. To stop there would be to 
accept helplessly the probability of civilization destroyed—the an
nihilation of the irreplaceable heritage of mankind handed down to 
us generation from generation—and the condemnation of mankind 
to begin all over again the age-old struggle upward from savagery 
toward decency, and right, and justice.

Surely no sane member of the human race could discover victory 
in such desolation. Could anyone wish his name to be coupled by 
history with such human degradation and destruction.

Occasional pages of history do record the faces of the “Great De
stroyers” but the whole book of history reveals mankind’s never- 
ending quest for peace, and mankind’s God-given capacity to build.

It is with the book of history, and not with isolated pages, that the 
United States will ever wish to be identified. My country wants to be 
constructive, not destructive. I t wants agreements, not wars, among 
nations. I t wants itself to live in freedom, and in the confidence that 
the people of every other nation enjoy equally the right of choosing 
their own way of life.

No Idle Words or Shallow Visions
So my country’s purpose is to help us move out of the dark chamber 

of horrors into the light, to find a way by which the minds of men, the
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hopes of men, the souls of men everywhere, can move forward toward 
peace and happiness and well being.

In this quest, I  know that we must not lack patience.
I  know that in a world divided, such as ours today, salvation can

not be attained by one dramatic act.
I  know that many steps will have to be taken over many months 

before the world can look at itself one day and truly realize that a new 
climate of mutually peaceful confidence is abroad in the world.

But I  know, above all else, that we must start to take these steps— 
NOW.

The United States and its allies, Great Britain and France, have 
over the past months tried to take some of these steps. Let no one 
say that we shun the conference table.

On the record has long stood the request of the United States, 
Great Britain, and France to negotiate with the Soviet Union the 
problems of a divided Germany.

On that record has long stood the request of the same three nations 
to negotiate an Austrian State Treaty.

On the same record still stands the request of the United Nations 
to negotiate the problems of Korea.

Most recently, we have received from the Soviet Union what is in 
effect an expression of willingness to hold a Four Power Meeting.1 
Along with our allies, Great Britain and France, we were pleased 
to see that this note did not contain the unacceptable pre-conditions 
previously put forward.

As you already know from our joint Bermuda communique, the 
United States, Great Britain, and France have agreed promptly to 
meet with the Soviet Union,

The Government of the United States approaches this conference 
with hopeful sincerity. We will bend every effort of our minds to 
the single purpose of emerging from that conference with tangible 
results toward peace—the only true way of lessening international 
tension.

We never have, we never will, propose or suggest that the Soviet 
Union surrender what is rightf ully theirs.

We will never say that the peoples of Russia are an enemy with 
whom we have no desire ever to deal or mingle in friendly and 
fruitful relationship.

On the contrary, we hope that this Conference may initiate a rela
tionship with the Soviet Union which will eventually bring about 
a free intermingling of the peoples of the East and of the West— 
the one sure, human way of developing the understanding required 
for confident and peaceful relations.

1 Note of Nov. 26, 1953 (Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 21, 1953, pp.
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Instead of the discontent which is now settling upon Eastern Ger
many, occupied Austria, and the countries of Eastern Europe, we 
seek a harmonious family of free European nations, with none a 
threat to the other, and least of all a threat to the peoples of Russia.

Beyond the turmoil and strife, and misery of Asia, we seek peace
ful opportunity for these peoples to develop their natural resources 
and to elevate their lives.

These are not idle words or shallow visions. Behind them lies a 
story of nations lately come to independence, not as a result of war, 
but through free grant or peaceful negotiation. There is a record, 
already written, of assistance gladly given by nations of the West 
to needy peoples, and to those suffering the temporary effects of 
famine, drought, and natural disaster.

These are deeds of peace. They speak more loudly than promises 
or protestations of peaceful intent.

For the Benefit of Mankind
But I  do not wish to rest either upon the reiteration of past pro

posals or the restatement of past deeds. The gravity of the time is 
such that every new avenue of peace, no matter how dimly discernible, 
should be explored.

There is at least one new avenue of peace which has not yet been 
well explored—an avenue now laid out by the General Assembly 
of the United Nations.

In its resolution of November 18th [££], 1953, this General Assem
bly suggested—and I quote— ‘that the Disarmament Commission 
study the desirability of establishing a sub-committee consisting of 
representatives of the Powers principally involved, which should 
seek in private an acceptable solution . . . and report on such a 
solution to the Genera! Assembly and to the Security Council not 
later than 1 September 1954.”1

The United'States, heeding the suggestion of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations, is instantly prepared to meet privately with 
such other countries as may be “principally involved”, to seek “an 
acceptable solution” to the atomic armaments race which overshadows 
not only the peace, but the very life, of the world.

We shall carry into these private or diplomatic talks a new 
conception.

The United States would seek more than the mere reduction or 
elimination of atomic materials for military purposes.

It is not enough to take this weapon out of the hands of the 
soldiers. It must be put into the hands of those who will know how 
to strip its military casing and adapt it to the arts of peace.

1 Ante, doc. 91.
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The United States knows that if the fearful trend of atomic mili
tary buildup can be reversed, this greatest of destructive forces can 
be developed into a great boon, for the benefit of all mankind.

The United States knows that peaceful power from atomic energy 
is no dream of the future. That capability, already proved, is here— 
now—today. Who can doubt, if the entire body of the world’s scien
tists and engineers had adequate amounts of fissionable material 
with which to test and develop their ideas, that this capability would 
rapidly be transformed into universal, efficient, and, economic usage.

To hasten the day when fear of the atom will begin to disappear 
from the minds of people, and the governments of the East and West, 
there are certain steps that can be taken now.
Proposal for J oint A torrdc Contributions

I  therefore make the following proposals:
The Governments principally involved, to the extent permitted by 

elementary prudence, to begin now and continue to make joint con
tributions from their stockpiles of normal uranium and fissionable 
materials to an International Atomic Energy Agency. We would 
expect that such an agency would be set up under the aegis of the 
United Nations.

The ratios of contributions, the procedures and other details would 
properly be within the scope of the “private conversations” I  have 
referred to earlier.

The United States is prepared to undertake these explorations in 
good faith. Any partner of the United States acting in the same 
good faith will find the United States a not unreasonable or ungen
erous associate.

Undoubtedly initial and early contributions to this plan would 
be small in quantity. However, the proposal has the great virtue that 
it can be undertaken without the irritations and mutual suspicions 
incident to any attempt to set up a completely acceptable system of 
world-wide inspection and control.

The Atomic Energy Agency could be made responsible for the im
pounding, storage, and protection of the contributed fissionable and 
other materials. The ingenuity of our scientists will provide special 
safe conditions under which such a bank of fissionable material can 
be made essentially immune to surprise seizure.

The more important ̂ responsibility of this Atomic Energy Agency 
would be to devise methods whereby this fissionable material would 
be allocated to serve the peaceful pursuits of mankind. Experts 
would be mobilized to apply atomic energy to the needs of agricul
ture, medicine, and other peaceful activities. T A special purpose would 
be to provide abundant electrical energy in the power-starved areas 
of the world. Thus the contributing powers would be dedicating
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some of their strength to serve the needs rather than the fears of 
mankind.

The United States would be more than willing—it would be proud 
to take up with others “principally involved” the development of 
plans whereby such peaceful use of atomic energy would be expedited.

Of those “principally involved” the Soviet Union must, of course, 
be one.
Out of Fear and Into Peace

I would be prepared to submit to the Congress of the United States, 
and with every expectation of approval, any such plan that would:

First—encourage world-wide investigation into the most effective 
peacetime uses of fissionable material, and with the certainty that 
they had all the material needed for the conduct of all experiments 
that were appropriate;

Second—begin to diminish the potential destructive power of the 
world’s atomic stockpiles;

Third—allow all peoples of all nations to see that, in this enlight
ened age, the great powers of the earth, both of the East and of the 
West, are interested in human aspirations first, rather than in build
ing up the armaments of war;

Fourth—open up a new channel for peaceful discussion, and initiate 
at least a new approach to the many difficult problems that must be 
solved in both private and public conversations, if the world is to 
shake off the inertia imposed by fear, and is to make positive progress 
toward peace.

Against the dark background of the atomic bomb, the United States 
does not wish merely to present strength, but also the desire and the 
hope for peace.

The coming months will be fraught with fateful decisions. In this 
Assembly; in the capitals and military headquarters of the world; 
in the hearts of men everywhere, be they governors or governed, may 
they be the decisions which will lead this world out of fear and into 
peace.

To the making of these fateful decisions, the United States pledges 
before you—and therefore before the world—its determination to 
help solve the fearful atomic dilemma—to devote its entire heart and 
mind to find the way by which the miraculous inventiveness of man 
shall not be dedicated to his death, but consecrated to his life.

I again thank the delegates for the great honor they have done me, 
in inviting me to appear before them, and in listening to me so 
courteously. Thank you.
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93. Statement by the Soviet Government on President 
Eisenhower’s "Atoms for Peace” Address, December 
21, 1953 1

[ E d it o r ia l  N o t e : When the statement was introduced into the Disarmament 
Commission record, the Soviet paper included the following introductory 
paragraphs:

On 8 December 1953, President Eisenhower made a speech on atomic arma
ments to the United Nations General Assembly.

As has already been reported, Mr. Bohlen, United States Ambassador to the 
USSR, on 7 December visited Mr. V. M. Molotov, Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of the USSR, and, referring to instructions from his Government, asked that 
the Soviet Union Government’s attention be drawn to the proposals to be made 
in the President’s speech. On 9 December Mr. Bohlen forwarded to Mr. V. M. 
Molotov extracts from President Eisenhower’s speech.

On 21 December, Mr. V. M. Molotov, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, 
handed Mr. Bohlen the statement, printed below, made by the Government of 
the Soviet Union on President Eisenhower’s speech.

The letter addressed by Mr. Bohlen, United States Ambassador to the 
USSR, to Mr. V. M. Molotov has been published simultaneously with the ex
tracts from President Eisenhower’s speech to the United Nations General As
sembly forwarded by Mr. Bohlen.

The statement of the Government of the Soviet Union reads as follows:]

In his speech to the United Nations General Assembly on 8 Decem
ber the President of the United States, Mr. Eisenhower, dealt with 
the problem of the atomic armaments race.

With full justification the President of the United States stressed 
the danger presented to the peoples of the world by the situation that 
would be created unless the governments took steps against the atomic 
armaments race. This is all the more true now that, in addition to 
atomic weapons, hydrogen weapons greatly surpassing atomic weapons 
in power have already been constructed. Nor should new types of 
weapons be forgotten, such as rocket weapons, which modern technique 
has made it possible to use at a distance of thousands of kilometres 
without recourse to aircraft; torpedoes with atomic charges, etc.

The discovery of the practical possibility of utilizing atomic energy 
is the greatest achievement of modem science and engineering. The 
possibility of using atomic energy for military purposes and the 
possibility of using it for peaceful purposes have 'both been discovered. 
Until recently efforts were made to use atomic energy principally for 
the manufacture of armaments. Yet mankind is concerned that 
atomic energy be directed only towards peaceful requirements, and 
that its use be prevented for purposes contrary to the honour and con

1U.N. doc. DC/SC. 118, June 8, 1954 (also doc. DG/53, Annex 7) in Disarma
ment Commission Official Records: Supplement for April, May and June 1954, 
pp. 15-19. For the text of President Eisenhower’s Dec. 8 address, see ante, 
doc. 92.



402 DOCUMENT 93 : DECEMBER 21, 1953

science of the peoples, such as the mass extermination of peoples and 
the barbarous destruction of cities.

Nearly thirty years ago the governments of 49 countries reached 
agreement and signed the 1925 Geneva Protocol1 forbidding the use 
of chemical and bacteriological weapons and recognizing as a crime the 
use of such weapons of mass extermination of peoples. This agree
ment between those Governments, which was also signed at the time 
by the Soviet Union, has produced positive results.

Everyone knows that during the First World War wide use was 
made of such weapons for the mass extermination of peoples as 
asphyxiating and poisonous gases, and other forms of chemical weap
ons, the use of which met with the determined condemnation of the 
peoples. Even at that time there also existed the danger of the use 
of harmful bacteriological weapons designed to infect the civilian 
population of towns with very serious diseases; and the conscience 
of the overwhelming majority of people could not tolerate this. This 
was the factor which produced the need for an international agreement 
in the form of the above-mentioned Geneva Protocol, which condemned 
and prohibited the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons in 
warfare.

Had it not been for this Protocol, which was signed by 49 States 
though it has not yet been ratified by all these States, it is quite obvious 
that there would have been no restriction on the use of chemical and 
bacteriological weapons in the Second World War also. The fact 
that not a single Government engaged in the Second World War dared 
to use chemical and bacteriological weapons proves that the aforesaid 
agreement of the States against chemical and bacteriological weapons 
had positive significance. Nor, naturally, should one underestimate 
the circumstance that on the basis of this international agreement the 
countries of the anti-Hitlerite coalition declared with determination 
that attempts by the enemy to use chemical weapons in the war would 
meet with crushing reprisals.

These considerations which have been adduced also apply fully 
to atomic and hydrogen weapons. The United Nations, of course, 
does not include these weapons amongst conventional armaments but 
regards them as a special type of weapons—weapons of mass 
destruction.

Thus it is readily intelligible that President Eisenhower, well 
known as an outstanding military leader in the last world war, should 
have stressed the destructive force of atomic weapons. I t  must also 
be borne in mind that as time goes on the importance of this problem 
increases still further.

194 LNTS 65; Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on Dis
armament, 'Disarmament and Security: A Collection' Of Documents, 1919^56 
(Committee print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), PP- 169-170.
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It would be perfectly incomprehensible if States possessing atomic 
or hydrogen weapons did not ascribe due importance to the question 
of prohibiting them and other types of weapons of mass destruction, 
or started to postpone indefinitely the conclusion of an international 
agreement on this question. Such an attitude to this important and 
urgent problem could not be justified.

The Soviet Union is carrying on a consistent struggle for the pro
hibition of atomic weapons and at the same time for a considerable 
reduction in all other types of armaments. This is in accordance with 
the policy of the Soviet State, which aims to prevent a new war and to 
strengthen peace and co-operation among peoples.

In his speech of 8 December on atomic weapons, the President of 
the United States noted the great importance of easing international 
tension and creating an atmosphere of mutual peace and confidence. 
This also accords with the views of the Soviet Union Government, 
which invariably strives to reduce tension in international relations 
and to ensure the strengthening of peace throughout the world.

In order to achieve success in this direction, mutual efforts are 
required for the elimination of the causes preventing the easing of 
tension in international relations. So far as the Soviet Union is 
concerned we are doing everything to concentrate the efforts of the 
Soviet people and our material resources on solving the new gigantic 
tasks of the further development of the peaceful economy and culture 
of the country and on the further expansion of international co
operation on the basis of equality and mutual advantage. The Soviet 
Union is appealing to those States which are striving for the develop
ment of healthy international trade and which resolutely condemn 
the policy of discrimination and pressure on economically dependent 
countries, a policy which in this sphere has discredited itself. The 
interests of the Soviet Union’s foreign policy do not require the 
establishment of military blocs and alliances directed against certain 
other States, nor do they require the organisation of military bases 
on the territory of other States. The Soviet Union considers a policy 
signifying support for subversive, undermining acts in other coun
tries, or the financing of subversive agents to be incompatible with 
normal relations between States. The effort to improve relations 
between States should lead to the mutual recognition of these princi
ples which cannot be incompatible with the national interests of. any 
State, and which at the same time fully accord with the interests of 
strengthening peace and international security.

It is precisely because of this that the Soviet Union attaches so 
much importance not only to the forthcoming conference in Berlin 
but also to a conference of the five Powers with the participation of 
the People’s Republic of China, since in present conditions only the 
joint efforts of all the great Powers, together with the effort of other
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States, can ensure an easing of tension in the whole international 
situation and a corresponding solution of specific urgent international 
problems. This is also consistent with the United Nations Charter, 
according to which particular responsibility for the preservation of 
peace and international security rests with the five States—the United 
States, the United Kingdom, France, the USSE and China. At the 
same time it is quite clear that the great Chinese people should be rep
resented in the United Nations only by the People’s Eepublic of 
China.

In the desire to help to increase the contribution and authority of 
the United Nations in strengthening world peace, particular insistence 
must be placed on bringing closer the respective attitudes of the five 
great Powers towards the ending of the race in atomic weapons and 
all other armaments. Any step towards reaching agreement between 
these Powers on removing the danger of the use of atomic and hydro
gen weapons and putting an end to the armaments race in general 
would undoubtedly meet with the unanimous support of all Members 
of the United Nations. This line pre-eminently offers important 
opportunities for easing international tension and for strengthening 
peace.

After expounding his views on the significance of atomic weapons, 
President Eisenhower spoke on the desirability of holding relevant 
private or diplomatic talks between the States concerned.

At the same time, President Eisenhower put forward the proposal 
that the States concerned should immediately begin, and continue in 
future, to contribute for use for peaceful purposes a certain part “from 
their stockpiles of normal uranium and fissionable materials to an 
international atomic energy agency” under the aegis of the United 
Nations. This proposal further states that the international “atomic 
energy agency could be made responsible for the impounding, storage 
and protection of the contributed fissionable and other materials”.

It is necessary to discover what such a proposal means.
First, it means that it is proposed that only “some” small part of 

the existing stockpiles of atomic materials and of those to be created 
should be allocated for peaceful purposes. It follows from this that 
the bulk of atomic materials will continue to be directed to the pro
duction of new atomic and hydrogen bombs, and that the full possi
bility remains for the further accumulation of atomic weapons and 
the creation of new types of this weapon of still greater destructive 
power. Consequently, in its present form this proposal in no way 
ties the hands of the States which are in a position to produce atomic 
and hydrogen weapons.

Secondly, President Eisenhower’s proposal in no way restricts 
the possibility of using the atomic weapon itself. Acceptance of
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this proposal in no way restricts an aggressor in the use of the atomic 
weapon for any purpose or at any time. Consequently this proposal 
in no way reduces the danger of atomic attack.

Thus the conclusion must be drawn that in its present form the 
proposal advanced by the United States neither halts the growing 
production of atomic weapons nor restricts the possibility of their 
use. This must not be overlooked in making an appraisal of the 
real significance of this proposal.

This proposal would have a different significance if it proceeded 
from recognition of the need to prohibit atomic weapons, which, are 
weapons of aggression. But the speech of the President of the 
United States does not mention the need to prohibit atomic weapons. 
The prohibition of atomic weapons has been disregarded in this 
speech, although President Eisenhower stressed the particular danger 
of atomic weapons which threatens the peoples of the whole world in 
this atomic age.

The question which arises is this: Is it possible to speak of the 
need to reduce international tension and at the same time avoid the 
problem of prohibiting atomic weapons? There can be no two an
swers to this question. All who are striving to ease tension in inter
national relations and to strengthen peace cannot but demand that 
the governments should achieve the speediest positive solution of this 
problem.

It is well known that the anxiety felt by the peoples is linked 
mainly with the possibility of the outbreak of atomic war, the danger 
of which cannot be eliminated without prohibiting atomic weapons. 
This was recognised by the United Nations from its very inception, 
when it expressed the need to prohibit atomic weapons.

No one can deny the difficulties that are encountered in carrying 
out this task. Nevertheless, it cannot be said that sufficient efforts 
have already been made by the United Nations, and first and fore
most by those States which are particularly concerned, to reach 
international agreement on the prohibition of atomic weapons and 
establishing effective international control to enforce this prohibition. 
That is why it would be impossible to explain to the peace-loving 
peoples a situation in which the solution of this question is still 
further postponed or in which, this question is avoided in spite of its 
great urgency at the present time.

That is why the Soviet Union Government continues as before 
to hold that the most important problem, which brooks no further 
delay, is the unconditional prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weap
ons as well as of other types of weapons of mass destruction, with the 
simultaneous establishment of strict international control over the 
enforcement of this prohibition. All peace-loving peoples are inter
ested in the speediest solution of this task.
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If the whole matter is to be reduced to some small part of the 
atomic materials being devoted to peaceful purposes, while the bulk 
of these materials, the quantity of which is constantly growing, is 
devoted to the production of ever more destructive atomic weapons, 
then the danger of atomic war will in no way be lessened. This 
may serve to relax the vigilance of the peoples with regard to the 
problem of atomic weapons but it cannot be conducive to lessening 
the real danger of atomic war.

If the agreement between the States is reduced to only a small 
proportion of atomic materials being allocated for peaceful purposes 
while the production of atomic weapons continues to be in no way 
restricted, such an international agreement would in fact be giving 
direct sanction to the production of atomic weapons. International 
Sanction Of the production of atomic weapons would play into the 
hands of aggressive forces. Such a situation would not only not help 
in achieving agreement on the prohibition of atomic weapons but, 
on the contrary, wduld be a further obstacle in the way of reaching 
the above-mentioned agreement.

Since we are striving to strengthen peace, our tasks cannot permit 
either the relaxation of vigilance in relation to the danger of atomic 
war or international sanction of the production of atomic weapons. 
It is precisely for this reason that, it must be recognized that the 
task of all peace-loving States is not restricted to the allocation for 
peaceful purposes of a certain small part of atomic materials. Not a 
certain part, but the whole mass of atomic materials must be directed 
in its entirety to peaceful purposes, and this would open up unprece
dented possibilities for developing industry, agriculture and trans
port, for applying invaluable atomic discoveries to medicine, for 
improving technology in many fields of application, and promoting 
further and greater scientific progress.

It should also be borne in mind that the prohibition of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons and the use of all atomic materials for peace
ful needs of the peoples, displaying due concern for the needs of the 
economically more backward areas, would at the same time improve 
the possibility of agreement on the question of a decisive reduction 
in conventional armaments. This, in turn, would lead to a tre
mendous easing of the burden of taxation borne by the peoples, 
because of the existence in many countries of excessively large armies, 
air forces and navies, that is, because of the incessant armaments 
race now going on.

All this demands recognition of the need to prohibit atomic weap
ons, together with the establishment of international control over 
the enforcement of this prohibition, and the unconditional renunci
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ation of the use of these weapons. For this reason the Soviet Union 
Government will continue to insist on the urgent necessity of reach
ing an appropriate international agreement on this question.

As to President Eisenhower’s statement regarding private or 
diplomatic talks on his proposal, the Soviet Union Government, 
unswervingly pursuing its peace-loving policy, expresses its readiness 
to take part in such talks. The Soviet Union Government has al
ways ascribed great importance to direct talks between States for 
the purpose of reaching mutually acceptable agreement on outstand
ing issues in the interests of strengthening universal peace.

At the same time, the Soviet Union Government expects that the 
Government of the United States, in accordance with its statement, 
will give the necessary explanations, since the United States proposal 
in its essential parts contains provisions which are unclear and 
does not provide for the need to prohibit atomic weapons just as 
it fails to provide for renunciation of the use of these weapons.

The Soviet Union is deeply convinced that mankind can and 
must be spared the horrors of atomic war. Particular responsibility 
in this task rests on those States which already possess the power 
of atomic weapons.

As to the Soviet Union, its position is quite clear. I t consists 
in applying the great discovery of the human mind, not against 
civilisation, but for its all-round progress; not for the mass extermi
nation of peopile, but for peaceful needs to raise to the utmost the 
standard of living of the population.

The Soviet Union Government proceeds from the assumption that 
in the course of these talks the following proposal of the Soviet Union 
will be examined at the same time:

“Guided by the desire to reduce international tension, the States 
signatories to the agreement assume a solemn and unconditional obli
gation not to employ atomic, hydrogen or other weapons of mass 
destruction.”

The achievement of international agreement on this question 
could constitute an important step towards achieving complete elimi
nation from the armaments of all States of atomic, hydrogen and 
other types of weapons of mass destruction, together with the estab
lishment of strict international control securing the observance of 
the agreement to prohibit the use of atomic energy for military 
purposes.

The Soviet Union, deeply anxious to safeguard mankind from the 
deadly atomic and hydrogen weapons, will make every effort to 
prevent these weapons from ever being turned against human beings.
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94. Berlin Communique of the Foreign Ministers of the 
United States, the United Kingdom, France, and the 
Soviet Union {Extract}, February 18, 1954 1

m
The Governments of the United States of America, of France, of 

the United Kingdom, and of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Convinced that the solution of international controversies neces

sary for the establishment of a lasting peace would be considerably 
aided by an agreement on disarmament, or at least on a substantial 
reduction of armaments,

W i l l  s u b s e q u e n t l y  h o l d  an exchange of views to promote a suc
cessful solution of this problem as provided for in paragraph 6 
of the United Nations resolution of November 28,1953.2

The four Ministers have had a full exchange of views on the Ger
man question, on the problems of European security, and on the 
Austrian question. They were unable to reach agreement upon these 
matters.

95. Statement by the Indian Prime Minister (Nehru) to 
Parliament Regarding Nuclear Tests {Extracts}, 
April 2, 19543

“The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics we are told possess this weapon and each of these 
countries has during the last two years effected test explosions, 
unleashing impacts which in every respect were far beyond those 
of any weapons of destruction known to man.

1 Foreign Ministers Meeting: Berlin Discussions, January 25-February 18, 
1951/. (Department of State publication 5399; 1954), pp. 217-218.

2 Ante, doc. 91.
8 The extracts and summary remarks printed here constitute, in this form, 

an attachment to a letter which the Indian representative sent to the Secre
tary-General of the United Nations (post, doc. 96). The letter and attachment 
were issued as U.N. doc. DC/44, Apr. 8, and Corr. 1, Apr. 9, 1954.
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“A further and more powerful explosion than the one of 1st of 
March has been effected by the United States and more are 
reported to have been scheduled to take place.

“We know little more about the hydrogen bomb and its disastrous 
and horrible consequences than have appeared in the press or are 
otherwise matters of general knowledge or speculation. But even 
what we do know, and the very fact that the full facts of the effects 
of these explosions do not appear to be known or are ascertainable 
with any certainty even by scientists, points to certain conclusions. 
A new weapon of unprecedented power, both in volume and inten
sity, with unascertained and probably unascertainable range of 
destructive potential in respect to time and space, that is, both as 
regards the duration and extent of the consequences, is being 
tested, unleashing its massive power for use as a weapon of war> 
We know that its use threatens the existence of man and civiliza
tion as we know it. We are told there is no effective protection 
against the hydrogen bomb and that millions of people may be 
exterminated by a single explosion and many more injured and 
perhaps still many more condemned to slow death or to live under 
the shadow of the fear of disease and death.

“These are horrible prospects and affect us nations and peoples 
everywhere, whether we are involved in wars or power blocs or 
not. From diverse sides and parts of the world have come pro
nouncements which point to the dread features and ominous 
prospects of the hydrogen bomb era.5’
The Prime Minister then referred, in this connexion, to statements 

made by Professor Albert Einstein, Dr. Greenhead of Cincinnati 
University, Professor Martin, Defence and Scientific Adviser to the 
Government of Australia, Mr. Lester Pearson, Canadian Minister 
for External Affairs, and Mr. Malenkov, Soviet Prime Minister.

Prime Minister Nehru said: “There can be little doubt about the 
deep and widespread concern in the world, particularly among 
peoples, about these weapons and their dreadful consequences. But 
concern is not enough. Fear and dread do not lead to constructive 
thought or effective courses of action. Panic is no remedy against 
disaster of any kind, present or potential.

“Mankind has to awaken itself to reality and face the situation 
with determination and assert itself to avert calamity.

“The general position of this country in this matter has been 
repeatedly stated and placed beyond all doubt. I t is up to us to 
pursue as best as we can the objective we seek.

“We have maintained that nuclear (including thermonuclear), 
chemical and biological (bacterial) knowledge and power should 
not be used to forge these weapons of mass destruction. We have
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advocated the prohibition of such weapons by common consent 
and immediately by agreement amongst those concerned, which 
latter is at present the only effective way to bring about their 
abandonment.

“The House will no doubt recall the successive attempts made by 
us at the United Nations to secure the adoption of this view and 
approach.”
Mr. Nehru then read out amendments moved by Indian delegates 

to a resolution on disarmament at the last session of the United 
Nations General Assembly in 1953.1

The Prime Minister continued: “The House is aware that this lat
ter suggestion has lately engaged the attention of the powers prin
cipally concerned at Berlin and elsewhere and talks have taken place 
and, so far as we know, are continuing.

“Time, however, appears to challenge us. Destruction threatens 
to catch us up if not to overtake us on its march to its sinister 
goal. We must seek to arrest it and avert the dire end it threatens.

“The Government proposes to continue to give its closest and 
continuous consideration to such steps as it can take in appropriate 
places and contexts in pursuit of our approach and common 
objective.

“I  have stated publicly as our view that these experiments, which 
may have'served their' one and only useful purpose, namely to 
expose the nature of the horror and the tragedy, even though only 
partly, should cease. I  repeat that to be our considered position 
and it is our hope this view and the great concern it reflects and 
which is world-wide, will evoke adequate and timely responses.

“Pending progress towards some solution, full or partial, in 
respect of prohibition and elimination of these weapons of mass 
destruction, which the General Assembly has affirmed as its earnest 
desire, the Government would consider among the steps to be taken, 
now and forthwith, the following:
(1) Some sort of what may be called ‘standstill agreement’ in 
respect, at least, of these actual explosions, even if arrangements 
about the discontinuance of production and stockpiling must await 
more substantial agreements among those principally concerned.

1 Indian amendments of Nov. 16, 1953 (A/C.l/L.74/R:ev. 4) became the 
fifth paragraph of the preamble, the first operative paragraph, and the 
seventh operative paragraph of the General Assembly resolution of Nov. 
28, 1953 (ante, doc. 91). For the texts of the other Indian amendments 
(A/C.1/L.85 and A/C.1/L.86), also dated Nov. 16, see General Assembly 
Official Records: Eighth SesHon, Annexes, Agenda Item 28, p. 8.
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(2) Full publicity by those principally concerned in the produc
tion of these weapons and by the United Nations of the extent of 
destructive power and known effects of these weapons, and also 
adequate indication of the extent of unknown but probable effects. 
Informed world public opinion is in our view a most effective factor 
in bringing about the results we desire.
(3) Immediate (and continuing) private meetings of the sub
committee of the Disarmament Commission to consider the ‘stand
still’ proposal which I  have just mentioned, pending decisions on 
prohibitions and controls, etc., to which the Disarmament Com
mission is asked by the General Assembly to address itself.

(4) Active steps by the states and peoples of the world, who, 
though not directly concerned with the production of these weap
ons, are very much concerned with the possible use of them, and 
at present by these experiments and their effects. They would, I  
venture to hope, express their concern and add their voices and 
influence in as effective a manner as possible to arrest the progress 
of this destructive potential which menaces all alike.
“The Government of India will use its best efforts in pursuit of 

these objectives.
“I  would conclude with an expression of sympathy which this 

House and this country feel towards the victims of the recent explo
sions, Japanese fishermen and others, and to the people of Japan to 
whom it has brought much dread and concern by way of direct effects 
and by fear of food contamination.

“The open ocean appears no longer open, except in that those who 
sail on it for fishing or other legitimate purposes take greater and 
unknown risks caused by these explosions. It is of great concern 
to us that Asia and her peoples appear to be always nearer these 
occurrences and experiments and their fearsome consequences, actual 
and potential.

“We do not yet know fully whether the continuing effects of these 
explosions are carried only by the media of air and water, or whether 
they subsist in other strata of nature, and know how long their 
effects persist or whether they set up some sort of chain reaction, at 
which some have already hinted.

“We must endeavour with faith and hope to promote all efforts that 
seek to bring to a halt this drift to what appears to be the menace 
of total destruction.”

514543—60—vol. 1------ 29
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96. Letter Frtun the Indian Representative (Dayal) to the 
 ̂ Secretary-General of the United Nations Regarding 

Nuclear Tests, April 8, 19541

1. I  am directed by the Government of India to request you to place 
before the Disarmament Commission and its special sub-committee 
the views of the Government of India on the hydrogen bomb con
tained in a statement in Parliament on the 2nd April 1954 by the 
Prime Minister of India.2

2. This/statement, a copy of which is enclosed for your informa
tion and that of the Commission, sets out the approach and the 
concern of the Government of India in respect of the problem, and 
makes certain proposals. The Government of India request that 
these proposals may be examined by the Commission. They believe 
that these proposals are practical and capable of application and 
without prejudice to any of the issues in regard to control, inspec
tion, prohibition, stockpiling etc., which the Commission is seeking 
to resolve.

3. The Government of India further submit with confidence that 
the widespread concern the world over and the various suggestions 
made, should presently receive active study and consideration by the 
Commission.

4. The people and Government of India are disturbed and moved 
by the after-effects of the hydrogen bomb explosions on the people 
of Japan, which [,] they submit, deserve special consideration of the 
Commission. Japan is not represented at the United Nations and it 
is not one of the parties principally concerned in this problem.

5. The Government of India also consider that informed world 
opinion as to the known and unknown but probable effects and im
plications of the explosions of these weapons of mass destruction 
are an important and perhaps a decisive factor in the solution of 
the problems to which the Commission is addressing itself.

6. The Government of India make these proposals and request 
their immediate consideration by the Disarmament Commission in 
the sincere belief and the earnest hope that they will make a useful 
beginning in the fulfilment of the earnest desire which the General

1U.N. doc. DQ/44, Apr. 8, 1954, and Corr. 1, Apr. 9. In a letter of July 
22, 1954, to the chairman of the Disarmament Commission (DC/54), Mr. 
Dayal stated that the Subcommittee did not examine the Indian proposals 
(Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement for July, August and 
September, 1954, P- 1)*

2 Ante, doc. 95.
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Assembly affirmed last year in its Resolution No. 715 (VIII) 
Clause I.1

7. The Government of India are fully aware that any effective 
consideration and solution of this problem can be reached only by 
the Powers principally concerned, and by agreement among them. 
In the crisis that humanity faces and where the issue is the future 
of mankind, they have ventured in all humility to make this con
tribution to the collective thinking and action in which those in 
whom responsibility has been vested by the United Nations are 
presently engaged.

8. I  request that this communication and its annexure may be 
circulated to the members of the Disarmament Commission as a 
United Nations document.

97. Disarmament Commission Resolution Establishing 
the Subcommittee, April 19, 1954 2

The Disarmament Commission,
Noting General Assembly resolution 715 (V III)3 and the resolu

tion on disarmament agreed by the four Foreign Ministers at Berlin 
on 18 February 1954,4

1. Decides, pursuant to General Assembly resolution 715 (VIII), 
to establish a Sub-Committee consisting of representatives of Canada, 
France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of 
America;

2. Recommends that the Sub-Committee should hold its first meet
ing on 23 April, and should arrange its own meetings and method of 
work;

3. Recommends that the Sub-Committee should present a report on 
the results of its work to the Disarmament Commission not later than 
15 July.

1 Ante, doc. 91.
2 U.N. doc. DC/49, Apr. 19, 1954, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: 

Supplement for April, May and June 1954, P- 5. Adopted by a vote of 9-1-2, 
the Soviet Union opposing and the Republic of China and Lebanon abstaining. 
On the same date the Disarmament Commission rejected, by a vote of 10-1-1 
(the Soviet Union voting in favor and Lebanon abstaining), a Soviet amend
ment (DC/48, Apr. 14, 1954) to add the '‘People’s Republic of China,” 
Czechoslovakia, and India to the subcommittee.

*Ante, doc. 91.
4 See ante, doc. 94.
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98. United States Working Paper Submitted to the Dis
armament Subcommittee: Methods of Implementing 
and Enforcing Disarmament Programs—The Estab
lishment of International Control Organs With 
Appropriate Rights, Powers, and Functions, May 25, 
19541

I n t r o d u c t io n

1. The General Assembly resolution 502 (VI) of 11 January 19522 
directs the Disarmament Commission to formulate plans for the es
tablishment within the framework of the Security Council of an in
ternational control organ (or organs) to ensure the implementation 
of the treaty (or treaties). Such major aspects of the disarmament 
programmes as disclosure and verification, limitation and balanced 
reduction of armed forces and armaments, and the control of atomic 
energy cannot be implemented until an international control organi
zation with appropriate rights, powers and functions has been es
tablished.

2. The broad objectives in establishing control organs are: (i) to 
provide international control of atomic energy so as to enforce ob
servance of prohibition and elimination of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons and to ensure use of nuclear materials for peaceful pur
poses, (ii) to supervise programmes for limitation and balanced re
duction of armed forces and armaments, and prohibition and elimi
nation of major mass destruction weapons; (iii) to supervise the 
various safeguards necessary for enforcement of the programme, in
cluding disclosure and verification, and (iv) to help develop an open 
world by assuring each participating State that other States are ob
serving the various agreements and by providing knowledge upon 
which States can take rapid action to provide for their security in the 
event of serious violations of the disarmament agreement.

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  s u g g e s t io n s

3. The United States suggests the establishment of a United Na
tions Disarmament and Atomic Development Authority (hereafter 
referred to as the Authority).

4. Under the Authority there would be a Disarmament Division 
to carry out the responsibilities of the Authority with respect to the

*U.N. doc. DO/SC. 1/5, May 25, 1954 (also doc. DO/53, Annex 4), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April, May and June 
1954, pp. 9-14.

2 Ante, doc. 71.
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safeguards to ensure enforcement of the programme and the reduction 
and limitation of all armed forces and non-atomic armaments. (See 
article 42)
; 5. Also under the Authority there would be an Atomic Develop
ment Division to carry out the responsibilities of the Authority with 
respect to the international development and control of atomic energy.

I .  O r g a n iz a t io n ' a n d  c o m p o s it io n "

6. The Authority should be composed in the same manner as the 
Disarmament Commission. While it is necessary to keep the Author^ 
ity to a reasonably small size for the sake of over-all efficiency, it may 
prove desirable also to include as members a limited number of 
additional States.

7. Any State not a member of the Authority would have an auto
matic right to participate, without vote, in Authority discussions 
of charges of violations by that State of provisions of the disarma
ment programme treaty. Any State not a member of the Authority 
would have the right to participate, without vote, in Authority dis
cussions of any question brought before the Authority whenever the 
latter considers that the interests of that State are specially affected.

A. Disarmament Division
Director-General

8. The Disarmament Division would be under the supervision and 
control of a Director-General, who might be appointed for a fixed 
term, by the Authority.

9. While the Director-General would be subject to control by the. 
Authority, he should be allowed sufficient discretion in carrying out, 
the terms of the disarmament programme treaty and the instructions; 
of the Authority to ensure effective operation of the Disarmament. 
Division. The Director-General would be required to refer to the 
Authority charges of violations and other important developments; 
but not routine day-to-day decisions concerning the operations of 
the Disarmament Division.

10. The Director-General would be assisted in the performance of 
his duties by assistant directors-general in charge of the principal 
departments of the Disarmament Division.

Secretariat
11. The Secretariat of the Disarmament Division would be organ

ized into departments, each charged with responsibility for admin
istering a principal function of the Division. The Secretariat would 
also furnish the personnel to perform the necessary staff functions 
for the Authority.
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12. The Secretariat would furnish the staffs of the inspection 
groups in each country.

13. The Secretariat should be staffed with international civil ser
vants appointed by the Director-General. The principles governing 
appointment and the international obligation of the persons appointed 
should be similar to those contained in the United Nations Charter.1

Corps of inspectors
14. The Disarmament Division would include among its personnel, 

but separate from the Secretariat, a corps of inspectors. The corps 
would be composed of persons technically qualified for various types 
of inspections and nominated by the States that are signatories of 
the disarmament programme treaty.

15. Individuals would be selected by the Director-General from 
the corps of inspectors to form the necessary inspection groups, both 
resident and transient. The inspection groups would be responsible 
to the Director-General in their work, and would be given authority 
to take specified emergency action upon discovery of violations or 
infractions of the treaty, such action to be subject to review by the 
Authority.

16. Each inspection group would include a national of each of the 
permanent members of the Authority except where the member itself 
is being inspected, plus nationals of other signatory States. In gen
eral the latter would be selected, subject to their possessing the re
quisite technical qualifications;, on a basis of rotation.

17. Each State being inspected should appoint a liaison officer to 
accompany each inspection team.

18. In conducting individual inspections, each inspection group 
would be permitted to divide into such sub-groups as might be neces
sary and to assign responsibilities to members of its staff in order to 
best complete the functions assigned to it.

B. Atomic Development Division

Board of Governors
19. The Atomic Development Division would be under the super

vision and control of a board of governors.
20. Each permanent member of the Authority would appoint a 

member of the board.
21. Not less than six nor more than eight additional members of 

the board would be appointed by the Authority .

1 Arts. 100 and 101 of the Charter.
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22. Appointees would be expected to possess outstanding technical 
qualifications and would be appointed for a term of five years.

23. While the board of governors would be subject to control by 
the Authority, it should be allowed sufficient discretion in carrying 
out the terms of the disarmament programme treaty and the instruc
tions of the Authority to ensure effective operation of the Atomic 
Development Division.

Staff
24. Operations of the Atomic Development Division would be car

ried out by an international staff, the international character of 
which would be similar to that of the Secretariat of the Disarmament 
Division, except that, to the greatest extent consistent, with the 
requirements of efficiency, inspection, accounting and control, posi
tions in any country would be filled by nationals of that country.

25. The staff would be headed by a manager, appointed by the 
board subject to the approval of the Authority. The Authority 
would have the power to remove the manager at any time.

C. Finance
26. It would be desirable to consider the finances of the Authority 

and its subordinate agencies under three subdivisions: (i) the budget 
of the Disarmament Division, (ii) that part of the budget of the 
Atomic Development Division directly concerned with establishing 
and; operating atomic facilities (cost of raw materials and plant 
construction, operational costs, etc.), and (iii) that part of the budget 
of the Atomic Development Division dealing with the necessary 
international co-ordination and with the administrative costs above 
the operational level as well as with research necessary to the dis
charge of its duties and ensuring security.

27. The cost of the budget of the Disarmament Division ((i) above) 
and that part of the budget of the Atomic Development Division cov
ered in (iii) above would be borne by the participating States in 
accordance with a scale of contributions based upon principles of 
cost-sharing to be agreed upon.

28. The cost of establishing and operating the various atomic 
facilities (26 (ii) above) should be met by the benefiting nations 
and not by general assessments upon the States participating in the 
disarmament programme. In carrying out its prescribed functions, 
however, the international control agency should interfere as little 
as necessary with the economic plans and the private, corporate, and 
State relationships in the several countries.

29. The budget of each division would be prepared by the division 
and submitted to the Authority for final approval.
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II. R i g h t s , p o w e r s  a n d  f u n c t i o n s  o f  t h e  A u t h o r i t y

30. The Authority would derive its rights and powers from the 
disarmament programme treaty. The General Assembly would take 
appropriate action, in anticipation of the signing of this treaty, to 
ensure the establishment and activation of the Authority immediately 
upon the coming into effect of the treaty and the progressive assump
tion of its functions as required.

31. The Authority would be empowered to supervise and control 
progressive and continuous disclosure and verification of all armed 
forces, including para-military, security and police forces and all 
armaments, including atomic.

32. Within the limits of the programmes and phasing as laid 
down in the disarmament treaty, the Authority would be empowered 
to determine the details of the time and the manner of the reduction 
of armed forces and armaments and to supervise such reduction 
in so far as such details are not fixed by the treaty. The disposition 
of existing stocks of nuclear fuel would be made by the Authority 
in accordance with the treaty on international control.

33. The Authority would be empowered to function in accordance 
with whatever plan may be agreed upon for the control of atomic 
energy to the extent necessary to ensure effective prohibition of 
nuclear weapons and use of nuclear materials for peaceful purposes 
only.

34. Except for the rule of procedure that decisions made by the 
Authority within its defined functions would require a determined 
majority, the Authority would have the right to adopt its own rules 
of procedure, including the method of selecting its president.

35. The Authority would be authorized to hold meetings at such 
places other than the seat of the Authority as in its judgment would 
best facilitate its work.

36. The Authority would be empowered to issue administrative 
regulations within its field of competence.

37. The Authority would carry out an agreed programme of safe
guards to ensure the observance of the agreements for the regulation, 
limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all arma
ments. This programme of safeguards would include provision for 
whatever programme of effective disclosure and verification of all 
armed forces and all armaments may be agreed upon. This function 
would include, among others, the following tasks:

(а) Provide guidance and instructions, within the framework of 
the treaty, for the disclosure programme;

(б) Control the receipt of and process the information from each 
State and, within the framework of the disarmament programme
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treaty, prescribe the particulars of the information desired from the 
States;

(c) Organize and conduct field inspections and aerial surveys to 
verify information on reported installations and to determine whether 
all installations and facilities have been disclosed;

(d) Station personnel permanently in countries adhering to the 
programme for the purpose of ensuring continuous verification;

(e) Prepare reports of disclosure and verification for the United 
Nations and for the signatory States;

(/) In the event of a finding by the Authority of violations, obstruc
tions, discrepancies, or pertinent omissions by a State, call upon such 
State to remedy forthwith the violation or other infraction; in the 
event of failure within a reasonable time of the offending State to 
comply fully, report the violation or other infraction to the Security 
Council, to the General Assembly, and to all States in order to per
mit appropriate action by the United Nations or by individual States 
in accordance with the treaty establishing the control organ;

(g) Submit such special reports to the Security Council as may 
be requested by any seven members thereof;

(h) Submit such special reports to the General Assembly as may 
be requested by that body;

(i) Determine when each provision of the treaty relating to the 
timing of disclosure and verification and of reductions of armed 
forces and non-atomic armaments has been completed.

38. The powers of the Authority relating to disclosure and verifi
cation, of course, would not be limited to the initial disclosure and 
verification but would continue as permanent powers of the Authority.

(a) The Authority would carry out the agreed programme for 
safeguards other than disclosure and verification;

(&) The Authority should have positive research and develop
mental responsibilities in order to remain in the forefront of atomic 
knowledge so as to render the Authority more effective in promoting 
the beneficial uses of atomic energy and in eliminating its destructive 
ones.

39. Authorized personnel of the Secretariat of the Disarmament 
Division would have the right, in accordance with the terms of the 
disarmament treaty, to conduct on-the-spot inspections preparatory 
to and in aid of inspections by formal inspection teams.

40. The Atomic Development Division should have the responsibil
ity to determine and report to the Authority any violations in con
nexion with the execution of the provisions of the treaty establishing 
the system for the control of atomic energy.

41. The Authority should be empowered to take action as appro
priate short of the imposition of sanctions as provided in Chapter VII
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of the United Nations Charter, to remedy any violations or infrac
tions in connexion with the enforcement of the provisions of the treaty 
establishing the system for the control of atomic energy. Such action 
would include:

(a) Calling upon the offending State to remedy within a reasonable 
time the violations or other infractions;

(i)  Bringing about the suspension of the supply of nuclear 
materials to the offending State;.

(c) Closing of plants utilizing nuclear materials in the offending 
State;

(d) Reporting to tiie Security Council, to the General Assembly 
and to all States the violation or other infraction in order to permit 
appropriate action by the United Nations or by individual States 
in accordance with the international convention establishing the 
control organ.

42. In connexion with the inspection of items critical to the system 
of safeguards for both atomic development and non-atomic armaments, 
in contrast to the items critical primarily to atomic development, the 
responsibilities of the Authority would in general be exercised by the 
Disarmament Division, subject to appropriate arrangements for co
ordination. The responsibilities of the Authority for such control as 
might be established over such items would, in general, also be exercised 
by the Disarmament Division.

43. Any jurisdictional questions arising between the Disarmament 
Division and the Atomic Development Division would be settled by 
the Authority.

III. R elations to other U nited N ations organs

The relations of the Authority to the several organs of the United 
Nations should be clearly established and defined by the treaty creating 
the Authority.

To the Security Council
44. The Authority would be required to submit such reports as 

might be requested by any seven members of the Security Council.
45. The Authority’s findings in respect to violations, evasions, dis

crepancies or pertinent omissions should be referred, as appropriate 
with certification of facts, to the Security Council.

46. Findings would be accompanied by such recommendations as 
the Authority might deem appropriate. In this regard, provision 
would have to be made for specific steps to be taken by the Security 
Council and/or the General Assembly to bring about rectification of 
violations of the disarmament programme treaty.
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To the General Assembly
47. The Authority would transmit to the General Assembly periodic 

reports and any findings in respect to violations, evasions, discrepancies 
or pertinent omissions which are submitted to the Security Council.

48. The Authority would be required to submit such reports as might 
be requested by the General Assembly.

To the International Court of Justice
49. The Authority would be authorized by the General Assembly to 

request of the International Court of Justice advisory opinions on 
legal questions arising within the scope of the Authority’s activities. 
Proceedings before the Court, however, would not be permitted to 
delay the taking of measures necessary to maintain international peace 
and security.

To the United Nations Secretariat
50. The Authority would use the services of the United Nations 

Secretariat to the extent mutually agreed upon.
51. Reports and other communications from the Authority to other 

organs of the United Nations would be transmitted through the 
Secretary-General.

IV. R elationship to individual, S tates

52. The question of the relationship of the Authority to the partici
pating States will require careful treaty definition particularly re
garding the extent to which the privileges and immunities accorded to 
the Authority will exempt it and its personnel from the operation of 
national laws and the means by which individual rights and liberties 
of citizens of each State will be protected against possible infringement 
stemming from inspections. The grant of privileges and immunities 
to the Authority should be based on the principle of minimum inter
ferences with the national laws of a State consistent with adequate 
and expeditious carrying out of the Authority’s responsibilities and 
activities.

53. The privileges and immunities accorded the Authority should 
include:

(a) The right of its accredited representatives to the privileges and 
facilities of ingress, egress and access into and from the territory of 
participating States including rights of transit for persons and equip
ment over, across and through such territory;

(b) The right to use communication facilities to the extent adequate 
to the discharge of its responsibilities;
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(c) Such exemption from customs and immigration regulations as 
may be necessary to effective operations;

(d) Inviolability of premises, property and archives.
= 54. Any findings in respect to violations, evasions, discrepancies or 

pertinent omissions which are submitted to the Security Council and 
to the General Assembly would be transmitted also to the participating 
States.

55. Provision must be made in a treaty to permit individual States 
to take necessary steps to protect themselves in conformity with the 
provisions of the United Nations Charter in the event of serious viola
tions determined by the Authority and not remedied within a reason
able time. Such provision would include the right of any State under 
such circumstances to terminate its obligations under the treaty, to 
take steps for individual and collective self-defence under Article 51 
of the Charter, and to take such other action as might be decided or 
recommended by the United Nations Security Council or by the. United 
Nations General Assembly.

56. The Authority would be empowered to negotiate with each par
ticipating State such administrative agreements as may be desirable 
to facilitate the operation of the disarmament programme.

57. Each participating State would designate and maintain a 
national agency to supervise the execution of its obligations and to 
assist the Authority in its work.

v/ 99. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the Disarma
ment Subcommittee: Use of Atomic, Hydrogen, and 
Other Weapons of Mass Destruction, June 1, 19541

The Disarmament Commission deems it essential that, as an im
portant step towards achieving complete elimination from the arma
ments of all States of atomic, hydrogen and other types of weapons 
of mass destruction, together with the simultaneous establishment 
of strict international control securing the observance of an agree
ment to prohibit the use of atomic energy for military purposes, the 
States concerned should assume a solemn and unconditional obligation 
not to employ atomic, hydrogen or other weapons of mass destruction.

1U.N. doc. DC/SO.1/7, June 1, 1954 (also doc. DO/53, Annex 6), in Disarma
ment Commission Official Records: Supplement for April, May and June 1954» 
p. 15.
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100- Anglo-French Memorandum Submitted to the Dis
armament Subcommittee, June 11, 19541

The French and United Kingdom delegations submit the following 
proposals as a possible basis for compromise:

1. The States members of the Sub-Committee regard themselves as ] 
prohibited in accordance with the terms of the Charter of the United j| ^  
Nations from the use of nuclear weapons except in defence against \ 
aggression. They recommend that the disarmament treaty should J 
include an immediate and explicit acceptance of this prohibition by f
all signatory States, pending the total prohibition and elimination of 
nuclear weapons as proposed in the subsequent paragraphs of this 
memorandum. They further recommend that the obligations as
sumed by the Members of the United Nations to refrain in their inter
national relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial 
integrity or political independence of any State should be accepted by 
all signatory States not members of the United Nations.

2. The draft disarmament treaty prepared by the Disarmament 
Commission and submitted by it to the Security Council, to the 
General Assembly and to the World Disarmament Conference should 
include provisions covering the following:

(a) The total prohibition of the use and manufacture of nuclear 
weapons and weapons of mass destruction of every type, together 
with the conversion of existing stocks of nuclear weapons for peaceful 
purposes.

(b )  Major reductions in all armed forces and conventional 
armaments.

(c) The establishment of a control organ with rights and powers 
and functions adequate to guarantee the effective observance of the 
agreed prohibitions and reductions.

3. After the approval of the draft treaty by the World Disarma
ment Conference this instrument would be open to signature and 
adherence by all States. The treaty would enter into force immedi-

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/10, June 11, 1954 (also doc. DC/53, Annex 9), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April, May and June
1954, pp. 21-22. In a statement of July 20 Ambassador Patterson declared:

“The United States gave its general support to the British-French memoran
dum, explaining that this support would not necessarily include an endorsement 
of every detail of this memorandum. But we felt that the memorandum repre
sented a distinct advance in the direction of a workable disarmament program.” 
(Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 2, 1954, p. 174.)

See also statement of Oct. 12 by Ambassador Wadsworth (post, doc. 104).
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ately it had been ratified by those of the signatories who would be 
specified in the treaty.

4. The treaty should provide that the disarmament programme 
should be carried out as described below.

5. After the constitution and positioning of the control organ, which 
shall be carried out within a specified time, and as soon as the control 
organ reports that it is able effectively to enforce them, the following 
measures shall enter into effect:

(a) Over-all military man-power shall be limited to 31 December 
1953 levels.

(&) Over-all military expenditure, both atomic and non-atomic, 
shall be limited to amounts spent in the year ending 31 December 1953.

6. As soon as the control organ reports that it is able effectively to 
enforce them, the following measures shall enter into effect:

(а) One-half of the agreed reductions of conventional armaments 
<&nd armed forces shall take effect.

(б) On completion of (a) the manufacture of all kinds of nuclear 
weapons and all other prohibited weapons shall cease.

7. As soon as the control organ reports that it is able effectively 
to enforce them, the following measures shall enter into effect:

(a) The second half of the agreed reductions of conventional arma
ments and armed forces shall take effect;

(&) On completion of ( a) :
(i) The total prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons and 

the conversion of existing stocks of nuclear materials for peaceful pur
poses shall be carried out;

(ii) The total prohibition and elimination of all other prohibited 
weapons shall be carried out.

8. I t  is to be hoped that when all the measures enumerated above 
have been carried out the armaments and armed forces of the powers 
will be further reduced to the levels strictly necessary for the mainte
nance of internal security and the fulfilment of the obligations of 
signatory States under the terms of the United Nations Charter.

9. The control organ shall remain in being to ensure that the 
reductions, prohibitions and eliminations are faithfully and perma
nently observed.
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101. Soviet Proposal Introduced in the Disarmament 
Subcommittee: Basic Provisions of a Draft Inter
national Convention for the Prohibition of Atomic, 
Hydrogen, and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction, 
for a Substantial Reduction in Armaments and 
Armed Forces, and for the Establishment of Inter
national Control Over the Observance of the Con
vention, June 11, 19541

I. The Government of the Soviet Union submits for consideration 
by the Sub-Committee of the United Nations Disarmament Commis
sion the following: “Basic provisions of a draft international con
vention for the prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and other weapons 
of mass destruction, for a substantial reduction in armaments and 
armed forces, and for the establishment of international control over 
the observance of the convention”.

In so doing the Government of the Soviet Union presumes that, as 
a first important step towards the complete elimination from the 
armaments of States of atomic, hydrogen and other types of weapons 
of mass destruction, together with the simultaneous establishment of 
strict international control to secure the observance of the agreement 
to prohibit the use of atomic energy for military purposes, the States , 
concerned will assume a solemn ancj.unconditional obligation not to j 
use atomic, hydrogen or other weapons of mass destruction, as is j ' 
contemplated in the proposal submitted to the Sub-Committee by the ' 
Soviet Union representative on 1 June.2

II. An international convention for the prohibition of atomic, 
hydrogen and other weapons of mass destruction, for effecting a 
substantial reduction in armaments and armed forces, and for the 
simultaneous establishment of international control over the observ
ance of the convention should contain the following basic provisions:

1. Unconditional prohibition of the use, production and conservation 
of atomic, hydrogen and other types of weapons of mass destruction.

2. Reduction by each State party to the convention, and primarily 
by the United States, the United Kingdom, France, the People’s Re
public of China and tha Soviet Union, of all armaments and all land, 
naval and air forces by one-third, to be effected during the year 
following the entry into force of the convention ;

1U.N- doc. DC/SC.1/9, June 11, 1.954 (also DC/53, Annex 8), in Disarmament 
Commission Official Records: Supplement for April, May and June 1954, 
pp. 19-21.

2 Ante, doc. 99.
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Obligation of States parties to the convention to reduce their mili
tary expenditure within one year by not less than one-third of the 
1953-54 level of expenditure;

Obligation of States parties to the convention not to maintain mili
tary, air or naval bases on the territories of other States and to 
liquidate any such existing bases within one year.

3. Establishment of effective international control over the observ
ance by all States of the provisions of the convention prohibiting 
weapons of mass destruction and requiring reduction of armaments 
and armed forces.

International control shall be established as follows:
(a) International control shall be established over all undertakings 

engaged in the extraction of atomic raw materials and in the produc
tion of atomic materials and atomic energy, and over conventional 
armaments.

(i) An international control organ shall be set up under the Secu
rity Council to carry out measures of control over atomic undertakings 
and over conventional armaments;

The staff of the organ shall be selected on an international basis.
(c) The international control organ shall also inspect undertakings 

extracting atomic raw materials and producing atomic materials and 
atomic energy; it shall carry out such inspection on a continuing basis 
without the right to interfere in the domestic affairs of States. It 
shall supervise the observance by all States of their obligation to re
duce conventional armaments and armed forces.

(d) The international control organ, in the performance of its 
functions, shall supervise the work of undertakings for extracting, 
processing and utilizing atomic materials and atomic energy; it shall 
collect and compile data on the extraction, production and utilization 
of atomic materials and atomic energy; it shall call for, and shall 
verify information on armaments and armed forces when submitted 
by States; it shall make recommendations to governments and to the 
Security Council on matters relating to the production, conservation 
and utilization of atomic materials and atomic energy, and to the 
reduction of the armaments and armed forces of States.

4. All States parties to the convention shall undertake to prohibit 
propaganda designed to influence enmity and hatred among nations 
or to prepare for a new world war.

5. The convention shall enter into force on its ratification by the 
five permanent members of the Security Council of the United Nations.
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102. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State 
for European Affairs (Merchant) to the Soviet Am
bassador (Zaroubin), July 9, 19541

The United States has further considered the draft declaration 
of January 302 and Aide-Memoire of April 278 delivered by the 
Soviet Union to the United States. The United States wishes to 
make the following comments:

I.
1. The President’s speech of December 8,1953 4 to the United Nations 

General Assembly pointed out the dangers of the atomic armaments 
race and stressed the desire of the United States to remove these 
dangers by any effective method which includes adequate safeguards 
against violations and evasions. The United States would welcome 
any system of disarmament which would serve to protect the peoples 
of the world from the threat of war and relieve them of the heavy 
burden of military defense in a manner consistent with their security.

2. The United States is also aware of the difficulties which have 
been experienced since 1946 in trying to negotiate a disarmament 
plan. From that date until the present, the United States has per
sistently sought, alone and in concert with other nations, to find ways 
of easing the burden of armaments and of lessening the threat of war. 
In the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission from 1946 through 
1948, in the Commission for Conventional Armaments from 1947 
through 1950, in the special meetings of the Six Permanent Members 
of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission in 1949 and 1950, 
and in the United Nations Disarmament Commission since 1951, the 
overwhelming majority of nations was able to reach agreement—the 
Soviet Union alone prevented progress.

3. Despite this discouraging record, the President, in his address 
on December 8, stated that the United States, heeding the resolution 
of November 28, 1953 of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations,5 was “prepared to meet privately with such other countries

1 Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4,1954, pp. 485-486.
‘ “Draft Declaration of the Governments of the United States of America, 

England and France, Chinese People’s Republic and the Soviet Union Con
cerning Unconditional Renunciation of Use of Atomic, Hydrogen and Other 
Forms of Weapons of Mass Destruction” (ibid., p. 479). Handed by Foreign 
Minister Molotov to Secretary of State Dulles at the Berlin Conference.

* Ibid., pp. 482-484. Handed by Foreign Minister Molotov to Secretary of 
State Dulles at the Geneva Conference.

4 Ante, doc. 92.
5 Ante, doc. 91.

514543—60—vol. 1------30
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as may be ‘principally involved5 to seek £an acceptable solution5 to the 
atomic armaments race which overshadows not only the peace but 
the very life of the world.55

H.
4. In his address, the Preside^ also stated that the United States 

would carry into these talks a new proposal for an international 
^atomic energy agency to expedite the use of atomic energy to serve 
the peaceful pursuits of mankind. In its memorandum of March 19,1 
the United States explained in more detail its views on the method 
for converting this conception into a practical reality. The Aide- 
Memoire of April 27 of the Soviet Union appears to misconstrue 
completely the purpose of this specific proposal.

5. This proposal was intended to make a beginning toward bring
ing to the peoples of the world the peaceful benefits of atomic energy. 
This offer by the United States to join with other nations having 
atomic facilities to furnish fissionable material and atomic energy 
technology for the common benefit, would provide a new opportunity 
for international cooperation. Successful cooperation in the imple
mentation of the President’s proposal would surely result in an 
improved atmosphere, which, in turn, could significantly improve the 
prospects for genuine, safeguarded international disarmament. The 
proposal itself was not put forward as a disarmament plan.

6. The Soviet Aide-Memoire of April 27 states in effect that the 
USSR will not cooperate in steps to achieve peaceful benefits of 
atomic power for the world until the United States agrees to a ban 
on the use of atomic weapons. The primary reason given for this 
position is that under the Presidents United Nations proposal, stock
piles of weapon grade material could continue to increase after the 
international agency had been established. Yet the Soviet proposal 
for a ban on weapons5 use would not in any way prevent such increases 
in stockpiles. Accordingly, the United States cannot agree that the 
Soviet position provides a valid objection to proceeding at this time 
with steps for promoting the peaceful uses of atomic energy.

7. The Soviet Union also appears to assume that any form of 
peaceful utilization of atomic energy must necessarily increase stocks 
of materials available for military purposes. In reality, however, 
ways can be devised to safeguard against diversion of materials 
from power producing reactors. And there are forms of peaceful 
utilization in which no question of weapon grade material arises.

8. The United States believes that the nations most advanced in 
knowledge regarding the constructive uses of atomic energy have an 
obligation to make it available, under appropriate conditions, for

1 Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 480-482.
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promoting the welfare of peoples generally. At the present stage of 
nuclear technology, the United States believes that it is now possible 
to make a beginning in this direction. Accordingly, the United 
States will feel free to go ahead with its proposal with other inter
ested nations, even though the Soviet Union does not wish to pursue 
it at this time. If at a later time the Soviet Union should decide to 
take part in any such discussions, the United States will continue 
to welcome such participation.

III.
9. The Soviet Union refers to its proposal of January 30 for an 

international agreement calling for unconditional renunciation of the 
use of atomic, hydrogen and other forms of weapons of mass destruc
tion. The United States has thoroughly and earnestly considered 
this proposal in accordance with its oft-declared policy to examine 
with an open mind all suggested approaches to the problem of 
disarmament.

10. In the opinion of the United States, any effective plan for dis
armament must provide satisfactory answers to two fundamental 
questions:

a. First, will the plan result in an actual reduction or elimination 
of national armaments in a manner consistent with the security 
of each nation? A paper promise not to use weapons will not 
enable the nations safely to reduce their armaments. The very 
existence of any weapon poses the possibility of its use, despite 
promises not to do so, which can be broken without notice.

b. Second, will the plan materially reduce or eliminate the dan
ger of aggression and warfare? If  any plan would, in fact, tend 
to increase the danger of resort to war by a potential aggressor, 
it would not accomplish the basic purpose of disarmament.
11. The Soviet Union’s proposal of January 30 fails to meet either 

of these basic tests, or to offer any hope for beneficial results in the 
disarmament field:

a. I t  would leave unimpaired existing armaments and continued 
armament production. This is clear from the terms of the Soviet 
proposal itself. There would be only an exchange of promises 
not to make use of weapons which are still retained. There could 
be no certainty that these assurances would be observed. The 
maintenance of stocks of weapons and the continued manufacture 
of weapons would bear ominous witness to the danger that the 
assurances might be disregarded.

b. The danger of aggression and war would not be lessened if 
the Soviet proposal were put in effect. Indeed, it could be in
creased, since the deterrent effect upon a potential aggressor of
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the existence of nuclear weapons would doubtless be lessened if 
his possible victims had undertaken an obligation not to use them. 
Such an aggressor might be tempted to initiate an attack in the 
hope that the ban would prevent or delay the use of such weapons 
in the defense of his victims. Yet, the aggressor with nuclear 
weapons would be in a position to repudiate his past assurances 
and employ nuclear weapons whenever it suited his interests. 
Thus, such a plan might merely serve to induce aggression and 
weaken its victims.
12. Not only does the Soviet proposal fail to meet the necessary 

tests of any effective plan to prevent atomic warfare, but it would 
in fact harm the chances of adoption of any such effective plan. For 
surely the Soviet proposal, if it were accepted, would tend to create 
the deceptive impression that the danger of atomic warfare had some
how been limited and weaken the vigilance of the people regarding 
a threat which had, if anything, increased; This false sense of se
curity could discourage further efforts to achieve genuine disarma
ment under effective safeguards, which would actually enhance the 
security of all, reduce the danger of war, and lighten the heavy burden 
of armaments.

IV.
13. The United States reaffirms, as it did in the resolution adopted 

by the United Nations General Assembly on November 17, 1950,1 
tliat, whatever the method used, aggression itself is the gravest of all 
dangers. Only if there is aggression will the world be exposed to 
the horrors of modern war.

14. The signatories of the United Nations Charter have under
taken solemn assurances not to commit aggression. In conformity 
with its historic traditions, the United States will never violate that 
pledge. But, as indicated, the United States is convinced that the 
only truly effective way to ensure that aggression will not take place 
and that nuclear weapons will not be used in war is to adopt a safe
guarded, balanced system of disarmament. Such a system could ma
terially reduce the chance of successful aggression, and thereby 
minimize the risk of any aggression at all.

15. The United States continues to believe that a solution of the 
armaments problem is essential. Despite its inability to accept the 
Soviet proposal, the United States is ready at all times to discuss 
acceptable measures for effective disarmament under proper safe
guards. It is prepared to do so either in the continuation of private 
exchanges or in the United Nations Disarmament Commission. In 
view of the urgency of disarmament, the United States will welcome

1Ante, doc. 56.
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such a continuation if the Soviet Union considers it a useful means 
for seeking a common approach to this problem.

16. The United States also hopes that, in the light of the fore
going, the Soviet Union will wish to comment further on the concrete 
proposal submitted by the United States on March 19, 1954. In any 
event the United States is prepared to renew with the Soviet Union 
at any time the talks on the President’s proposal.

103. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the General 
Assembly: Conclusion of an International Conven
tion (Treaty) on the Reduction of Armaments and 
the Prohibition of Atomic, Hydrogen, and Other 
Weapons of Mass Destruction, September 30 ,19541

The General Assembly instructs the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission to prepare and submit for confirmation by the Secu
rity Council a draft international convention (treaty) designed to 
strengthen peace and increase international security and providing 
for the prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of mass 
destruction and their elimination from the armaments of States, a 
substantial reduction in armaments and the establishment of inter
national control over the implementation of these decisions on the 
basis of the French and United Kingdom proposals of 11 June 1954 
(DC/53, annex 9).2

Accordingly, the. convention (treaty) should contain the following 
basic provisions.

(1) The following measures shall be taken simultaneously:
(a) In the course of six months (or one year), States shall reduce 

their armaments, armed forces and budgetary appropriations for mili
tary requirements to the extent of 50 per cent of the agreed levels. 
Armaments and armed forces shall be reduced from the strength of 
armaments and armed forces existing on 31 December 1953, and 
appropriations shall be reduced from the amount of actual expenditure 
on military requirements during the year ending 31 December 1953.

1 General Assembly Official Records: Ninth Session, Annexes, Agenda Items 20 
and €8, p. 3. The proposed resolution was transmitted to the President of the 
General Assembly by Mr. Vyshinsky on Sept. 30 (A/2742 and Corr. 1, ibid., p. 2) 
and introduced in the First Committee on Oct. 8, 1954 (A/C.1/750). This pro
posal was not put to a vote. The Soviet Union later joined the Western Powers 
in cosponsoring General Assembly Resolution 808 (IX) (post, doc. 105).

2 Ante, doc. 100.
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(1) For the purpose of supervising the fulfilment by States of the 
obligations in connexion with the reduction of armaments and armed 
forces provided for in subparagraph (&), a temporary international 
control commission shall be established under the Security Council 
with the right to require States to provide the necessary information 
on the measures taken by them to reduce armaments and armed forces. 
The commission shall take the necessary steps to supervise the fulfil
ment by States of the obligations assumed by them in connexion with 
the reduction of armaments, armed forces and appropriations for 
military requirements. States shall periodically supply the commis
sion at established intervals with information concerning the im
plementation of the measures provided for in the convention.

(2) On completion of the measures referred to in paragraph (1), 
the following measures shall be taken simultaneously:

(a) In the course of six months (or one year), States shall reduce 
their armaments, armed forces and budgetary appropriations for 
military requirements by the remaining 50 per cent of the agreed levels 
from the strength of armaments and armed forces existing on 31 De
cember 1953, and shall reduce their appropriations from the amount 
of actual expenditure on military requirements during the year ending 
31 December 1953.

(&) A complete prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and other weap
ons of mass destruction shall be carried into effect, the production 
of such weapons shall be discontinued and they shall be entirely 
eliminated from the armaments of States; all existing atomic materials 
shall be used only for peaceful purposes.

The carrying out of these measures must be completed not later than 
the carrying out of the measures taken for the reduction of armaments 
and armed forces referred to in paragraph (2) (a) , and the production 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons shall cease immediately, as soon as 
a start is made with the reduction of armaments, armed forces and 
appropriations for military requirements in respect of the remaining 
50 per cent of the agreed standards.

(c) States shall institute a standing international organ for the 
supervision of the implementation of the convention (treaty) on the 
prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of mass destruc
tion, the discontinuance of the production of these weapons and their 
elimination from the armaments of States and the reduction of arma
ments, armed forces and appropriations for military requirements.

This international organ shall have full powers of supervision, 
including the power of inspection on a continuing basis to the extent 
necessary to ensure implementation of the convention by all States.

In connexion with the proposal concerning the prohibition of the 
“use of nuclear weapons except in defence against aggression” in the
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memorandum of France and the United Kingdom of 11 June 1954 
(DC/53, annex 9), the General Assembly instructs the United Nations 
Disarmament Commission to study and clarify this question and 
submit its recommendations.

104. Statement by the Deputy United States Representa
tive (Wadsworth) to the First Committee of the Gen
eral Assembly, October 12, 19541

The First Committee of the General Assembly is entering its ninth 
year of activity—and its ninth year of hard work on the stubborn 
problem of disarmament. All these years of discussion have not 
brought forth a single agreement to scrap one gun or tank or bomb 
or to discharge one soldier.

People all over the world, who know little of world politics, know 
this disheartening fact, yet it is in response to their will to peace that 
we continue to seek a solution. Our failure in the past is due mainly 
to the unhappy fact that we chose to tackle the problem of armaments 
in a period torn with conflict. The two sides locked in this conflict 
have not been disposed to trust each other. Least of all has it seemed 
wise to trust the side whose extreme secretiveness is a part of its way 
of life.

How can we establish the mutual trust on which disarmament 
should rest?

We submit that we cannot establish trust on either side by demand
ing and repeating “I promise—trust me.55 Trust is a most delicate 
quality, and it cannot be shouted into existence. In a matter as vital 
as armaments we can establish it only if both sides first agree on a 
fair plan of action and then carry out each step of that plan on 
schedule and in plain sight of each other.

It is a most difficult task, but it is possible. If  it is carried out in 
good faith, one of its chief results will be the growth of the very 
quality of trust whose absence has paralyzed our efforts up to now.
The Basic United States Position

There are four basic ideas which have animated the United States 
from the very beginning of the disarmament discussions in the United 
Nations.

First, the United States wants disarmament. The United States 
was one of the countries which proposed article 26 of the United

1 Department of State Bulletm, Oct. 25,1954, pp. 620-625. Statement made at 
the 687th meeting.
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Nations Charter, calling for “the establishment and maintenance of 
international peace and security with the least diversion for arma
ments of the world’s human and economic resources.” We want dis
armament that will disarm. We want more than a mere toast where 
states clink their glasses and drink to the health of disarmament. We 
want disarmament that will work.

Second, we believe that there is more than one path by which the 
world can progress toward disarmament. Over the years we have 
marked out a number of paths on any or all of which we could make 
a start toward disarmament: controlling atomic energy; limiting the 
size of the armed forces of the Great Powers; a system of disclosure 
of all armed forces and all armaments with verification by an inter
national organ. We have always recognized that it is impossible to 
solve this problem unless all the Great Powers agree on the solution. 
That is why we have suggested many avenues of discussion in the 
hope that, even if we could not reach full agreement with the Soviet 
Union, at least we could narrow the differences that separate us. That 
has been our approach in the past, and it is still our approach.

Third, we want the world to be rid of nuclear weapons. The world 
will not be rid of nuclear weapons by merely shouting from the roof 
tops that they are prohibited or that they will not be used while one 
nation behind its Iron Curtain continues to stockpile them. The 
United States is not going to use atomic weapons or any other weap
ons in violation of the United Nations Charter. The United States 
is not going to use atomic weapons or any other weapons except in 
defense against aggression. That is our pledge, and it is also the 
pledge of every member of the United Nations including the U.S.S.R. 
That pledge, however, gives security to no one so long as one of the 
chief countries making the pledge has its Iron Curtain behind which it 
can prepare to violate its pledge without fear of detection.

Fourth, we want world peace. We know that another war would 
be a catastrophe. We recognize that in the past arms races have 
preceded armed attack by aggressor nations. At the same time we 
cannot stop an arms race unless all the racers stop running, and we can
not know whether all the racers have stopped running if one of them 
insists on running on a concealed track. For the free world to stop 
arming while the Soviet Union keeps on increasing its strength would 
be an invitation to the very war we seek to avoid and to the destruction 
of freedom.

These are the lessons of hard experience. We think of them as 
we continue our search for a disarmament that gives security to all. 
Thinking of these lessons, we hold that secure disarmament in a 
world without trust requires two things above all.

First, it must cover all armaments in a single plan—for bayonets 
and high explosives are still deadly in this atomic age.
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Second, it must contain safeguards so that each side actually dis
arms in plain sight of the other, with the firm certainty that all 
pledges are being carried out every step of the way.

We believe that all states will agree generally with these principles. 
Why is it that we have been unable to translate these principles into 
a workable disarmament program? The record of the Disarmament 
Commission and its Subcommittee reveals a great deal on this sub
ject. Let us now discuss it.
The Record in the Disarmament Commission in 1951}.

We agree with the Soviet suggestion that as far as possible we 
should forget the past, and we shall therefore devote far less time to 
the past than did the Soviet representative.

The disarmament resolution passed by the Eighth General As
sembly was notable for its sixth paragraph, which suggested that 
the Disarmament Commission study the desirability of establishing 
a Subcommittee consisting of the representatives of the powers 
principally involved to seek in private an acceptable solution and 
report to the Disarmament Commission.1

Last April the Disarmament Commission, in conformity with this 
resolution, set up such a Subcommittee consisting of the Soviet Union, 
United Kingdom, France, Canada, and the United States.2 This 
Subcommittee met in London, in private and as we hoped, free from 
the temptations of propaganda. Then the Subcommittee made a re
port to the Disarmament Commission.3 As a part of its report, the 
Subcommittee made public the entire records of the London meetings. 
The world is now in a position to judge the progress or lack of 
progress at these private meetings and to determine the responsibil
ity for their success or failure.

The plain motive of the Eighth General Assembly in suggesting 
once again private meetings of a few powers was to produce new 
approaches to disarmament—approaches which would have at least 
some hope of narrowing the differences that have separated the Soviet 
Union from the free world. Let us examine the record of the Sub
committee of Five to see to what extent these hopes were fulfilled.

At the very first meeting the Soviet Union submitted a disarma
ment proposal, but it was not a new proposal.4 It was, word for word, 
the proposal which the Soviet Union had submitted to the Eighth 
General Assembly5 and which the Assembly had found unaccept

1 Ante, doc. 91.
2 Ante, doc. 97.
•Report of June 22, 1954 (U.N. doc. DC/53); Disarmament Commission 

Official Records: Supplement for April, May and June 1954, pp. 6-7.
4DC/SC.1/1, May 14, 1954 (also DC/53, Annex 1), in Disarmament Commis

sion Official Records: Supplem^ent for April, May and June 1954, P* 7.
8 Ante, doc. 90.
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able. This was certainly a discouraging start, and tlie same pattern 
prevailed throughout the discussions. The representative of New 
Zealand, in the Disarmament Commission discussions in July, aptly 
characterized the Soviet attitude as one of “stony immobility.”

In contrast, the other members of the Subcommittee tried to ex
plore two avenues of approach to disarmament which had never before 
received any thorough treatment in the United Nations. The United 
States submitted a working paper in the establishment of an inter
national control organ with appropriate rights, powers, and func
tions.1 In presenting this paper we stressed that we were not putting 
forward a rigid position with the thought that all other states “should 
either take it or leave it.” The United States representative said : 
“Let us think of this paper merely as one approach in an attempt 
to come to grips with basic issues of substance. From the discussions 
of specific problems we hope to narrow the difference between us and 
perhaps arrive at a position which all of us can approve.” Further
more we pointed out that the control organ, as we drew it up, would 
be as applicable to a program based upon Soviet concepts sketched 
over the past several years as it was to the U.S> program.

Despite our efforts, the Soviet representative refused all serious 
discussions of our paper. As a matter of fact, he never got any 
further than the first paragraph, which ref erred to the General Assem
bly resolution of January 11,1952,2 which the U.S.S.R. had opposed.

The second new avenue of approach was contained in the British- 
French memorandum of June 11s which has been so much in the 
news in recent weeks. This dealt with the phasing and timing of the 
chief elements of a disarmament program. The representatives of 
the United Kingdom and France have fully explained these pro
posals, and I  shall not repeat their explanations. The United States 
supported and still supports the proposals.

In London the Soviet Union refused to discuss the British-French 
proposals and, as in the case of the U.S. suggestion, never got beyond 
the first paragraph. This was one of the comments by the Soviet 
representative: “I t is perfectly obvious that the proposal of the United 
Kingdom and France and supported by the United States does not 
provide at all for the prohibition of atomic weapons but is designed 
to justify their use. The adoption of such a proposal would in no way 
contribute to a slackening of international tensions or to the removal 
of the dangers of an atomic war. What is more it could lull the 
vigilance of the peoples toward this danger.” 4

1Ante, doc. 98.
3 Ante, doc. 71.
8 Ante, doc. 100.
4U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.17, June 14, 1954.
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Now, after all, the Soviet representative at this General Assembly 
has introduced a resolution1 suggesting that these proposals of France 
and the United Kingdom be used as a basis for an international 
disarmament treaty.

We are indeed gratified that the Soviet Union has apparently 
changed its views and now recognizes the genuine value of the British- 
French proposals as a fresh approach to this great problem. But 
the change in position—and we hope it is a change—did not manifest 
itself until September 30.
The Soviet Proposal

The first ray of hope that we have received in many years from 
the Soviet Union was the proposal made by the Soviet representative 
to this Assembly on that date. That ray was considerably dimmed, 
though not extinguished, by Mr/ Vyshinsky’s statement yesterday.2 
We have studied the proposal carefully and, we believe, objectively. 
What I  am going to say now reflects our initial impressions of a 
proposal which at several key points has been and remains obscure 
in its meaning. Our impression may readily be altered as a result 
of the discussions in this committee and later in the Disarmament 
Commission.

First, we recognize that on one and only one important matter the 
Soviet has taken a clear and unambiguous stand which somewhat 
narrows the differences which have separated the Soviet Union from 
the free world. The Soviet Union now concedes that 50 percent of 
the agreed reduction in armed forces and conventional armaments 
may take place before any action to prohibit nuclear weapons. This 
is paragraph 1(2) (a) of the Soviet proposal.

Second, in paragraph 1(2) (c) the Soviet Union calls for “inspec
tion on a continuing basis to the extent necessary to ensure implemen
tation of the convention by all states.” This is one of the obscure 
points on which further discussion is required. I t  could be a great 
improvement over the 1952 Soviet formula for an international control 
organ that “shall have the right to conduct inspection on a continu
ing basis, but it shall not be entitled to interfere in the domestic affairs 
of states.” 3

Any control organ with powers “to the extent necessary to ensure 
implementation of the convention” must clearly have the full run of 
a country. Mr. Vyshinsky pointed out that during the war, button

1 Ante, doc. 103.
2 General Assembly Official Records: Ninth Session, First Committee, 686th 

Meeting.
8 Ante, doc. 72.
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factories in the Soviet Union manufactured munitions.1 The Inter
national Control Commission must therefore have the right to inspect 
button factories in order to determine whether or not they are manu
facturing munitions. This is precisely what the Soviet delegate 
denied to us during the London talks. We had hoped that this 
resolution indicated a change in position. However, if we interpret 
correctly Mr. Vyshinsky’s statement of yesterday, any country can 
frustrate the inspectors simply by posting on a munitions factory a 
sign reading “Keep out—this factory makes buttons.”

Third, a commission with adequate powers would of necessity also 
have the authority to take effective action whenever it found a viola
tion. We do not infer by this that the commission would have its 
own army which could be used to punish a violator. I t  would, how
ever, have certain powers, some of which we enumerated in our paper 
on the international control organ which we submitted to the Sub
committee of the Disarmament Commission in London. These powers 
included the right to suspend allocations of fissionable materials to an 
offending country and to close down factories utilizing fissionable 
materials in that country.

The Soviet representative in London stated categorically that the 
control commission could do nothing beyond referring the violations 
to the Security Council, where each of the permanent members is in 
a position to veto all action. We hoped that the new Soviet pro
posals, with their language about full powers to ensure implementation 
of the treaty, might represent a change in Soviet position. Mr. 
Vyshinsky yesterday very thoroughly dispelled that hope. He made 
it clear that the control organ, where there is no veto, could do nothing 
to punish violations. No violations can be punished except with the 
consent of the Soviet Union, armed with its veto power.2

Fourth, there was one issue in London which perhaps received 
more extended discussion than any other—the issue of the relation
ship in time between the prohibition of nuclear weapons and the 
institution of international control. The Soviet Union in London took

1 Statement of Oct. 11, 1954 (General Assembly Official Records: Ninth Ses
sion, First Committee, 686th M eeting): “During the last world war even but
ton factories at least, in my country—began to make weapons to fight Germans, 
and they did so successfully. Do you suggest that with a view to the reduction 
of armed forces and armaments we have to supervise every factory making 
buttons for ladies’ suits and men’s trousers? Is that how you envisage the 
situation? That, it seems to me, would be a crude oversimplification of the 
matter.”

2 Referring to par. 41 of the U.S. paper of May 25, 1954 (ante, doc. 98), Mr. 
Vyshinsky stated that the control commission could not be vested with the 
power to suspend the supply of nuclear materials to an offending state, or to 
close plants utilizing such materials in an offending state.
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their traditional line that the prohibition of atomic weapons and 
the institution of controls should be simultaneous. “Simultaneous” 
is a pretty word, but, as we have pointed out on many occasions, 
in this context it is literally meaningless.

The prohibition of atomic weapons is a single act. On the other 
hand the institution of controls is a long series of acts. The real 
question is this: At what point during the development of the con
trol organ would prohibition of atomic weapons take place?

The United States, United Kingdom, France, and Canada all took 
the position at London which was set forth in the British-French 
memorandum: that the prohibition of nuclear weapons would take 
place as soon as but no sooner than when the control organ was in 
a position to assure that the prohibition would actually prohibit. 
The Soviet Union, on the other hand, took the position that in fact 
the prohibition should take place as soon as there was agreement that 
there should be a control organ. This is like saying: “Since we now 
agree to build a house, let’s move in right away.” An agreement will 
not keep the rain out.

Mr. Vyshinsky, in his statement yesterday, gave a new meaning 
to the word “simultaneous.” He said that the prohibition of nuclear 
weapons and the institution of international controls must be com
pleted within the same period. In other words, we must simul
taneously complete building the house and moving into it. This, of 
course, is an improvement on moving into the house before it is built. 
But it raises some questions. What if we agree to move in and the 
house never gets built ? What if the time limit for building expires, 
and the house is unfinished—do we have to move in anyway? In 
short, just how much of an improvement the new position is depends 
upon the detailed schedules of building and of moving in. Mr. 
Vyshinsky has substituted for his old formula which was impossible 
a new formula which is merely vague and requires further study.

Fifth, another example of this need for study is paragraph I  (1) (a), 
which speaks of agreed levels and reduction of armaments from the 
level of December 31, 1953. We studied this provision carefully in 
the English and French translations. Frankly, it has no meaning 
whatever. I  am not sure that I  understood Mr. Vyshinsky’s expla
nation of this paragraph. As Mr. Vyshinsky pointed out when we 
listened to the translations, conditions are far from the optimum. 
However, if I  understood correctly, it is now fairly apparent that 
the Soviet Union proposes that the reductions start from December 
31, 1953, levels and take place in two stages, 50 percent of the re
ductions to be in each stage. We are still unclear as to where the 
process ends. How do we determine the levels to which the armed 
forces and armaments are to be reduced? We still do not know 
whether the Soviet Union continues to insist upon flat percentage
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reductions from December 31,1953, levels. Mr. Vyshinsky said that 
he was not pressing for percentage reductions at this time.1 He 
did not indicate that he had abandoned his previous requests or that 
he was accepting any alternative formula.

We are still hopeful that these Soviet proposals represent an im
portant step in the direction of an agreed disarmament program. They 
must, however, be clarified and elaborated. Large segments of the 
disarmament program are not touched at all in these proposals. This 
was clearly pointed out by the representatives of the United Kingdom 
and France. There is a tremendous amount of hard labor ahead of 
us before we can turn any of the proposals now before the General 
Assembly or the Disarmament Commission into a practical disarma
ment program.

This is a technical subject. We do not believe that the General 
Assembly is the forum for going into the technical details. We be
lieve that the very fact that the Soviet Union has seen fit to present 
these new proposals underlines the wisdom of the Eighth General 
Assembly in suggesting private discussions by the powers principally 
involved. We would support the reactivation of the Subcommittee 
to deal with these Soviet proposals and the other disarmament pro
posals which are before the Disarmament Commission. In short, we 
believe that the Soviet proposals should be studied in the hope that 
many of them in some form will be embodied in a disarmament treaty. 
We definitely do not reject them.
The Outlook

During the Subcommittee meetings in London and again during 
the disarmament discussions in New York, we pointed out that the 
Soviet approach to disarmament had three main features which not 
only prevented agreement but also destroyed the possibility of genuine 
negotiation. Let us review those features and consider to what 
extent they are applicable to the new Soviet proposals. In the first 
place, the Soviet Union in the past has confined itself to proposals too 
vague to have any meaning. Ambassador [Morehead] Patterson in 
the Disarmament Subcommittee aptly likened the Soviet proposals 
to a book with a table of contents followed by nothing but blank 
pages. We are sorry to say that the current Soviet proposal fits this 
description. It will require much elaboration before it will be really 
meaningful.

Second, the Soviet proposals in the past have been long on pledges 
and short on safeguards to insure that the Soviet Union would observe 
its pledges. It has refused any type of international control which

1 General Assembly Official Records: Ninth Session, First Committee, 686th
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would result in a genuine lifting of the Iron Curtain. The present 
proposals use language sufficiently broad so that it would be possible 
for the Soviet Union, under this proposal, to agree to genuine and 
effective safeguards. Whether it in fact is prepared to take such 
a step will probably be determined only after we get down to detailed 
discussions.

Third, even if we assume full Soviet observance of pledges, the 
past program would have had as its result the disarmament of the 
free world without disarming the Soviet Union. Thus under their 
previous plans the most important elements of strength of the free 
world—its nuclear weapons and its bases—would be eliminated. On 
the other hand, the most important features of Soviet strength—its 
vast armies and its conventional weapons—would be merely reduced 
by one-third. From this standpoint, the present proposal is a distinct 
improvement on previous proposals. I t  is entirely possible that 
when it is elaborated it would be consistent with the security of other 
states. Again, we cannot tell this until we can find out what it 
means.

If the Soviet Union has really abandoned its policy of disarming 
the free world without disarming the Soviet bloc, this is indeed a 
change in policy. The previous policy, as we pointed out in the 
Disarmament Commission, was far older than the Disarmament Com
mission or than the United Nations. In fact it was a Communist 
policy even before there was a Soviet Union. We can find it in the 
writings of Lenin as early as 1916 when he said:

Only after the proletariat has disarmed the bourgeoisie will it be able, without 
destroying its world historical mission, to throw all armament on the scrap 
heap; the proletariat will undoubtedly do this, but only when this condition has 
been fulfilled, certainly not before.1

Until the Soviet Union shows some regard for the security of 
other states, until the Soviet Union looks on disarmament as a 
method of avoiding war and of improving living conditions of man
kind rather than as a steppingstone to strategic advantages for itself, 
there can be no progress toward disarmament. The United States 
is willing and indeed eager in the light of the developments of the past 
week to engage in further talks and negotiations which may give 
promise of progress toward the goal of world peace. We hope that 
the world will view realistically any further negotiations and dis
cussions and will not seek prematurely to paint a bright picture of 
progress which might turn out to be a mirage.

*“0  lozunge ‘Razoruzheniye* [On the ‘Disarmament’ slogan]” ; Socheneniya 
(4th ed.), vol. 23, p. 86. Mr. Wadsworth was using an English version entitled 
“The War Program of the Proletarian Revolution”.
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Conclusions
In conclusion let me reaffirm our wish to explore all avenues where 

there is a genuine prospect of progress toward disarmament that will 
really disarm. The President of the United States, in his inaugural 
address, stated certain fixed principles which would guide him in 
pleading our just cause before the bar of history and in pressing our 
labor for world peace. The very first of these principles contains 
the following language:

We stand ready to engage with any and all others in joint effort to remove 
the causes of mutual fear and distrust among nations and so to make possible 
drastic reduction of armaments. The sole requisites for undertaking such 
effort are that, in their purpose, they be aimed logically and honestly toward 
secure peace for all; and that, in their result, they provide methods by which 
every participating nation will prove good faith in carrying out its pledge.1

.The present Soviet proposals do appear to open an avenue for fur
ther discussion. I t must be emphasized, however, that these propos
als, like past Soviet proposals, are merely a beginning. There are 
many important parts of a disarmament program which these pro
posals do not touch at all, and even where the Soviet proposals sug
gest a solution in most instances that solution is too vague and ambig
uous for the world to judge its merits. We hope there has been a real 
change in the Soviet outlook, a change that will make possible meas
urable progress toward the goal for which everyone must strive— 
a genuine and lasting peace.

[ E d it o r ia l  N o t e : Mr. Vyshinsky made a statement commenting on the re
marks of Mr. Wadsworth and on remarks of the Philippine representative (Ser
rano). Mr. Wadsworth then made the foUowing rejoinder.]

Just a very brief statement on the rather remarkable statement we 
have just heard from the distinguished delegate from the Soviet 
Union.2

He started out by talking about inaccuracies in my own statement and 
wound up by talking about a great many things on which I  never 
had anything to say. However, I think that all through my pre
pared remarks the delegate of the Soviet Union will find that, due to 
the shortness of the time since he completed his speech of yesterday, 
I said perhaps I  misjudged him, perhaps I  misunderstood him, if 
I  understood him correctly. In those places where he has actually 
corrected me, I  think that I  should thank him for this correction. 
The interpretations, however, which one places upon the English 
language as it comes through the earphones is one thing as opposed

1 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents (Department of State 
publication 6446; 1957), vol. I, p. 59.

2 General Assembly Official Records: Ninth Session, First Committee, 687th 
Meeting, pp. 40-43.
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to the corrected verbatim report which we will, of course, get later 
on. However, there are one or two points which Mr. Vyshinsky made 
which I feel might be worthy of very brief comment because I feel 
that we should not keep the committee sitting too long over this sort 
of an altercation.

In the first place, in attempting to deny some of the things I  have 
said, Mr. Vyshinksy did confirm two of the things I  said. First, that 
any action to deal with violations of a disarmament plan must be 
subject to the Security Council and its veto; 1 second, he confirmed my 
contention that he had not completely abandoned his previous 
demands for a flat percentage reduction.2 Perhaps Mr. Vyshinsky’s 
translation when I  was talking on that particular line might have 
been subject to misinterpretation, but my recollection is that I  said 
that he did not press for his reduction plan at this time—and I  think 
that that was an accurate statement.

I  would also agree very thoroughly with my distinguished colleague 
from the Soviet Union that there is a vast amount of difference 
between opposition and discussion on the one hand and rejection on 
the other. I  stand, however, by my statement made in my prepared 
remarks and would ask the members of this committee to read the 
record of the London meetings in which Mr. Malik of the Soviet 
Union did in fact categorically reject the points that were made 
by the United States in its working paper on a control organ and 
by the Franco-British proposal.

Finally, I  believe with Mr. Vyshinsky that it might be of consider
able value to all the members of this committee to read the entire 
text of Mr. Lenin’s article on disarmament from which I  quoted. At 
least I  have avoided the accusation that the quote was incorrect; 
according to Mr. Vyshinsky it was taken out of context. But at

1 Mr. Vyshinsky said: . . the control organ would be unable, and in fact 
ought not, to take any action which might be construed as punitive.” He 
continued: “If the control organ discovered a breach of the convention, or 
treaty, on atomic energy, a deliberate diversion of atomic energy for the pro
duction of atomic weapons, there would be a threat to peace and to international 
security. The Security Council would then be bound to take steps in accord
ance with the Charter provisions. But when would it be able to decide on 
measures? When it had received a report from the control organ or commis
sion. Therefore, the function of the control organ would not be to punish 
violations, to punish acts which contravened an accepted agreement and con
stituted a threat to the peace, but to advise the Security Council and to submit 
proposals to that body. It could not take punitive action on its own initiative.” 
(Ibid., pp. 40-41.)

2 Complaining that his remarks of Oct. 11 had been mistranslated, Mr. Vyshin
sky said, referring to the one-third reduction, “I do not know where the repre
sentative of the United States gained the impression that we no longer insisted 
on the point. Wishes must not be mistaken for facts. We did not discuss 
the question and I thought there was no need to discuss it.” (Ibid., p. 40.)
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the same time I  feel that it is a revealing quote, and it is something 
which has been held fast to on the part of the Soviet Union in 
disarmament talks throughout most of our past several years.

Altogether I  believe that colloquies of this type are extremely valu
able to the members of the committee. I t  is, of course, possible to 
attempt to confuse and befog the issue by talking about matters hav
ing nothing to do with the points at issue. However, at the same time, 
that also reveals the weakness of the argument of the person doing it.

105. General Assembly Resolution 808 (IX): Regula
tion, Limitation, and Balanced Reduction of All 
Armed Forces and All Armaments; Report of the 
Disarmament Commission; Conclusion of an Inter
national Convention (Treaty) on the Reduction of 
Armaments and the Prohibition of Atomic, Hydro
gen, and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction, No
vember 4, 19541

A

The General Assembly,
Reaffirmmg the responsibility of the United Nations for seeking 

a solution of the disarmament problem,
Conscious that the continuing development of armaments increases 

the urgency of the need for such a solution,
Having considered the fourth report of the Disarmament Com

mission of 29 July 19542 and the documents annexed thereto,3 and 
the draft resolution of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics con
cerning the conclusion of an international convention (treaty) on 
the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic, hydrogen 
and other weapons of mass destruction,4

1. Concludes that a further effort should be made to reach agree
ment on comprehensive and co-ordinated proposals to be embodied 
in a draft international disarmament convention providing for:

{a) The regulation, limitation and major reduction of all armed 
forces and all conventional armaments;

1 General Assembly Official Records: Ninth Session, Supplement No. 21
(A/2890), pp. 3—4. Approved by a unanimous vote.

3 U.N. doc. DC/55, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement 
for July, August and September 195Ĵ.

3 Ibid., Supplement for April, May and June 1954.
4 Ante, doc. 103.
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(b) The total prohibition of the use and manufacture of nuclear 
weapons and weapons of mass destruction of every type, together 
with the conversion of existing stocks of nuclear weapons for peaceful 
purposes;

(c) The establishment of effective international control, through 
a control organ with rights, powers and functions adequate to guaran
tee the effective observance of the agreed reductions of all armaments 
and armed forces and the prohibition of nuclear and other weapons of 
mass destruction, and to ensure the use of atomic energy for peace
ful purposes only;
The whole programme to be such that no State would have cause to 
fear that its security was endangered;

2. Requests the Disarmament Commission to seek an acceptable, 
solution of the disarmament problem, taking into account the various 
proposals referred to in the preamble of the present resolution and 
any other proposals within the Commission’s terms of reference;

3. Suggests that the Disarmament Commission reconvene the Sub- 
Committee established in accordance with paragraphs 6 and 7 of 
General Assembly resolution 715 (VIII) of 28 November 1953;1

4. Requests the Disarmament Commission to report to the Security 
Council and to the General Assembly as soon as sufficient progress has 
been made.

B
The General Assembly
1. Refers to the Disarmament Commission for appropriate con

sideration the draft resolution of India contained in document 
A/C.l/L.100/Rev.l; 2

2. Decides also to transmit to the Disarmament Commission for 
its information the records of the meetings of the First Committee 
at which this draft resolution was discussed.

1 Ante, doc. 91.
3 Revised draft resolution of Oct. 27,1954. The Indian proposal recommended 

that the Disarmament Commission take into consideration:
“(a) The study of ways and means of establishing an ‘armaments truce’ 

pending agreement on a disarmament convention;
“(&) Procedures for effective co-operation with and the ascertainment of 

the views of States not members of the Disarmament Commission;
“(c) The discussions and suggestions on disarmament in the General 

Assembly;
“(d)  The determination of the factors which govern the equitable reduc

tions and levels of armed forces and conventional armaments in respect 
both of their quantum and character.” (General Assembly Official Records: 
Ninth Session, Annexes, Agenda Items 20 and 68, pp. 4-5.)
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c
The General Assembly
1. Refers to the Disarmament Commission for its consideration 

the draft resolution submitted by Australia and the Philippines con
tained in document A/C.l/L.101/Rev.l; 1

2. Decides to transmit to the Disarmament Commission for its in
formation the records of the meetings of the First Committee at 
which items 20 and 68 of the agenda of the ninth session of the Gen
eral Assembly were considered.

1 Draft resolution of Oct. 28, 1954, recommending that the Disarmament 
Commission ask the Secretariat to prepare a documentary working paper on 
disarmament (ibid., p. 5).
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106. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the Dis
armament Subcommittee: Limitation of Armaments 
and Destruction of Stocks of Atomic Weapons, Feb
ruary 25, 1955 1

The Security Council (The General Assembly) ,
Recognizing that the cessation of the armaments race would con

tribute to the relaxation of tension in international relations and the 
strengthening of world peace, and also to the reduction of the tax 
burden which that race imposes on the peoples,

Further recognizing that in order to save mankind from the threat 
of an annihilating atomic war, immediate steps must be taken to 
reach international agreement on the complete prohibition of atomic, 
hydrogen and other types of weapons of mass destruction,

Taking into account the demands made by wide circles of interna
tional public opinion with regard to the necessity for the destruction 
of stocks of atomic and hydrogen weapons in the possession of States, 

Considering that the destruction of stocks of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons would contribute to the relaxation of international tension 
and the attainment of the fundamental goal—the complete and un
conditional prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons,

Decides:
1. To propose to all States, both Members and not members of the 

United Nations, that they should pledge themselves, as a first step 
towards the reduction of armaments and armed forces, not to increase 
their armaments and armed forces above the level of 1 January 1955 
and not to increase their appropriations for military purposes above 
the level of the appropriations for these purposes in 1955;

2. To propose to all States which possess atomic and hydrogen 
weapons that they should destroy completely stocks of those weapons 
in their possession, and use atomic materials solely for peaceful 
purposes;

3. To institute international control over the observance of this 
decision.

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.l/ 12/Rev. 1, Feb. 25, 1955 (also doc. DO/71, Annex 1), 
in Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 
1955, p. 4.

447
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107- Western Draft Resolution Introduced in the Dis
armament Subcommittee, March 8, 1955 1

The General Assembly {The Security Council),
Recalling its resolution 808 (IX) of 4 November 1954,2 which was 

adopted unanimously,
Recalling further that under that resolution it concluded that a 

further effort should be made to reach agreement on comprehensive 
and co-ordinated proposals to be embodied in a draft international 
disarmament treaty,

Bearmg in mind that the proposals for a disarmament programme 
submitted by France and the United Kingdom on 11 June 19543 
(DC/53, annex 9) were accepted by the USSE under the terms of its 
draft resolution of 8 October 1954,4 as a basis for a draft international 
disarmament treaty,

1. Considers that all States possessing nuclear weapons should re
gard themselves as prohibited, in accordance with the terms of the 
Charter of the United Nations, from using such weapons, except in 
defence against aggression;

2. Recommends that such a disarmament treaty should include an 
immediate and explicit acceptance of this prohibition by all signatory 
States, pending the total prohibition and elimination of nuclear weap
ons as proposed in the subsequent paragraphs of this resolution;

3. Further recommends that the obligations assumed by the Mem
bers of the United Nations to refrain in their international relations 
from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or, 
political independence of any State should be accepted by all signatory 
States not Members of the United Nations;

4. Considers that such a disarmament treaty prepared by the Dis
armament Commission and submitted by it to the Security Council, 
to the General Assembly and to a world disarmament conference 
should include provisions covering the following:

(a) The total prohibition of the use and manufacture of nuclear 
weapons and weapons of mass destruction of every type, together with 
the conversion of existing stocks of nuclear weapons for peaceful 
purposes;

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.l/15/Rev. 1, Mar. 8, 1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 4), in 
Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 
1955, pp. 5-6. Introduced by Canada, France, the United Kingdom, and the 
United States. Cf. Anglo-French memorandum of Apr. 19, 1955 (post, doc. 110).

2 Ante, doc. 105.
8 Ante, doc. 100.
4 The Soviet proposal of Sept. 30 {ante, doc. 103) was introduced in the First 

Committee of the General Assembly on Oct. 8.
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(b) Major reductions in all armed forces and conventional 
armaments;

(0) The establishment of a control organ with rights, powers and 
functions adequate to guarantee the effective observance of the agreed 
prohibitions and reductions;

5. Further considers that, after the approval of the draft treaty 
by the world disarmament conference, this instrument would be open 
to signature and adherence by all States. The treaty would enter 
into force immediately upon having been ratified by those of the 
signatories which would be specified in the treaty;

6. Decides that the treaty should provide that the disarmament pro
gramme should be carried out as described below:

(1) After the constitution and positioning of the control organ 
which shall be carried out within a specified time, and as soon as the 
control organ reports that it is able effectively to enforce them, the 
following measures shall enter into effect:

(a) Over-all military man-power shall be limited to levels exist
ing on 31 December 1954 or such other date as may be agreed 
at the world disarmament conference;

(b) Over-all military expenditure, both atomic and non-atomic, 
shall be limited to amounts spent in the year ending 31 
December 1954 or such other date as may be agreed at the 
world disarmament conference;

(ii) As soon as the control organ reports that it is able effectively 
to enforce them, the following measures shall enter into effect:

(a) One half of the agreed reductions of conventional arma
ments and armed forces shall take effect ;

(b) On completion of (a) , the manufacture of all kinds of nuclear 
weapons and all other prohibited weapons shall cease;

(iii) As soon as the control organ reports that it is able effectively 
to enforce them, the following measures shall enter into effect:

(a) The second half of the agreed reductions of conventional 
armaments and armed forces shall take effect;

(b) On completion of (a ) :
i. The total prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons 

and the conversion of existing stocks of nuclear materials 
for peaceful purposes shall be carried out;

ii. The total prohibition and elimination of all other pro
hibited weapons shall be carried out;

7. Expresses the hope that when all the measures enumerated above 
have been carried out, the armaments and armed forces of the Powers 
will be further reduced to the levels strictly necessary for the mainte
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nance of internal security and the fulfilment of the obligations of 
signatory States under the terms of the Charter of the United Nations;

8. Decides that the control organ shall remain in being in order 
to ensure that the reductions, prohibitions and eliminations are faith
fully and permanently observed;

9. Requests the Commission to inform the General Assembly as soon 
as the preparation of the draft treaty has progressed to a point where, 
in the judgment of the Commission, its programme is ready for 
submission to the world disarmament conference.

108. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the Dis
armament Subcommittee: Conclusion of an Inter
national Convention (Treaty) on the Reduction 
of Armaments and the Prohibition of Atomic, 
Hydrogen, and Other Weapons of Mass Destruc
tion, March 19, 1955 1

The General Assembly
Instructs the United Nations Disarmament Commission to prepare 

and submit for confirmation by the Security Council a draft inter
national convention (treaty) designed to strengthen peace and 
increase international security, and providing for the prohibition of 
atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of mass destruction and their 
elimination from the armaments of States, a substantial reduction in 
armaments and the establishment of international control over the 
implementation of these decisions on the basis of the proposals sub
mitted by France and the United Kingdom on 11 June 1954 (DC/53, 
annex 9).2

Accordingly, the convention (treaty) should contain the following 
basis provisions:

1. The following measures shall be taken simultaneously:
(a) In the course of six months (or one year), States shall reduce 

their armaments, armed forces and budgetary appropriations for 
military requirements to the extent of 50 per cent of the agreed 
norms. Armaments and armed forces shall be reduced from the level 
of armaments and armed forces existing on 1 January 1955, and

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.l/Rev. 1, Mar. 19, 1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 8), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December W55, 
pp. 11-13.

2 Ante, doc. 100.
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appropriations shall be reduced from the level of appropriations 
for military requirements for 1955.

States parties to the convention (treaty) shall pledge themselves, 
as a first step towards the reduction of armaments and armed forces, 
not to increase their armaments and armed forces above the level of 
1 January 1955 and not to increase their appropriations for military 
requirements above the level of the appropriations for these purposes 
for 1955.

In the case of China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics, the United States and the United Kingdom, a major reduction 
of armaments and armed forces is considered to be necessary ; and 
with a view to the execution of further measures relating to general 
disarmament, it is also considered necessary to convene, in 1955, a 
world conference on the general reduction of armaments and the 
prohibition of atomic weapons, to be attended by States both Mem
bers and not members of the United Nations.

In establishing the norms for the reduction of armaments of States, 
simple agreed criteria, including demographic, geographic, economic 
and political factors shall be taken into account, with a view to the 
strengthening of world peace and international security and the 
diminution of the threat of aggression.

(b) For the purpose of supervising the fulfillment by States of 
the obligations in connexion with the reduction of armaments and 
armed forces provided for under sub-paragraph (a) above, a tem
porary international control commission shall be established under 
the Security Council with the right to require States to provide the 
necessary information on the measures taken by them to reduce arma
ments and armed forces. The commission shall take the necessary 
steps to supervise the fulfillment by States of the obligations assumed 
by them in connexion with the reduction of armaments, armed forces 
and appropriations for military requirements. States shall period
ically, at established intervals, supply the commission with informa
tion concerning the implementation of the measures provided for in 
the convention (treaty).

2. On completion of the measures referred to in paragraph 1 above, 
the following measures shall be taken simultaneously:

(a) In the course of six months (or one year), States shall reduce 
their armaments, armed forces and budgetary appropriations for 
military requirements by the remaining 50 per cent of the agreed 
norms from the level of armaments and armed forces existing on 
1 January 1955 and shall reduce their appropriations from the level 
of appropriations for military requirements for 1955;

(b) A complete prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and other weapons 
of mass destruction shall be put into effect, the production of such



452 DOCUMENT 109 : MARCH 29, 1955

weapons shall be discontinued and they shall be entirely eliminated 
from the armaments of States; all existing atomic materials shall 
be used only for peaceful purposes.

The implementation of these measures must be completed not later 
than the implementation of the measures taken for the reduction 
of armaments and armed forces referred to in paragraph 2 (&) above, 
and the production of atomic and hydrogen weapons shall cease as 
soon as a start is made with the reduction of armaments, armed forces 
and appropriations for military requirements in respect of the remain
ing 50 per cent of the agreed norms. States shall establish a standing 
international organ for the supervision of the implementation of the 
convention (treaty) on the prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and other 
weapons of mass destruction, the discontinuance of the production 
of these weapons and their elimination from the armaments of States 
and the reduction of armaments, armed forces and appropriations 
for military requirements. This international organ shall have 
powers to exercise supervision, including inspection on a continuing 
basis, to the extent necessary to ensure implementation of the conven
tion by all States.

In all States signatories to the convention, the international control 
organ shall have its own permanent staff of inspectors, having un
restricted access, within the limits of the supervisory functions which 
they exercise, to all establishments subject to control.

The staff charged with carrying out the work of inspection shall 
be recruited on an international basis.

3. It is to be hoped that when all the measures enumerated above 
have been carried out, the armaments and armed forces of the Powers 
will be further reduced to the levels strictly necessary for the mainte
nance of internal security and the fulfilment of their obligations 
under the terms of the Charter of the United Nations.

109. Anglo-French Memorandum Submitted to the Dis
armament Subcommittee: Reduction of Armed 
Forces, March 29, 1955 1

The United Kingdom and France consider that there should be 
major reductions in the armed forces of the five permanent members 
of the Security Council. To this end, they are each prepared to

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/20, Mar. 29, 1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 9), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 
1955, p. 13. Cf. tripartite proposals of May 28, 1952 (ante, doc. 80).
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reduce their over-all armed forces to a total of 650,000 men, as part 
of a general scheme of reductions which would provide that:

1. There shall be a uniform ceiling for the three other permanent 
members of the Security Council which shall be fixed at a figure 
between 1 million and 1.5 million men.

2. The forces permitted to other States shall in all cases be consider
ably lower than the levels established for the five permanent members 
of the Security Council.

3. No State shall be entitled to increase its armed forces above the 
levels existing at the entry into force of the disarmament conven
tion, except that special arrangements will have to be made for cer
tain specified States which will provide for levels of armed forces 
and armaments such as will reduce the possibility of aggression and 
avoid a disequilibrium of power dangerous to international peace and 
security.

110. Anglo-French Memorandum Submitted to the Dis
armament Subcommittee: Prohibition and Elimina
tion of Nuclear Weapons, April 19, 1955 1

1. The representative of the Soviet Union has claimed that the 
disarmament programme put forward by the Western Powers in 
their draft resolution of 8 March 19552 (DC/SC.l/15/Rev.l) is unco
ordinated and that the prohibition of atomic weapons and the con
version of stocks of such weapons to peaceful purposes should be 
carried out simultaneously with the second half of the agreed reduc
tions in armed forces and conventional armaments.

2. The delegations of France and the United Kingdom agree 
that it is desirable that the reductions in armed forces and conven
tional armaments should be better co-ordinated with the abolition of 
nuclear weapons. In order to reach agreement-on this point, they 
suggest that the delegation of the Soviet Union should agree that the 
production of nuclear weapons should cease at the earlier stage pro
posed in paragraph 6 (ii) of the draft resolution submitted by the 
Western Powers on 8 March 1955, instead of at the later stage sug
gested in the draft resolution submitted by the Soviet Union on 19 
March 1955 (DC/SC.l/19/Rev.l).3 For their part, they would be

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/24, Apr. 19, 1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 13), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 1955, 
pp. 14-15.

2 Ante, doc. 107.
8 Ante, doc. 108.
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prepared to agree that the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons 
and the process of eliminating all nuclear stocks should be carried 
out at the same time as the final quarter of the agreed reductions in 
armed forces and conventional armaments begins, that is to say, when 
75 per cent of those reductions have been completed.

3. This proposal would entail amending the draft resolution 
submitted by the Western Powers on 8 March in the following respects 
(new wording in italics):

Paragraph 6 (ii) to read as follows:
“ (ii) As soon as the control organ reports that it is able effec

tively to enforce them, the following measures shall enter into 
effect:

“(a) One half of the agreed reductions of conventional arma
ments and armed forces shall take effect;
“ (6) On completion of (a), the manufacture of atomic, hydro
gen and all other weapons of mass destruction shall cease;”

Paragraph 6 (iii) to read as follows:
“ (iii) As soon as the control organ reports that it is able effec

tively to enforce them, the following measures shall enter into 
effect:

“(a) The third quarter of the agreed reductions of conven
tional armaments and armed forces shall take effect;

“ (6) On completion of (&), a complete prohibition of the use 
of atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of mass destruction shall 
come into force. Simultaneously, the elimination of these weap
ons and the final quarter of the agreed reductions in armed forces 
and conventional armament shall begin; and both processes shall 
be completed within the time-limit laid down in the Disarma
ment Treaty. All atomic materials shall then be used only for 
peaceful purposes.”

Paragraph 6 (iii) (b) ii to be deleted.
4. The delegations of France and the United Kingdom wish to 

make it clear that this proposal is dependent on agreement being 
reached on two essential elements in the disarmament programme, 
namely, (a) drastic reductions in the armed forces and conventional 
armaments of the great Powers, so that an equilibrium is attained as 
suggested in the French-United Kingdom memorandum of 29 March 
1955 (DC/SC.1/20),1 and (b) the institution of an effective system 
of control which would operate throughout the whole disarmament 
programme.

1 Ante, doc. 109.
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111. Communique of the Bandung Conference of Afro- 
Asian Countries [E xtractA pril 24, 1955 1

F. Promotion of World Peace and Cooperation

2. The Asian-African Conference having considered the dangerous 
situation of international tension existing and the risks confronting 
the whole human race from the outbreak of global war in which the 
destructive power of all types of armaments, including nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear weapons, would be employed, invited the attention of 
all nations to the terrible consequences that would follow if such a 
war were to break out.

The Conference considered that disarmament and the prohibition 
of the production, experimentation and use of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons of war are imperative to save mankind and civilisa
tion from the fear and prospect of wholesale destruction. I t con
sidered that the nations of Asia and Africa assembled here have a 
duty towards humanity and civilisation to proclaim their support for 
disarmament and for the prohibition of these weapons and to appeal 
to nations principally concerned and to world opinion, to bring about 
such disarmament and prohibition.

The Conference considered that effective international control 
should be established and maintained to implement such disarma
ment and prohibition and that speedy and determined efforts should 
be made to this end.

Pending the total prohibition of the manufacture of nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear weapons, this Conference appealed to all the powers 
concerned to reach agreement to suspend experiments with such 
weapons.

The Conference declared that universal disarmament is an absolute 
necessity for the preservation of peace and requested the United 
Nations to continue its efforts and appealed to all concerned speedily 
to bring about the regulation, limitation, control and reduction of all 
armed forces and armaments, including the prohibition of the pro
duction, experimentation and use of all weapons of mass destruction, 
and to establish effective international control to this end.

1 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents (Department of State 
publication 6446; 1957), vol. II, p. 2350-2351. The Bandung Conference was 
convened upon the invitation of the Prime Ministers of Burma, Ceylon, India, 
Indonesia, and Pakistan. It was held Apr. 18-24, 1955, and was attended by 
29 countries of Asia and Africa.
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112. Soviet Proposal Introduced in the Disarmament Sub
committee: Reduction of Armaments, the Prohibi
tion of Atomic Weapons, and the Elimination of the 
Threat of a New War, May 10, 1955 1

D eclaration

The General Assembly,
Recognizing the great responsibility which rests with the United 

Nations for the maintenance of peace among the peoples, considers 
it its duty to draw the attention of all States to the situation which 
is at present developing in relations between States.

More than ever before, the peoples, which so recently experienced 
the Second World War with the heavy loss of life arid the vast ma
terial destruction which that war inflicted, are displaying an un
flinching will for peace.

As a result of this deep-rooted desire of the peoples for peace, 
it has already proved possible to bring the bloodshed in Korea and 
Indo-China to an end and thereby to create more favourable condi
tions for the settlement of other outstanding international problems.

At the same time, the peoples are displaying a legitimate concern 
for the fate of peace, especially in view of the situation that is de
veloping in Europe and Asia. This concern has found expression, 
in particular, in the resolutions adopted at the Conference of African 
and Asian Nations held recently at Bandung,2 which was of great 
importance in the struggle for peace, freedom and the independence 
of peoples.

Far from improving, the situation in some areas of the world is 
at present deteriorating, and mutual distrust between States is be
coming intensified. The absence of the necessary confidence in re
lations between States is the main reason preventing the settlement 
of outstanding problems both in Europe and in Asia.

This applies pre-eminently to the relations between the great 
Powers, which bear the primary responsibility for the maintenance 
of universal peace and the security of peoples.

Despite the obligations assumed by the great Powers, together 
with the other Member States of the United Nations, to co-operate 
in the maintenance of peace and international security, the relations 
between them do not correspond with these requirements. The mis-

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.l/26/Rev. 2, May 10, 1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 15), in 
Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to Decem
ber 1955, pp. 17-25.

* See Bandung Communique (ante, doc. 111).
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trust which characterized the relations between the Powers led, after 
the end of the Second World War, to the rise of the threat of a new 
war even more terrible in its consequences.

As a result of this mistrust, particularly apparent in the relations 
between the permanent members of the Security Council, the arma
ments race is assuming ever-increasing proportions, and land, naval 
and air forces are steadily increasing. The supreme achievements 
of science and engineering are being used to produce the most de
structive means for exterminating human beings. The armaments 
race has assumed particularly large proportions in the production 
of such dangerous arms as atomic and hydrogen weapons.

Large numbers of foreign military bases are being established on 
the territory of other States, a fact which is causing legitimate anx
iety to the States in the vicinity of which these bases are being estab
lished. The creation of such bases also increases the threat to the 
security of the States on the territory of which they are established. 
The existence of these bases, many of which are being used for the 
preparations for atomic war that are being carried out by certain 
Powers, still further intensifies the mistrust present in the relations 
between States and increases international tension.

As a result of all this, the world has, for many years, been in a 
state of so-called “cold war”, and the military preparations of States 
are laying a constantly increasing burden on the shoulders of the 
peoples.

Despite the fact that, as long ago as 1947, the General Assembly 
unanimously adopted resolution 110 (II) /  under the terms of which, 
it condemned all forms of propaganda “either designed or likely to 
provoke or encourage any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, 
or act of aggression”, open propaganda for a new war is being car
ried on in a number of States. Calls to war, far from being brought 
to a stop, have become increasingly frequent in the press, on the 
radio and in public statements. Moreover, calls for atomic war have 
been especially frequent in recent times.

The former traditional economic and commercial links between 
numerous States, developed over many years, have been broken, 
with all the resulting adverse consequences for international eco
nomic co-operation.

The situation which has arisen requires that immediate and effec
tive action be taken to ease international tension and to strengthen 
mutual confidence in the relations between States. This can only 
be achieved if an end is put to the “cold war” and if the propaganda 
for a new war which is being carried on in certain States, with its

1 General Assembly Official Records: Resolutions, 16 September-29 Novem
ber 1947 (A/519), p. 14.
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accompanying incitement to enmity and hatred between peoples 
and which ranges certain peoples against others, ceases.

Continuance of the propaganda which is being carried on in certain 
countries with a view to fanning war hysteria, as also incitement to 
war, can only intensify international tension and mutual distrust 
between States and thereby increase the threat of a new world war.

On the other hand, the cessation of the “cold war” between States 
would help to bring about a relaxation of international tension, the 
creation of the necessary confidence in international relations, the 
removal of the threat of a new war and the establishment of con
ditions permitting a peaceful and tranquil life of the peoples. This, 
in turn, would create the requisite conditions for the execution of a 
broad disarmament programme, with the establishment of the neces
sary international control over its implementation.

To these ends, the General Assembly
1. Recommends to all States to take the necessary measures to 

ensure scrupulous compliance with General Assembly resolution 
110 ( I I ) , condemning all forms of propaganda for a new war and 
to put an end to all calls for war and for the kindling of hostility 
between peoples in the press, on the radio, in the cinema and in public 
statements. Non-compliance with this recommendation shall be re
garded as a violation by a State of its international duty and of its 
obligations to the United Nations, namely, to abstain in its interna
tional relations from the threat or the use of force and not to permit 
violations of the territorial integrity or political independence of any 
State;

2. Notes with satisfaction the successes achieved in the talks be
tween the interested States on the Korean question—which led to the 
termination of the war in Korea—and also on the question of the 
cessation of hostilities in Indo-China. Two dangerous hotbeds of 
war in the Far East were thereby eliminated.

As a result of negotiations between interested States it has also 
become possible to settle the question of the conclusion of a Treaty 
of State with Austria, ensuring the restoration of an independent 
Austria.1 The settlement of the Austrian question constitutes a new 
and important contribution to the consolidation of peace in Europe 
and promotes the creation of conditions for the successful settlement 
of other outstanding post-war problems.

All this testifies to the fact that the possibilities of settling out
standing international problems by means of negotiations between

1 See The Austrian State Treaty: An Account of the Postwar Negotiations, 
Together With the Text of the Treaty and Related Documents (Department 
of State publication 6437; 1957) ; see also American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: 
Basic Documents (Department of State publication 6446; 1957), vol. I, pp. 
643-697.
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States in the interests of peace, freedom and the national 
independence of peoples have by no means been exhausted;

3. Considers that the reduction of international tension and the 
creation of the requisite confidence between States would be promoted 
if the four Powers—France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the 
United States of America—would immediately withdraw their armies 
of occupation from the territory of Germany to within their national 
frontiers, with the exception of strictly limited contingents of forces 
left temporarily in German territory pending the conclusion of an 
agreement for their complete withdrawal. These ends would also 
be served by the formation of strictly limited contingents of local 
police forces in both parts of Germany and the establishment of joint 
control by the four Powers over the execution of the relevant 
agreement.

The General Assembly will welcome any other steps which the four 
Powers may take with a view to withdrawing their forces from 
German territory, and also with a view to facilitating the settlement 
of the German problem in the interest of European security and the 
national unification of Germany as a single peace-loving and 
democratic State;

4. Considers it necessary that the States which are permanent mem
bers of the Security Council reach agreement on the liquidation of 
foreign military bases on the territory of other States and inform 
the Security Council and the General Assembly of the results. Such 
an agreement would contribute greatly to the reduction of inter
national tension and the removal of the mistrust present in the rela
tions between States, and would help to create the necessary conditions 
for ending the armaments race;

5. Calls upon States having experience in the production of atomic 
materials and atomic energy to render extensive industrial, scientific 
and technical assistance to other countries in the field of the peaceful 
use of atomic energy, without making such assistance conditional 
upon any demands of a political or military nature;

6. Calls upon the States concerned to settle outstanding questions 
in the Far East in accordance with the principles of sovereignty and 
territorial integrity, since the existing situation of tension in certain 
areas of the Far East is fraught with the danger of a new war and 
constitutes a serious threat to the maintenance of universal peace ;

7. Considers it necessary that States, in their economic relations, 
should remove every form of discrimination impeding the develop
ment of broad economic co-operation between them, first of all in “the 
field of trade. Both private and State interests are prejudiced by a 
situation in which long-established trade ties between States are 
severed. The elimination of such discrimination and the broad devel-

514:543— 60—vol. 1------ 32
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opment of international trade relations based on the principle of 
mutual benefit will help to consolidate friendly relations between 
States and will promote the improvement of the well-being of peoples. 
Without the elimination of these obstacles to the development of inter
national trade, no genuine relaxation of tension in international 
relations can be anticipated.

A further important means for the improvement of mutual under
standing and the bringing together of peoples is the development of 
international cultural relations, notably through the extensive inter
change of delegations, through mutual visits by representatives of 
industry, agriculture, trade, science, culture and art and by student 
delegations, and through the development of tourism;

8. Decides to place on the agenda of its next session the question 
of the results achieved through the implementation by States of the 
provisions of this Declaration, having regard to the fact that the 
implementation of these provisions will correspond to the desire of 
the peoples for peace, will promote the creation of the necessary con
fidence between States and will thereby facilitate the carrying into 
effect of a broad disarmament programme, with the establishment of 
effective international control over its execution.

C o n c e r n i n g  t h e  c o n c l u s io n  o f  a n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c o n v e n t io n  o n

THE REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS AND THE PROHIBITION OF ATOMIC
WEAPONS

The General Assembly {The Security Council),
Seeking to save mankind from a new and destructive war, to reduce 

the tension in relations between States, and to relieve the peoples of 
the heavy burden of taxation which they bear as a result of the 
continuing armaments race,

Desirous of ensuring the possibility of resources thus released 
being used to improve the well-being of the peoples and to afford 
extensive assistance to the economically under-developed countries,

Instructs the United Nations Disarmament Commission to draw 
up and submit for the approval of the Security Council a draft 
“international convention (treaty) on the question of the reduction 
of armaments and the prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and other 
weapons of mass destruction”.

Such a convention (treaty), having as its purpose the strengthen
ing of peace and international security, shall provide for:

(a) The complete prohibition of the use and production both of 
nuclear and of all other weapons of mass destruction, and the con
version of existing stocks of nuclear weapons for peaceful purposes;

(b) A major reduction in all armed forces and all conventional 
armaments;
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(<?) The establishment of a control organ with rights, powers 
and functions adequate to guarantee, in all States alike, the effective 
observance of the agreed prohibitions and reductions.

Accordingly, the convention (treaty) shall contain the basic pro
visions set forth hereunder relating to the execution of measures 
for the reduction of the conventional armaments of States, the pro
hibition of atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of mass destruction 
and the procedure for the carrying out of these measures in two 
stages:

First stage—Measures to be carried out m 1956
The following measures shall be carried out in 1956:
1. The States parties to the convention (treaty) shall undertake, 

as a first step towards the reduction of armaments and armed forces, 
not to increase their armed forces and conventional armaments above 
the level obtaining on 31 December 1954. They shall also undertake 
not to increase their appropriations for armed forces and armaments, 
including atomic weapons, above the level of the expenditures effected 
for those purposes during the year ended 31 December 1954.

The above-mentioned measures shall be carried out within two 
months of the entry into force of the corresponding agreement.

The United States of America, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, China, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland and France shall furnish the Disarmament Com
mission, within one month after the entry into force of the convention 
(treaty), with complete official figures of their armed forces, conven

tional armaments and expenditures for military requirements.
2. An agreed level shall be established to which armed forces of 

all States, in excess of that level shall be reduced, in order that no 
State may possess armed forces capable of constituting a serious 
threat to international peace. A substantial reduction of armed 
forces shall be effected by the United States, the USSE, China, the 
United Kingdom an<d France. To these ends, the above-mentioned 
five Powers shall undertake to reduce the strength of their armed 
forces so that they do not exceed the following figures:

United States: 1 million to 1.5 million men;
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: 1 million to 1.5 million men;
China: 1 million to 1.5 million men ;
United Kingdom: 650,000 men;
France: 650,000 men.

The five Powers shall undertake also to reduce their conventional 
armaments correspondingly.
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The above-mentioned five Powers shall, in the course of one year, 
effect a reduction in their armed forces and armaments of 50 per cent 
of the difference between the level of their armed forces and arma
ments obtaining on 31 December 1954 and the reduced level of the 
armed forces and armaments of each of these States established in 
accordance with the obligations assumed by them as set forth here
inabove.

Appropriations by States for armed forces and conventional arma
ments shall be reduced correspondingly.

3. There shall be convened, not later than during the first half 
of 1956, a world conference on the general reduction of armaments 
and the prohibition of atomic weapons, with the participation of 
States both Members and not members of the United Nations, with 
a view to determining the size of the reduction of the armaments and 
armed forces of the other States and to prohibiting atomic weapons.

The strength of the armed forces which other States shall be 
authorized to retain, shall, in all cases, be considerably lower than 
the levels established for the five permanent members of the Security 
Council.

In establishing the size of the reduction in the armaments of States* 
including those of the permanent members of the Security Council, 
simple agreed criteria including demographic, geographic, economic 
and political factors shall be taken into account, with a view to the 
strengthening of world peace and international security and the 
diminution of the threat of aggression.

4. As one of the first measures for the execution of the programme 
for the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weap
ons, States possessing atomic and hydrogen weapons shall undertake 
to discontinue tests of these weapons.

With a view to supervision of the fulfilment by States of the .afore
mentioned obligation, an international commission shall be set up 
which shall submit reports to the Security Council and the General 
Assembly.

5. Simultaneously with the initiation of measures for the reduc
tion of the armaments and armed forces of the five Powers by the first 
50 per cent of the agreed reduction to the prescribed levels and before 
the entry into force of the agreement on the complete prohibition of 
atomic weapons, States shall assume a solemn obligation not to use 
nuclear weapons, which they shall regard as prohibited to them. 
Exceptions to this rule may be permitted for purposes of defence 
against aggression, when a decision to that effect is taken by the 
Security Council.

6. States possessing military, naval and air bases in the territories 
of other States shall undertake to liquidate such bases.
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The question of the bases to be liquidated during the first stage 
“shall be additionally agreed upon.

The carrying out of these measures must promote the strength
ening of the necessary trust between States and facilitate the execu
tion of the measures for the reduction of armaments and the prohibi
tion of atomic weapons envisaged for the second stage.

Second stage—Measures to be carried out in 1957

The following measures shall be carried out in 1957:
1. The production of atomic and hydrogen weapons shall be dis

continued immediately, and budgetary appropriations of States for 
military requirements shall be reduced correspondingly.

2. The United States of America, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, China, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North
ern Ireland and France shall, in the course of one year, reduce their 
armed forces and armaments by the remaining 50 per cent of the 
difference between the level of the armed forces and armaments of each 
of these five States obtaining on 31 December 1954 and the reduced 
level of the armed forces and armaments of each of these States 
established in accordance with the obligations assumed by them under 
the convention (treaty). These States shall correspondingly reduce 
their appropriations for armed forces and conventional armaments.

During this stage, measures with a view to the reduction of the 
armaments and armed forces of other States to the extent established 
for them at the world conference shall also be completed.

3. After the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments 
has been carried out to the extent of 75 per cent of the total reduction 
laid down under the convention (treaty), a complete prohibition on 
the use of atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of mass destruction 
shall enter into force. The elimination of these weapons from the 
armaments of States and their destruction, and the reduction of armed 
forces and conventional armaments by the final 25 per cent of the 
agreed reductions shall begin simultaneously; and both these processes 
shall be completed within the time-limits in 1957. All atomic

I materials shall thereafter be used exclusively for peaceful purposes.
States shall undertake to promote extensive international co

operation in the peaceful uses of atomic energy. This co-operation 
shall include the free exchange of information concerning the use of 
atomic energy in industry, agriculture and medicine and in other 
fields of economics and science. In this connexion, special attention 
shall be given to assistance to economically underdeveloped countries. 
Such assistance shall not be made conditional upon any demands of a 
political or military nature.
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States shall endeavour to devote a part of the savings resulting 
from world-wide disarmament and the elimination of nuclear weap
ons to the extensive use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes.

4. Measures for the liquidation of all foreign military, naval and 
air bases on the territories of other States shall be completed.

On the completion of all the measures enumerated above, it would 
be desirable that the Powers should further reduce their arma
ments and armed forces to the levels strictly necessary for the mainte
nance of internal security and the fulfilment of the obligation of 
signatory States under the terms of the Charter of the United Nations.

The question of the obligations of China, as one of the permanent 
members of the Security Council, under the convention on the re
duction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic, hydrogen, and 
other weapons of mass destruction shall be examined with the partici
pation of the People’s Republic of China.

C o n c e r n i n g  in t e r n a t i o n a l  c o n t r o l  o ver  t h e  r e d u c t io n  of

ARMAMENTS AND THE PROHIBITION OF ATOMIC WEAPONS

The General Assembly,
Recognizing the great importance and the necessity of instituting 

effective international control over the fulfilment by States of their 
obligations under the convention (treaty) on the reduction of arma
ments and armed forces and the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons,

Notes that the necessary conditions for the institution of a control 
system which would enjoy the trust of all States and would fully 
meet the requirements of international security do not at present exist.

I t is impossible to disregard the fact that there exists at present 
considerable international tension and mistrust in relations between 
States. As a result, in the conditions of mistrust among States which 
have come into being, barriers of every sort are being raised, even 
in regard to the interchange of industrial, agricultural, scientific, cul
tural and other delegations. Such a situation makes it difficult to 
attain agreement regarding the admission by States to their enter
prises, particularly those engaged in military production, of foreign 
control officials who might carry out the inspection of such enterprises.

In the existing situation, when many States are displaying legiti
mate anxiety for their security, it could hardly be expected that these 
States would trustingly provide other States with facilities of access 
to industrial and other resources which are vital to their security.

In so far as the necessary trust between States does not, at the 
present time, exist, a situation might arise in which the adoption
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of decisions on international control would, in reality, be reduced 
to a mere formality which would not achieve the objective envis
aged. This is all the more inadmissible since, in present condi
tions, peace-loving peoples are most apprehensive with regard to 
the existence of atomic and hydrogen weapons, in respect of which 
the institution of international control is particularly difficult.

This danger is inherent in the very nature of atomic production. 
I t is well known that the production of atomic energy for peaceful 
purposes can be used for the accumulation of stocks of explosive 
atomic materials, and moreover, in ever greater quantities. This 
means that States having establishments for the production of atomic 
energy can accumulate, in violation of the relevant agreements, large 
quantities of explosive materials for the production of atomic weapons. 
The danger of this state of affairs becomes still more apparent if ac
count is taken of the fact that, where the corresponding quantities 
of explosive atomic materials exist, production of actual atomic and 
hydrogen bombs is technically fully feasible and can be effected on 
a large scale.

Thus, there are possibilities beyond the reach of international 
control for evading this control and for organizing the clandestine 
manufacture of atomic and hydrogen weapons, even if there is a 
formal agreement on international control. In such a situation, the 
security of the States parties to the international convention (treaty) 
cannot be guaranteed, since the possibility would be open to a po
tential aggressor to accumulate stocks of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
for a surprise atomic attack on peace-loving States.

Until an atmosphere of trust has been created in the relations 
between States, any agreement on the institution of international 
control can only serve to lull the vigilance of the peoples. I t will 
create a false sense of security, while, in reality, there will be a 
danger of the production of atomic and hydrogen weapons and, 
hence, the threat of surprise attack and the unleashing of an atomic 
war with all its appalling consequences for the peoples.

It must also be borne in mind that preparations for a new war, 
the danger of which has been greatly increased by the development 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons, inevitably necessitate the concen
tration of large military formations at certain points together with 
large quantities of conventional armaments—aircraft, artillery, tanks, 
warships and so forth. Such concentration and the movement of 
large formations of land, sea and air forces cannot be effected except 
through important communication centres, ports and airfields. Under 
conditions of modern military science, the importance of such points in 
the preparation of an aggressive war has not diminished, but has, on 
the contrary, increased.
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In addition to atomic and hydrogen weapons, for all their de
structive capacity, armies of many millions and vast quantities of 
conventional armaments, which are of decisive importance to the 
outcome of any major war, would inevitably be involved in military 
operations in the event of the outbreak of war.

All this must be taken into account in resolving the problem of 
instituting international control over the fulfilment by States of their 
obligations under the convention (treaty) on the reduction of arma
ments and the prohibition of atomic weapons.

The problems of instituting international control and of the rights 
and powers of the international control organ must therefore be 
considered in conjunction with the execution of the above-mentioned 
measures for the lessening of international tension, the strengthening 
of trust between States and the carrying out of other measures re
lating to the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic 
weapons.

In view of the foregoing,
The General Assembly institutes an international control organ 

‘having the following rights and powers:
1. During the first stage of execution of the measures for the re

duction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weapons:
(a) In order to prevent a surprise attack by one State upon an

other, the international control organ shall establish on the territory 
of all the States concerned, on a basis of reciprocity, control posts 
at large ports, at railway junctions, on main motor highways and 
at aerodromes. The task of these posts shall be to see to it that 
there is no dangerous concentration of land, air or naval forces.

(b) The international control organ shall have the right to re
quire from States parties any necessary information on the execution 
of measures for the reduction of armaments and armed forces.

(c) The control organ shall have unimpeded access to records re
lating to the budgetary appropriations of States for military needs, 
including all decisions of their legislative and executive organs on 
the subject. States shall periodically, within specified time-limits, 
furnish the control organ with information on the execution of the 
measures provided for in the convention (treaty).

2. During the second stage of execution of measures for the reduc
tion of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weapons:

The carrying out of the measures provided for in the Declaration set 
forth above and of the measures for the reduction of armaments and 
armed forces and the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
envisaged for the first stage will create the necessary atmosphere of 
trust between States, thereby ensuring the appropriate conditions for 
the extension of the functions of the international control organ.
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In these conditions, the international control organ shall have the 
following rights and powers:

(a) To exercise control, including inspection on a continuing basis, 
to the extent necessary to ensure implementation of the above- 
mentioned convention (treaty) by all States. The international con
trol organ shall exercise these functions, while also enjoying the 
right to require from States the necessary information on the execution 
of measures for the reduction of armaments and armed forces.

Staff charged with carrying out of the work of inspection shall be 
recruited on an international basis.

( i)  To have permanently in all States parties to the convention 
(treaty) its own staff of inspectors having, within the bounds of 
the control functions which they exercise, unimpeded access at all 
times to all objects of control.

In order to prevent a surprise attack by one State upon another, 
the international control organ shall in particular have on the terri
tory of all the States concerned, on a basis of reciprocity, control 
posts at large ports, at railway junctions, on main motor highways 
and at aerodromes.

(c) The control organ shall have unimpeded access to records 
relating to the budgetary appropriations of States for military needs, 
including all decisions of their legislative and executive organs on 
the subject. States shall periodically, within specified time-limits, 
furnish the control organ with information on the execution of the 
measures provided for in the convention (treaty).

3. The control organ shall make recommendations to the Security 
Council on measures of prevention and suppression with regard to 
violators of the convention on the reduction of armaments and the 
prohibition of atomic weapons.

4. The functions and powers of the permanent international con
trol organ shall be defined on the basis of the foregoing principles, 
and appropriate instructions shall be prepared for this purpose.

113. Address by the Soviet Premier (Bulganin) at the 
Warsaw Conference of the Eastern European States 
{Extracts}, May 11, 1955 1

D i s a r m a m e n t  P r o po sa l s

Unswervingly striving toward the strengthening of peace and the 
easing of international tension, the Government of the Soviet Union

1 Tass text in Department of State files.
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continues to adopt all measures for reaching an agreement on the 
prohibition of atomic weapons, a reduction in armaments and in 
armed forces, and removing the threat of a new war.

Today new Soviet Government proposals1 on these questions have 
been published in the press.

The new proposals of the Soviet Union, which are being introduced 
for the consideration of the U.N. General Assembly, are of great 
significance and represent an important contribution to the cause of 
peace. They lead to a reduction in international tension and create 
conditions for establishing between the states the necessary trust 
and mutual understanding.

The armament race has assumed a particularly wide scope in the 
sphpre of such dangerous types of weapons as atomic and hydrogen 
ones. Numerous military bases are being created on foreign terri
tories, a fact which provokes a justifiable apprehension among those 
States against which they are aimed. The organization of such bases 
increases the threat to the security of those States on whose terri
tories these bases are being set up.

For many years the world has been in a state of “Cold War,” while 
military preparations lie as a heavy burden upon the shoulders of 
the people.

In a number of states, open propaganda for a new war is being 
conducted. More and more often the press, radio, and public speeches 
call for a war, including an atomic war. The traditional economic 
ties, which previously existed and which were formed between many 
states over a period of many years, have been broken.

No proofs are necessary to admit that the international relations 
now established are completely abnormal. Radical measures are 
necessary to reduce international tension, to create the essential 
elementary trust in international relations, to remove the threat of 
a new war, and to create conditions for a peaceful and quiet life for 
the people.

How can this be achieved? First of all one should put an end to 
the “Cold War.” The Soviet Union considers that the General As
sembly should recommend to all states the adoption of the necessary 
measures for the strict implementation of its decision condemning 
any type of propaganda for a new war and stopping in the press, 
radio, cinema, and public speeches—any kind of utterances urging 
war and the fomenting of hostility among nations. Non-compliance 
with this recommendation should be considered as a violation by the 
State of its international duty and of its pledges to the United 
Nations.

1 Ante, doc. 112.



DOCUMENT 113 : MAY 11, 1955 469

The Soviet Government is of the opinion that the immediate with
drawal by the Soviet Union, the United States, Britain, and France 
of their occupation forces from the territory of Germany, with the 
exception of strictly limited contingents of those troops which must 
be left on German territory until the conclusion of an agreement on 
their complete withdrawal, would help in reducing international 
tension and in creating the necessary trust.

In the Soviet Union’s opinion, states which are permanent members 
of the Security Council must reach agreement on the liquidation of 
military bases on foreign territories. The tense situation existing in 
certain districts of the Far East is pregnant with the danger of a 
new war and presents a serious threat to the cause of maintaining 
general peace. The interested states should settle their unsolved 
problems in the Far East in accordance with the principles of sover
eignty and territorial integrity.

It is perfectly evident that the implementation of all these mea
sures is impossible without a system of real and effective control. 
Therefore, the question of control is a most important part of the 
convention.

It is not fortuitous that control has for 9 years been the central item 
of discussion in U.N*. organizations and the main point of differences. 
We consider that these differences, in particular, are the result of an 
unrealistic approach to the question of control. The Soviet Govern
ment is deeply convinced that effective control over disarmament 
is possible. However, all types and ways of control, and also the 
rights and functions of control organs which had been proposed up 
to now by various states are unreliable under present conditions.

In submitting new proposals for control, the Soviet Government 
takes into account the relations which have at present been established 
among states. These relations, as already mentioned, are character
ized by mistrust and suspicion. Such relations do not allow the 
carrying out of effective control on that basis which up to now had 
been proposed.

It is difficult to imagine that states which do not trust each other 
and between which relations are strained should indeed allow con
trollers from other countries at their military plants and enterprises 
manufacturing atomic materials, and atom and hydrogen weapons. 
Facts show that the governments of certain countries raise objections 
even to the arrival of cultural, agricultural, and student delegations.

Even if such control were possible, it would be of an ineffectual 
nature, for, with the absence of mutual trust, avoidance of this con
trol is also possible. Such a position is all the more probable because 
the technology of atomic production makes it possible for atomic 
materials to be turned from their intended peaceful uses to atomic
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weapons swiftly and without particular difficulty, with the aid of only 
certain special apparatus. Thus, it is possible to have controllers, but 
not to exert control.

How then should one act under these circumstances?
It is universally known that modern war is unthinkable without 

the deployment and concentration of large land, air, and naval forces. 
Atomic weapons by themselves, without the active participation 
of all types of military forces, cannot be effective in the sense that 
they alone do not decide the issue of a war. Atomic weapons, with
out means for their delivery to the target, cannot be used.

Therefore, the Soviet proposals on control are based on the need 
to create such conditions under which the aggressive intentions of 
any state might be disclosed in time and stopped. We propose to 
establish such a control which might warn in time of a dangerous 
concentration of land, air, or naval forces. For this, it is essential to 
have control posts in large ports, on airfields, and in centers of com
munication of strategic importance. The establishment of such a 
control will fully exclude a sudden attack of one state against another*

The Soviet proposals envisage effective control over the reduction 
of armed forces, of conventional arms and allocations for military 
needs. The international organ set up for this purpose must have the 
right to demand from states the necessary information on the imple
mentation of measures for the reducing of arms and armed forces, 
and must have unhampered access to materials dealing with budget 
allocations of states for military needs.

In presenting these proposals, the Soviet Government considers 
that the control measures it suggests will create in the preliminary 
period the necessary conditions for easing international tension and 
for establishing confidence which would make it possible to go over 
to other ways of control in the future, including control over the 
destruction and removal of atomic weapons on a permanent basis, 
the detailed content of which must be established in special instruc
tions after an agreement in principle has been reached.

The new proposals of the Soviet Union on questions of disarmament 
set down as their aim to save mankind from a new destructive war, to 
reduce tension in relations between states, to liberate people from 
the heavy burden of taxes which they are bearing in connection with 
the continued armaments race, to insure the possibility of utilizing 
the resources thus freed for the raising of the well-being of the people 
and for the granting of extensive aid to economically backward 
countries.

Eeturning to the question of European security, I  must declare that 
the Soviet Government continues to base its view on the fact that in 
contemporary circumstances, the best way to insure peace and to pre
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vent new aggression in that region is the organization of a system of 
collective security with the participation of all European states, irre
spective of their public order.

The question of security in Europe is today a most important prob
lem. The positive solution of any question connected with this prob
lem would facilitate the setting up of conditions for a peaceful and 
tranquil life of the peoples. The ratification of the Paris Agree
ments 1 has made the solution of this problem more difficult, but it has 
not removed it from the agenda.

When the Soviet Government drew the attention of the European 
states and the United States to the draft organization for an all- 
European system of collective security,2 it is to be regretted that this 
proposal was, at the time, not supported by the Western Powers and 
remained unrealized. The Western Powers preferred the policy of 
restoring German militarism with all its consequences, a policy pro
viding for the formation of a military grouping in the guise of the 
West European Union with the participation of remilitarized West 
Germany. But such a policy opens the way to renewed aggression; 
it increases the danger of a new war; it creates a threat to the national 
independence of the peace-loving states.

The Soviet Government considers that the peace-loving states of 
Europe in these new circumstances must concern themselves about in
suring their security. I t is necessary to do this on the basis as out
lined by the eight states at the Moscow Conference3 and in the subse
quent consultation between them. The Government of the Soviet 
Union expresses the hope that in the future an opportunity will emerge 
to achieve such an insuring of security in Europe, a security in which 
all European states, and the United States, will take part.

I t  is an established fact that the aggressive treaties concluded by the 
imperialist states exclude the possibility of other states joining them

1 See London and Paris Agreements, September-0 ctober 1954 (Department of
State publication 5659; 1954).

3 See Soviet proposal for a general European treaty on collective security in 
Europe, Feb. 10, 1954 (Foreign Ministers Meeting: Berlin Discussions, January 
25-February 18, 1954 (Department of State publication 5399; 1954), pp. 231- 
232).

8 The Moscow Conference of Nov. 29 to Dec. 2, 1954, to which, all the European 
states were invited, was attended only by the Soviet bloc countries—the Soviet 
Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria, and 
Albania. Communist China was represented by an observer. At the conclusion 
of the Conference a declaration was issued calling on the West to sign an all- 
European security treaty and indicating that, if this were not accomplished, 
the Soviet bloc would make its own security arrangement. The Warsaw Con
ference in May 1955 was held to implement this declaration by concluding an 
Eastern European security pact.
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freely. I t  cannot be otherwise, because the aggressive treaties are 
concluded precisely for this reason, in order to set them against other 
states.

The North Atlantic Pact1 can serve as an example of such a treaty. 
You remember that when, in March 1954, the Soviet Government 
proposed to examine, jointly with the interested countries, the ques
tion of the participation of the Soviet Union in the North Atlantic 
Treaty, the governments of the United States, Britain, and France 
rejected this proposal.2 They thus demonstrated, in the face of the 
world public opinion, that NATO is an aggressive bloc directed 
against the Soviet Union.

The draft of the treaty of friendship, cooperation, and mutual aid, 
submitted for adoption among our eight states, will not be a closed 
one. All other states, regardless of their public and state regime, 
can join it. This particular feature of the treaty of the eight states 
demonstrates its defensive character, as well as the defensive character 
of the organization which will be created on the basis of it.

The draft of our treaty [the pact adopted at the Warsaw Confer
ence in implementation of the Moscow declaration] emanates from 
the fact that, in the event of the creation of a general European 
system of collective security, the treaty of the eight states3 will cease 
its effectiveness from the moment that the general European treaty 
comes into force. The draft treaty submitted to our conference is 
in complete accord with the aims and principles of the U.N. Charter. 
The Soviet Union and, I  trust, all other participants of the confer
ence will m,ake every effort so that, on the basis of strict observance 
of the U.N. Charter, the organization created by us will become an 
effective means of insuring international pe&ce and security.

1 Treaty of Apr. 4, 1949 (TIAS 1964 ; 63 Stat. 2241) and protocols of Oct. 17, 
1951 (TIAS 2390; 3 UST 43) and Oct. 23, 1954 (TIAS 3428 ; 6 UST 5707). The 
texts of the treaty and protocols may also be found in American Foreign Policy, 
1950-1955: Basic Documents (Department of State publication 6446; 1957), 
vol. I, pp. 812-815, 853-854, and 871-873.

2 See Soviet note of Mar. 31,1954 (Department of S tate Bulletin , May 17, 1954, 
pp. 757-759) and U.S. reply of May 7,1954 (ibid., pp. 756-757).

8For the text of the Warsaw Pact (May 14, 1955), see American Foreign 
Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 1239-1242.
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114. Statement by the Deputy United States Representa
tive on the Disarmament Subcommittee (Wads
worth) Regarding the New Soviet Proposals, May 
11, 1955 1

Now, for the third time in the subcommittee meetings this year, 
the Soviet Union has reversed its line and this time seems to be 
using ideas and language which are similar in many respects to the 
views put forward for many years—by Canada, France, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States. My immediate reaction is that 
ideas which have been advocated by Western powers as long ago 
as 1947 are at last being seriously considered by the Soviet Union. 
Clearly, our patience and persistence is paying off on some points. 
We welcome this development.

The Soviet Union now also seems to recognize that progress on 
the issue of disarmament is closely related to progress in other areas 
of international relations—a point the United States has long em
phasized. Obviously the subcommittee was not created to deal with 
many of these issues, and I  would therefore think it improper to 
comment on the wide range of problems brought in. They affect 
the interests of a good many states not represented in the subcommittee.

However, many questions must be asked and we hope will now 
be answered. For example, if we do not provide a really effective 
means of seeing to it that agreements reached are carried out in fact, 
then we will be deluding not only ourselves but all the peoples of 
the world who hope and long for real disarmament. In this con
nection, the sections of the Soviet proposals concerning international 
control and inspection still appear to fall short of the minimum safety 
requirements. I t is not clear that the control organ’s inspectors 
can go everywhere and see everything necessary to make sure that 
forbidden munitions are not being manufactured or that nuclear 
weapons are not being secreted. I t  will require some time before 
we will know what is the true Soviet position on this crucial question 
of controls.

The United States wants to see force and the threat of force, in 
all its forms, ended as an instrument of international relations. We 
recognize the urgency of the problem, and we recognize too its diffi
culty. We will neither be deterred by difficulty, nor accept shadow 
for substance, in a matter so gravely affecting the freedom and the 
security of all men.

In this spirit we will give the Soviet position the most responsible 
consideration.

1 Department of State Bulletin, May 30, 1955, p. 900. Press release issued in 
London.
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115. Statement by the Deputy United States Representa
tive on the Disarmament Subcommittee (Wads
worth), May 18, 1955 1

In concert with the other members of the subcommittee, it has 
been agreed that a pause at this point would be valuable. We plan 
to resume our discussions in New York on June 1. Our subcommittee 
has been meeting for almost 3 months. We have examined a great 
many of the complex issues which must be solved in order to achieve 
the end of a general disarmament program called for by the United 
Nations, a program which will protect the interests of all states.

I  have called attention to the fact that the Soviet Union’s proposals 
of May 102 present, in many respects, the Soviet version of proposals 
previously made by various of the Western Powers. However, the 
important fact is not the original authorship of many of these ideas. 
What is important is the fact that, to a measurable degree, the gaps 
between us seem to have been lessened. The United States is pleased 
to have helped bring this about.

Much remains to be done. In doing it, one of our major jobs will 
be to provide a really effective system of safeguards, to make sure 
that both nuclear and conventional disarmament is being carried out. 
This is one important way to contribute to international trust and 
confidence. This trust, this confidence, cannot be created overnight 
by words alone; it will require much more than that. President 
Eisenhower said recently, “There can be no true disarmament with
out peace, and there can be no real peace without very material 
disarmament.” We hope that progress in settling outstanding in
ternational problems and progress toward disarmament will go hand 
in hand. The United States will continue—patiently, realistically, 
persistently—to work for this progress.

1 Department of State Bulletin, May 30, 1955, p. 901. Press release issued in 
London.

2 Ante, doc. 112.
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116. Statement by the French Premier (Faure) at the Ge
neva Conference of Heads of Government: Reduc
tion of Military Expenditures (Extract), July 18, 
1955 1

II. The constructive organisation of peace: Disarmament.
Disarmament is the core of any general organisation for peace. For 

a long time disarmament has been thought of as a Utopia. Today, 
the doubts of statesmen and the fears of the public faced with new 
forms of destruction are putting an end to scepticism.

The studies undertaken by the UNO sub-committee have made con
siderable progress, and it seems that agreement will soon be reached 
on the fixing of limited figures for manpower. But it is still not clear 
how the two main obstacles are to be surmounted, that is to say, control 
and sanctions.

How is control to be exercised by an external authority within any 
given country over armaments which may be camouflaged or dis
persed over wide areas? How, in any case, are sanctions to be ap
plied, even if such a control can be created, to any contraventions it 
may discover?

It is scarcely possible to imagine that such a procedure could be 
effective within the framework of an agreement which had no other 
objective. Any effective limitation of armaments can be ensured only 
within an international organisation with a wider aim and adequate 
powers.

The answer may be a military organisation similar to WEU.2
Equally, it may be an economic organisation (for disarmament is by 

no means a matter of purely military concern). I t is along some 
such lines that we shall find a solution to difficulties which up to now 
have seemed insuperable.

It would not, at the present time, appear to be possible to unite 
the four powers we represent in one organisation endowed with 
common strategic machinery. But, on the other hand, I  believe it 
would be possible to agree upon economic and social co-operation.

1 Conference doc. CF/DOC/3, July 18, 1955, in The Geneva Conference 
of Heads of Government, July 18-28, 1955 (Department of State publication 
6046; 1955), pp. 28-31. See also French proposals of July 21 and Aug. 29, 1955 
(post, docs. 121 and 12g).

2 Western European Union. See Paris Protocols III and IV (Oct. 23, 1954), 
in London and Paris Agreements, Sept ember-0 ctober 1954 (Department of State 
publication 5659 ; 1954), pp. 45-56. Text also printed in American Foreign 
Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents (Department of State publication 6446; 
1957), vol. I, pp. 979-989.

514543— 60—vol. 1------ 33
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How could an economic organisation ensure military disarmament ? 
To answer that question it is necessary only to give to the problem of 
disarmament its full significance—not to look merely at its tradi
tional and negative aspect, but also at the positive aspect which is 
its essential complement.

The problem of disarmament must be linked with that of trans
ferring the productive capacity which would then become available. 
A changeover from unproductive expenditure to productive expendi
ture is difficult within the framework of any one state, since security 
calculations do not depend upon that state alone. But it would 
become possible within a system of collective security, since that 
would cut down the cost of security.

Any reduction of arms potential makes certain budgetary credits 
and means of production available, which may, according to circum
stances, take the form of working hours, power, or material assets.

Every State knows that if it reduces its expenditure on security 
it increases its means of production and its welfare. But no State 
dares take the risk, alone, of cutting down its expenditure on security. 
The problem of security is an international problem. Thus we must 
at the same time internationalise the reduction of expenditure on 
security and the disposal of the resources thus liberated, which would 
otherwise remain unused.

An international organisation would benefit from all the money 
and materials made available by an agreement to limit armaments for 
stock. These assets would be administered by a special, common 
organisation. My suggestion is that they be applied to the tasks of 
aiding and equipping underdeveloped territories and under-privileged 
people.

Such a system would solve the problem of control and sanctions. 
(The only problem which would not be changed by this solution would 
be that of fixing percentages but we have seen that this is the only 
one of the three which can be solved in present conditions).

Control would become world control of a financial and budgetary 
nature. This is much easier than physical control, for the budget is 
a definite document. And, even if such control is not perfect, sanc
tions are automatically ensured and that is the essential point.

The common fund will consist of assets deriving from the appli
cation of the agreed percentage. If, therefore, one of the participants 
maintains his arms potential at a higher level, the concealment and 
the infringement of rules of which he is guilty will penalise to that 
exact extent. The sanction is certain. If at the beginning, it is not 
very considerable, the yearly increase, which is part and parcel of the 
system, will soon make it very formidable indeed.

This new machinery must not put a stop to the investigations which 
are now being made, particularly by UNO, into the technique of
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control. There is no need for this work to be interrupted, since it is 
quite compatible with the new formula we are proposing.

The machinery of international transfer also provides a guarantee 
against a fear of economic recession which often accompanies a policy 
of reducing armaments, since it is feared1 that the contribution 
of each participant to the common fund could be furnished by its 
own national production.

In addition to its technical advantages, this system has a great 
moral advantage. I t would stimulate the interest of world opinion 
in disarmament by appealing to sentiments other than those of fear 
and self-preservation, and by creating international rivalry in human 
generosity. I am not forgetting the objections that may be made. 
I  do not want to go into details. The most important objection is 
in regard to the use of the resources available to the fund.

Some states will be disappointed that the charges levied upon 
them will be used for the benefit of peoples of other lands and of 
countries far away, instead of for their own national development 
or for the reduction of their taxes. There are two replies to that:

(i) There is nothing to prevent any State reducing its military ex
penditure as much as it likes and using this transfer of re
sources as it wishes. The only point with which we are 
concerned here is that of agreed and simultaneous reductions 
which would not have taken place otherwise—a special sort of 
saving. National production will continue as before, but part 
of it will be devoted to charitable aims instead of being put to 
unproductive use.

(ii) There is also nothing to prevent the fund being used to assist 
some of the participants, either because they themselves have 
charge of under-developed peoples, or for other reasons which 
may be laid down. These states, which will become applicants 
for aid after paying their dues, will therefore have to accept 
all the agreed controls both in regard to reducing armaments 
and in the use of the funds.

If  these general ideas are commonly accepted, I suggest that our 
Conference should decide to adopt them and thus to promote a new 
doctrine with regard to disarmament. We could either, under our 
common UNO guarantee, put this forward to the Powers whose mili
tary potential may have to be reduced under agreement, or—and this 
seems to me preferable—we might ourselves decide in principle to 
set up a common organisation, with administrative organs.

1The French text reads as follows : “Le m6camsme du transfert international 
comporte, d’autre part, une garantie contre la crainte de recession d’doonomie 
qui accompagne sowvent une politique de 'reduction d’armements, 6tant observe 
que Vapport de chaque participant au fonds commim pourrait etre fourm par sa 
production rationale” (Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement 
for April to December 1955, p. 28.)
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It is said that our Conference is a first chance. I t  might be a first 
step.

In the course of our reflections on the question of disarmament, 
we cannot forget that it is almost exactly ten years to the day since 
the first atomic bomb was dropped. This terrible but brilliant inven
tion may perhaps have hastened the end of the war, but it must on 
no account be allowed to threaten peace. France does not possess 
the atomic bomb, but my Government has decided to direct its nuclear 
researches towards the peaceful uses of atomic energy. We are in 
all the better position, therefore, for most solemnly demanding that 
we should seek together the means of controlling atomic armaments. 
In my view, we have no right to ignore the anxieties of a world whose 
fate has become one and indivisible.

The inventive genius which has conceived these incredible methods 
of destruction can also find the means of preventing their consequences 
and of using them for the common good.

The real enemy of man is not destruction, but distress. You and I  
can do a great deal today to achieve mankind’s deliverance.

117. Statement by the British Prime Minister (Eden) at 
the Geneva Conference of Heads of Government 
{Extract}, July 18, 1955 1

Now I  must turn to the wider issues of German unification. What 
is the reason why the Berlin Conference failed a year ago ? We must 
examine this as dispassionately as we can in order to see what 
progress we can now make from the apparently fixed positions which 
the great Powers on both sides then felt obliged to take. At the Berlin 
Conference the West proposed the unification of Germany with free 
elections and the free right of Germany of [to] choose her own for
eign policy. Under the so-called Eden Plan2 Germany could have 
chosen either association with the West or association with the East or 
neutrality. But the Soviet Government was unable to accept that 
plan. Yet we all know in our hearts that Germany must be united 
and that a great country cannot be permanently prevented from 
freely deciding its own foreign policy.

The reason why the Berlin Conference failed was because one of 
the Powers there believed that a united Germany, rearmed and exer

1 Conference doc. CF/DOC/4, July 18, 1955, in The Geneva Conference of 
Heads of Government, July 18-28, 1955 (Department of State publication 6046; 
1955), pp. 32-34.

2 British proposal of Jan. 29, 1954; for text, see Foreign Ministers Meetmg. 
Berlin Discussions, January 25-February 18, 1954 (Department of State publi
cation 5399; 1954), pp. 223-225.
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cising its choice to join the NATO alliance, would constitute an 
increased threat to its safety and security. I  am not now going to 
argue whether those fears are justified. In these last ten years there 
have been plenty of occasions for suspicions and alarms. These have 
found expression in heavy armament programmes. To try to deal 
with these issues in their wider aspect we have all agreed to work 
through the Disarmament Commission of the United Nations. We 
welcome the substantial progress which has recently been made there 
and the important measure of common thinking which has now 
emerged between the various proposals of the Western Powers and 
those recently set before us by the Soviet Government. All these 
discussions will go on, but, as we know, the immediate need is to make 
a practical start.

The urgent problem is how to begin the process of reducing ten
sions and removing suspicion and fear. There is also the practical 
question of how we can devise and operate together an effective con
trol of armaments and of armed forces.

To reunify Germany will not of itself increase or reduce any threat 
which may be thought to exist to European security. Everything 
will depend on the conditions under which reunification takes place. 
I  wish therefore now to suggest that we should consider a number of 
iliter-related proposals which are intended to do two things. First, 
they are calculated to meet the apprehension of increased danger 
which some at Berlin felt might follow the acceptance of our plan. 
Secondly, they are intended to make a practical experiment in the 
operative control of armaments. This, if locally successful in Europe, 
might, as it were, extend outwards from the centre to the periphery. 
If  we can once establish a sense of security over the continent of 
Europe—if we can create an effective system to reduce tensions here— 
can we not hope that this first success will be the preliminary for 
wider and more far-reaching understanding? We have therefore 
had in mind certain ideas which we think could be helpful to this end.

As I have said, our purpose is to ensure that the unification of Ger
many and her freedom to associate with countries of her choice shall 
not involve any threat to anybody. There are no doubt many ways 
of doing this. To illustrate what I  have in mind let me give some ex
amples. These will consist partly of actions and partly of assurances. 
Let us take the latter first. We would be prepared to be parties to a 
security pact of which those round this [table] and a united Germany 
might be members. By its terms each country could declare itself 
ready to go to the assistance of the; victim of aggression, whoever it 
might be. There are many forms which such a pact might take. We 
would be ready to examine them and to set out our views about them. 
We would propose to inscribe any such agreement under the authority 
of the United Nations. I t would also be our intention that if any
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member country should break the peace that country would forfeit 
thereby any rights which it enjoys at present under existing 
agreements.

Secondly, we would be ready to discuss and try to reach agreement, 
as to the total of forces and armaments on each side in Germany and 
the countries neighbouring Germany. To do this it would be neces
sary to join in a system of reciprocal control to supervise the arrange
ment effectively. All those represented here would we hope be part
ners in this, together with a united Germany. It would be under
stood that any proposals in this field would not exclude or delay the 
work of the United Nations Disarmament Commission, to which we 
attach great importance.

Is there some further reassurance we can give each other? There is 
one which I  certainly think should be considered. We should be 
ready to examine the possibility of a demilitarised area between East 
and West.

It is true that these ideas are limited in the first instance to the 
area of Europe, but I am sure that they could help us here in practice 
and perhaps as an example. I  will sum them up. There is the sug
gestion of a mutual security pact. There is the prospect of an agree
ment about the total of forces and armaments of the two groups both 
in Germany and in the countries neighbouring Germany. This would 
be subject to reciprocal supervision. There is the concept of a de
militarised area.

If  we could start work on these lines we should have a chance of 
providing a constructive and encouraging plan to ensure peace for 
Europe. These ideas would give real security: and it is for the lack 
of that security that Germany is kept divided today. I  suggest that 
they should be further examined. I  have given only the summary of 
them here.

There are other aspects of our work together which I could have 
mentioned. For instance we would warmly welcome any proposals 
which would result in a greater freedom of movement and exchange 
of contacts between our peoples.

But it seems to me that it will be by our success in achieving some 
practical results about the future of Germany and European security 
that this Conference will be judged. We want to agree on two things: 
the urgent need for the unification of Germany and the broad outline 
of the means by which it can be achieved. I  do not pretend that our 
ideas are anything in the nature of a complete plan but they are the 
outline sketch which once agreed upon could surely be filled in. If 
we can draw up something like this before we leave Geneva at the 
end of this Conference, the peoples of the world will not be 
disappointed.
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118. Soviet Proposal at the Geneva Conference of Heads 
of Government: General European Treaty on Col
lective Security in Europe, July 20, 1955 1

( B a s ic  P r in c i p l e s )

I .

For the purpose of ensuring peace and security and of preventing 
aggression against any state in Europe,

For the purpose of strengthening international cooperation in con
formity with the principles of respect for the independence and sov
ereignty of states and noninterference in their internal affairs, 

Striving to achieve concerted efforts by all European states in 
ensuring collective security in Europe instead of the formation of 
groupings of some European states directed against other European 
states, which gives rise to friction and strained relations among nations 
and aggravates mutual distrust,

Having in view that the establishment of a system of collective 
security in Europe would facilitate the earliest possible settlement 
of the German problem through the unification of Germany on a 
peaceful and democratic basis,

European states, guided by the purposes and principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations[,] conclude a General European Treaty 
on Collective Security in Europe the basic provisions of which are as 
follows:

1. All European states, irrespective of their social systems, and the 
United States of America as well, may become parties to the Treaty 
provided they recognise the purposes and assume the obligations set 
forth in the Treaty.

Pending the formation of a united, peace-loving, democratic Ger
man state, the German Democratic Republic and the German Federal 
Republic may be parties to the Treaty enjoying equal rights with 
other parties thereto. It is understood that after the unification of 
Germany the united German State may be a party to the Treaty 
under general provisions hereof.

The conclusion of the Treaty on Collective Security in Europe shall 
not affect the competence of the four powers—the U.S.S.R., the U.S.A., 
the United Kingdom and France—to deal with the German problem,

1 Conference doc. CF/DOC/6, in The Geneva Conference of Heads of Govern
ment, July 18-28, 1955 (Department of State publication 6046; 1955), pp. 48-51. 
See also Soviet draft treaty of Feb. 10, 1954 (Foreign Ministers Meeting: Berlin 
Discussions, January 25-February 18, 1954 (Department of State publication 
5399; 1954), pp. 231-232) and Soviet proposal of Oct. 31, 1955 (post, doc. 139).
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which shall be settled in accordance with decisions previously taken 
by the Four Powers.

2. The States-parties to the Treaty undertake to refrain from ag
gression against one another and also to refrain from having recourse 
to the threat or use of force in their international relations and, in 
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, to settle any dis
pute that may arise among them by peaceful means and in such a way 
as not to endanger international peace and security in Europe.

3. Whenever, in the view of any State-party to the Treaty, there 
is danger of an armed attack in Europe against one or more of the 
States-parties to the Treaty, they shall consult one another in order 
to take effective steps to remove the danger and to maintain security 
in Europe.

4. An armed attack in Europe against one or several States-parties 
to the Treaty by any state or group of states shall be deemed to be an 
attack against all the Parties. In the event of such an attack, each 
of the Parties, exercising the right of individual or collective self- 
defence, shall assist the state or states so attacked by all the means at 
its disposal, including the use of armed force, for the purpose of 
re-establishing and maintaining international peace and security in 
Europe.

5. The States-parties to the Treaty undertake jointly to discuss and 
determine as soon as possible the procedure under which assistance, 
including military assistance, shall be provided by the States-parties 
to the Treaty in the event of a situation in Europe requiring a col
lective effort for the re-establishment and maintenance of peace in 
Europe.

6. The States-parties to the Treaty, in conformity with the provi
sions of the Charter of the United Nations, shall immediately inform 
the Security Council of the United Nations, of any action taken or 
envisaged for the purpose of exercising the right of self-defence or 
of maintaining peace and security in Europe.

7. The States-parties to the Treaty undertake not to participate in 
any coalition or alliance and not to conclude agreements the objectives 
of which are contrary to the purposes of the Treaty on Collective 
Security in Europe.

8. The States-parties to the Treaty undertake to promote a broad 
economic and cultural cooperation among themselves as well as with 
other states through the development of trade and other economic 
relations, the expansion of cultural ties on a basis excluding any dis
crimination or restrictions which hamper such cooperation.

9. In order to implement the provisions of the Treaty concerning 
consultation among its Parties and to consider questions arising in
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connection with the task of ensuring security in Europe, the following 
shall be provided for:

(a) Regular or, when required, special conferences at which each 
State shall be represented by a member of its government or by some 
other specially designated representative;

(b) The setting up of a permanent consultative political committee 
the duty of which shall be the preparation of appropriate recommen
dations to the governments of the States-parties to the Treaty;

(c) The setting up of a military consultative organ the terms of 
reference of which shall be specified in due course.

10. Recognising the special responsibility of the permanent mem
bers of the United Nations Security Council for the maintenance of 
international peace and security, the States-parties to the Treaty shall 
invite the Government of the Chinese People’s Republic to designate 
representatives to the organs set up in accordance with the Treaty 
in the capacity of observers.

11. The present Treaty shall not impair in any way the obligations 
of European states under international treaties and agreements to 
which they are party, provided the principles and purposes of such 
agreements are in conformity with those of the present Treaty.

II.
12. The States-parties to the Treaty agree that during the first 

period (two or three years) of the implementation of measures for 
the establishment of the system of collective security in Europe under 
the present Treaty they shall not be relieved of the obligations 
assumed by them under existing treaties and agreements.

At the same time the States-parties to existing treaties and agree
ments which provide for military commitments shall refrain from 
the use of armed force and shall settle by peaceful means all the dis
putes that may arise between them. Consultations shall also take 
place between the parties to the corresponding treaties and agreements 
in case any differences or disputes arise among them which might 
constitute a threat to the maintenance of peace in Europe.

13. Pending the conclusion of agreements on the reduction of arma
ments and the prohibition of atomic weapons and on the withdrawal 
of foreign troops from the territories of European countries, the 
States-parties to the Treaty undertake not to take any further steps 
to increase their armed forces on the territories of other European 
states under treaties and agreements concluded by them previously.

14. The States-parties to the Treaty agree that on the expiration 
of an agreed time-limit from the entry into force of the present
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Treaty, the Warsaw Treaty of May 14, 1955,1 the Paris Agreements 
of October 23, 1954,2 and the North Atlantic Treaty of April 4,19498 
shall become ineffective.

15. The duration of the Treaty shall be 50 years.

119. Soviet Proposal at the Geneva Conference of Heads 
of Government: Decision on the Reduction of Arma
ments and the Prohibition of Atomic Weapons, 
July 21, 1955 4

I

To lessen tension in the relations between States, to consolidate 
mutual confidence between them and to remove the threat of a new 
war, the Heads of Government of the Soviet Union, the United States 
of America, the United Kingdom, and France recognise the need to 
strive to achieve the earliest possible conclusion of an International 
Convention on the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of 
atomic weapons.

As a result of the exchange of opinions on the reduction of arma
ments and the prohibition of atomic weapons they have agreed on 
the following:

1. The level of the armed forces of the USA, the USSR, and 
China shall be established at from 1 to 1.5 million men for each; that 
of the United Kingdom and France, at 650,000 men for each, while 
the level provided for China as well as other questions bearing on the 
armed forces of China shall be the subject of consideration in which 
the Government of the People’s Republic of China is to participate.

The level of the armed forces of all other States shall not exceed
150,000 to 200,000 men and shall be agreed upon at an appropriate 
international conference.

2. After the armed forces and conventional armaments have been 
reduced to the extent of 75 per cent of the agreed reductions, a com
plete prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons shall come into 
effect. The elimination of such weapons from the armaments of States

1 American Foreign Policy, 1950—1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 1239-1242.
2 London and Paris Agreements, September-October 1954 (Department of State 

publication 5659; 1954), pp. 30 ff.
8 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815.
4 Conference doc. CF/DOC/11, July 21, 1955, in The Geneva Conference of

Heads of Government, July 18-23, 1955 (Department of State publication 6046;
1955), pp. 55-56.
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and their destruction shall be completed in the course of the reduction 
of armaments, covering the final 25 per cent of the agreed, reductions. 
All atomic materials shall thereafter be used exclusively for peaceful 
purposes.

3. Simultaneously with the initiation of measures to effect the 
reduction of armaments and armed forces, and before the entry into 
force of the agreement on the complete prohibition of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons, the Four Powers shall solemnly pledge them
selves not to use nuclear weapons which they shall regard as pro
hibited to them. Exceptions to this rule may be permitted for pur
poses of defence against aggression, when a decision to that effect is 
taken by the Security Council.

4. As one of the first measures for the execution of the programme 
for the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weap
ons, States possessing atomic and hydrogen weapons pledge themselves 
to discontinue tests of these weapons.

5. Effective international control shall be established over the imL 
plementation of measures for the reduction of armaments and the 
prohibition of atomic weapons.

6. The Heads of Government of the Four Powers have instructed 
the Foreign Ministers to endeavour to reach necessary agreement on 
the still unsettled aspects of the above-mentioned Convention, which 
is to be considered in the United Nations.

I I

At the same time, the Heads of Government of the Soviet Union, 
the United States of America, the United Kingdom and France, fully 
determined not to permit the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons, 
which are weapons of mass destruction of people, and to deliver 
nations from the threat of a destructive atomic war, solemnly declare, 
that:

Pending the conclusion of the International Convention on the 
reduction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weapons, the 
Soviet Union, the United States of America, the United Kingdom 
and France undertake not to be the first to use atomic and hydrogen 
weapons against any country and they call upon all other states to 
join this Declaration.
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120. Statement by President Eisenhower at the Geneva 
Conference of Heads of Government: Aerial In
spection and Exchange of Military Blueprints, July 
21, 1955 1

Disarmament is one of the most important subjects on our agenda. 
I t  is also extremely difficult. In recent years the scientists have dis
covered methods of making weapons many, many times more destruc
tive of opposing armed forces—but also of homes, and industries and 
lives—than ever known or even imagined before. These same scien
tific discoveries have made much more complex the problems of limi
tation and control and reduction of armament.

After our victory as Allies in World War II, my country rapidly 
disarmed. Within a few years our armament was at a very low level. 
Then events occurred beyond our borders which caused us to realize 
that we had disarmed too much. For our own security and to safe
guard peace we needed greater strength. Therefore we proceeded to 
rearm and to associate with others in a partnership for peace and for 
mutual security.

The American people are determined to maintain and if necessary 
increase this armed strength for as long a period as is necessary to 
safeguard peace and to maintain our security.

But we know that a mutually dependable system for less armament 
on the part of all nations would be a better way to safeguard peace 
and to maintain our security.

I t  would ease the fears of war in the anxious hearts of people every
where. I t would lighten the burdens upon the backs of the people. 
I t  would make it possible for every nation, great and small, developed 
and less developed, to advance the standards of living of its people, 
to attain better food, and clothing, and shelter, more of education 
and larger enjoyments of life.

Therefore the United States Government is prepared to enter into 
a sound and reliable agreement making possible the reduction of arma
ment. I  have directed that an intensive and thorough study of this 
subject be made within our own government. From these studies, 
which are continuing, a very important principle is emerging to which 
I  referred in my opening statement on Monday.2

No sound and reliable agreement can be made unless it is completely 
covered by an inspection and reporting system adequate to support 
every portion of the agreement.

1 The Geneva Conference of Heads of Government, July 18-23, 1955 (Depart
ment of State publication 6046; 1955), pp. 56-59.

2IMd., pp. ia-22.
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The lessons of history teach us that disarmament agreements with
out adequate reciprocal inspection increase the dangers of war and do 
not brighten the prospects of peace.

Thus it is my view that the priority attention of our combined study 
of disarmament should be upon the subject of inspection and reporting.

Questions suggest themselves.
How effective an inspection system can be designed which would 

be mutually and reciprocally acceptable within our countries and the 
other nations of the world ? How would such a system operate ? 
What could it accomplish?

Is certainty against surprise aggression attainable by inspection? 
Could violations be discovered promptly and effectively counteracted ?

We have not as yet been sCble to discover any scientific or other 
inspection method which would make certain of the elimination of 
nuclear weapons.1 So far as we are aware no other nation has made 
such a discovery. Our study of this problem is continuing. We have 
not as yet been able to discover any accounting or other inspection 
method of being certain of the true budgetary facts of total expendi
tures for armament. Our study of this problem is continuing. We 
by no means exclude the possibility of finding useful checks in these 
fields.

As you can see from these statements, it is our impression that many 
past proposals of disarmament are more sweeping than can be insured 
by effective inspection.

Gentlemen, since I  have been working on this memorandum to pre
sent to this Conference, I  have been searching my heart and mind 
for something that I  could say here that could convince everyone of 
the great sincerity of the United States in approaching this problem 
of disarmament.

I  should address myself for a moment principally to the Delegates 
from the Soviet Union, because our two great countries admittedly 
possess new and terrible weapons in quantities which do give rise in 
other parts of the world, or reciprocally, to the fears and dangers of 
surprise attack.

I  propose, therefore, that we take a practical step, that we begin an 
arrangement, very quickly, as between ourselves—immediately. 
These steps would include:

To give to each other a complete blueprint of our military establish
ments, from beginning to end, from one end of our countries to the 
other; lay out the establishments and provide the blueprints to each 
other.

Next, to provide within our countries facilities for aerial photog
raphy to the other country—we to provide you the facilities within

1 Cf. Mr. Stassen’s statement of Sept. 6,1955 (post, doc. 132).
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our country, ample facilities for aerial reconnaissance, where you can 
make all the pictures you choose and take them to your own country to 
study, you to provide exactly the same facilities for us and we to make 
these examinations, and by this step to convince the world that we 
are providing as between ourselves against the possibility of great 
surprise attack, thus lessening danger and relaxing tension. Likewise 
we will make more easily attainable a comprehensive and effective 
system of inspection and disarmament, because what I propose, I 
assure you, would be but a beginning.

Now from my statements I believe you will anticipate my sugges
tion. I t is that we instruct our representatives in the Subcommittee 
on Disarmament in discharge of their mandate from the United Na
tions to give priority effort to the study of inspection and reporting. 
Such a study could well include a step by step testing of inspection 
and reporting methods.

The United States is ready to proceed in the study and testing 
of a reliable system of inspections and reporting, and when that system 
is proved, then to reduce armaments with all others to the extent 
that the system will provide assured results.

The successful working out of such a system would do much to 
develop the mutual confidence which will open wide the avenues of 
progress for all our peoples.

The quest for peace is the stateman’s most exacting duty. Security 
of the nation entrusted to his care is his greatest responsibility. 
Practical progress to lasting peace is his fondest hope. Yet in pursuit 
of his hope he must not betray the trust placed in him as guardian 
of the people’s security. A sound peace—with security, justice, well
being, and freedom for the people of the world—can be achieved, 
but only by patiently and thoughtfully following a hard and sure 
and tested road.

121. British Memorandum Submitted at the Geneva Con
ference of Heads of Government: Joint Inspection 
in Europe, July 21, 1955 1

The United Kingdom Delegation propose that, as a means of 
increasing mutual confidence in Europe, consideration should be given 
to the establishment of a system of joint inspection of the forces now 
confronting each other in Europe. In specified areas of agreed extent

. 1 Conference doc. CF/DOC/14, July 21, 1955, in The Geneva Conference of 
Heads of Government, July 18-28, 1955 (Department of State publication 6046; 
1955), p. 59.



DOCUMENT 122 : JULY 21, 1955 489*

on either side of the line dividing Eastern and Western Europe joint 
inspecting teams would operate by mutual consent.

This project would provide opportunity for the practical test on 
a limited scale of international inspection of forces in being and 
would provide valuable experience and lessons for use over a wider 
field in the future.

The willingness of the Four Governments to accept such inspection 
would moreover demonstrate their determination to reduce inter
national tension in Europe.

The system of inspection here proposed is without prejudice to 
the work of the United Nations Disarmament Sub-Committee. I t 
is also distinct from the proposals put forward by the United King
dom Delegation for the limitation, control and inspection of forces 
and armaments in connection with European security.1

122. French Memorandum on Disarmament Submitted 
at the Geneva Conference of Heads of Govern
ment, July 21, 1955 2

At the opening session of the Geneva Conference, the French Prime 
Minister explained the reasons which lead him to believe that the first 
condition of a lasting peace is progress towards disarmament.3 As
sistance to the peoples of the under-developed territories in improv
ing their general living conditions constitutes a second reason.

The French Government believes that these two forms of activity 
should be carried out side by side, and that the possibility of establish
ing an organic link between them should be investigated. Such a 
link would make it possible, at least in part, to solve the problem of 
control and of sanctions in regard to disarmament.

The French Government proposes that a reduction in the amount of 
military expenditure borne by the states be agreed by them, and that 
the financial resources thus made available be, either in whole or in 
part, allocated to international expenditure on equipment and mutual 
aid.

The essentially financial aspect of these proposals must be stressed. 
It will allow an overall view to be taken of military problems at a high 
level, and will make possible the transfer of military expenditure to

x Ante, doc. 117.
2 Conference doc. CF/DOC/13, July 21, 1955, in The Geneva Conference of 

Heads of Government, July 18-23, 1955 (Department of State publication 6046; 
1955), pp. 60-62.

8 Ante, doc. 116.
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productive expenditure at international level, for which purpose the 
national framework has been shown to be too limited.

A variety of problems will be created by the application of these 
provisions—the collection and distribution of the financial resources, 
and the methods of administering them—and this memorandum is 
designed to make certain proposals in that regard.

(1) In order to establish the basis of the contribution to be made, 
each of the governments concerned would declare annually the amount 
it intended to appropriate for military expenditure during a period 
of twelve months, in effect, the amount laid down in the budget.

The first statement would concern the twelve-monthly period 
covered by the budget for the current year.

The declarations made by the states would be sent to an International 
Secretariat, whose chief task would be to ensure that a common defini
tion of military expenditure was interpreted in the same sense by all 
the states. In order to make this possible, the Secretariat would re
ceive copies of the civil and military budgets presented by each gov
ernment to the parliamentary organs which, according to the consti
tution of its own state, have to vote or approve the budget. The 
Secretariat would also lay down a common nomenclature for all 
states, and would draw up a list of the categories of military expend
iture, subject to any agreements reached, and according to the pro
gramme for the progressive application and control of disarmament.

The percentage reduction of military expenditure in any annual 
budget in relation to a preceding budget could be laid down for future 
years by agreement between the governments concerned. This would 
make it possible to calculate the amounts to be allocated to the Inter
national Fund for Equipment and Mutual Aid.

The amounts to be levied during the years concerned should be 
progressive, in order to lay stress on the need for disarmament. These 
amounts could be related either to the figure of actual military ex
penditure, or, if the Powers fix a common “normal” level of military 
expenditure in relation either to their national expenditure or to 
some other criterion, they could apply to the excess of such expendi
ture over the normal figure thus defined. This second formula would 
have the advantage of linking the size of the allocation more closely 
to the unduly high level of military expenditure maintained by some 
states.

(2) The use of the resources of the I.F.E.M.A. would be super
vised by the International Secretariat, whose task it would be to 
ensure their use according to four criteria:

(i) In order that the peoples of the states concerned may be asso
ciated with the results of disarmament, the amount of contribution 
due from each state should be reduced, on the basis of the formula
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laid down, by part of the reduction in expenditure effected in the mili
tary budget between one financial year and the next. Each country 
would thus be able to make internal transfers according to whatever 
method it liked.

(ii) Each state contributing to the fund should be in a position 
to use a portion of its contribution, to be defined, for the benefit of 
states or territories with which it is constitutionally linked. All 
that would be necessary would be to prove to the International Secre
tariat the need for such expenditure.

(iii) A part of the remainder of the available funds would have 
to be used to place orders of all kinds in the countries providing the 
funds. This provision would prevent the reduction of armament 
expenditure from reacting unfavourably on the level of economic 
activity of each country by guaranteeing the existence of a certain 
number of orders to take the place of orders for military supplies.

(iv) The balance would be used at international level, without any 
special restrictions, on equipment for underdeveloped territories.. 
This allocation would be made in close cooperation with the interna
tional organisations within the framework of the United Nations, or 
even by those organisations themselves. I t is, perhaps, worthwhile 
to stress the point that any states increasing their military expendi
ture would exclude themselves from the benefits to be obtained from 
the I.F.E.M.A.

(3) The United States, the U.S.S.K., the United Kingdom and 
France would, of course, be associated with the procedure to be laid 
down. As, however, these four nations are all represented on the Sub- 
Committee of the Disarmament Commission of the U.N. of which 
Canada is also a member, it might be best to entrust to that Sub- 
Committee the task of determining the methods of applying this plan 
for disarmament and transfer.

I  should like to submit the following merely as suggestions:—
a) The administration of the fund could be carried out by a mana

gerial organ associated with the International Secretariat. Both these 
bodies could come under a common political authority on which, for 
instance, the appropriate Ministers of the Four Powers might sit.

b) The use of the resources of the fund might be supervised by the 
managerial organ, which would not necessarily be composed only of 
representatives of the Four Powers and of the nations prepared to 
adhere to the principles set out in this memorandum, but also of repre
sentatives of countries benefiting from the resources of the Inter
national Fund for Mutual Aid.

c) So far as the application of the plan is concerned, recourse to 
existing organisations such as the International Bank for Reconstruc
tion and Development and certain organs of the United Nations might

51454a— 60— vol. 1-------34
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be considered to avoid the creation of an international administrative 
organ, which would duplicate the work of thbse already functioning 
to the general satisfaction.

d) The political authority alone would be competent to fix the 
amount of the contribution from each state. There might be alterna
tive methods of procedure, according to whether the state concerned 
accepted financial supervision or not. If it refused, the contribution 
would be arrived at by applying the progressive rate of the levy to the 
figure of military expenditure declared for the first year. If it ac
cepted, the contribution would be fixed on the figure of military ex
penditure for the current financial year as verified by the International 
Secretariat. The only choice open to the political authority, voting 
according to a procedure to be defined, would be between the figure 
determined by the International Secretariat and, in case of rejection, 
the contribution of a lump sum.

The proposals contained in this memorandum could be studied im
mediately by the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission 
of the U.N., if the Four Powers represented here gave the necessary 
instructions to that effect to their respective delegates.

123- Geneva Directive of the Heads of Government to 
the Foreign Ministers, July 23, 1955 1

The Heads of Government of France, the United Kingdom, the 
U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A., guided by the desire to contribute to the 
relaxation of international tension and to the consolidation of confi
dence between states, instruct their Foreign Ministers to continue the 
consideration of the following questions with regard to which an ex
change of views has taken place at the Geneva Conference, and to pro
pose effective means for their solution, taking account of the close link 
between the reunification of Germany and the problems of European 
security, and the fact that the successful settlement of each of these 
problems would serve the interests of consolidating peace.
1. European Security and Germany

For the purpose of establishing European security with due regard 
to the legitimate interests of all nations and their inherent right to 
individual and collective self-defence, the Ministers are instructed to 
consider various proposals to this end, including the following: A

1 Conference doc. CF/DOC/25, July 23, 1955, in The Geneva Conference of 
Beads of Government, July 18-28, 1956 (Department of State publication 6046; 
1955), pp. 67-68.
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security pact for Europe or for a part of Europe, including provisions 
for the assumption by member nations of an obligation not to resort to 
force and to deny assistance to an aggressor; limitation, control, and 
inspection in regard to armed forces and armaments; establishment 
between East and West of a zone in which the disposition of armed 
forces will be subject to mutual agreement; and also to consider other 
possible proposals pertaining to the solution of this problem.

The Heads of Government, recognizing their common responsi
bility for the settlement of the German question and the re-unification 
of Germany, have agreed that the settlement of the German question 
and the re-unification of Germany by means of free elections shall be 
carried out in conformity with the national interests of the German 
people and the interests of European security. The Foreign Min
isters will make whatever arrangements they may consider desirable 
for the participation of, or for consultation with, other interested 
parties.
2. Disarmament

The Four Heads of Government,
Desirous of removing the threat of war and lessening the burden 

of armaments,
Convinced of the necessity, for secure peace and for the welfare of 

mankind, of achieving a system for the control and reduction of all 
armaments and armed forces under effective safeguards,

Recognizing that achievements in this field would release vast ma
terial resources to be devoted to the peaceful economic development of 
nations, for raising their well-being, as well as for assistance to under
developed countries,

Agree:
(1) for these purposes to work together to develop an acceptable 

system for disarmament through the Sub-Committee of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission;

(2) to instruct their representatives in the Sub-Committee in the 
discharge of their mandate from the United Nations to take account in 
their work of the views and proposals advanced by the Heads of 
Government at this Conference;

(3) to propose that the next meeting of the Sub-Committee be held 
on August 29,1955, at New York;

(4) to instruct the Foreign Ministers to take note of the proceedings 
in the Disarmament Commission, to take account of the views and 
proposals advanced by the Heads of Government at this Conference 
and to consider whether the four Governments can take any further 
useful initiative in the field of disarmament.
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3. Development of Contacts between East and West
The Foreign Ministers should by means of experts study measures,, 

including those possible in organs and agencies of the United Nations,, 
which could (a) bring about a progressive elimination of barriers 
which interfere with free communications and peaceful trade be
tween people and (b) bring about such freer contacts and exchanges as 
are to the mutual advantage of the countries and peoples concerned.
4. The Foreign Ministers of the Four Powers will meet at Geneva 
during October to initiate their consideration of these questions and 
to determine the organisation of their work.

124. Senate Resolution 71: Reduction in Armaments 
With a View To Improving World Living Stand
ards, July 28, 1955 1

Whereas low living standards are one of the primary causes for war 
and improved living standards promote peace; and 

Whereas such improved living standards can be attained only if 
world resources, both human and material, are devoted in increas
ing amounts to peaceful purposes; and 

Whereas a major power has recently announced an increase in its 
armaments budget and has proclaimed as policy the expansion of 
arms production and war-supporting industry at the sacrifice of 
civilian production: Therefore be it
Resolved, That the President of the United States be requested to 

present to the United Nations this proposal to explore the possibilities 
of limiting the proportion of every nation’s resources devoted to 
military purposes, both direct and indirect, so as to increase steadily 
the proportion devoted to improving the living levels of the people; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That any such limitation provide adequate means of, 
inspection and control and be made part of any comprehensive 
regulation, limitation, and balanced reduction of all armed forces 
and armaments; and be it further 

Resolved, That the exploration of the possibilities of this method of 
disarmament t>e pursued to gain recognition for the principle that 
the way any government divides its resources can be taken as a 
measure of its peaceful or aggressive intent; also for the principle'

1 Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on Disarmament, 
Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919^55 (Committee 
print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 79G-797.
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that high living standards constitute an automatic built-in deterrent 
against aggression and that any nation which deliberately and per
sistently holds down the living levels of its people to build military 
power is a threat to world security; also for the principle that the 
conversion time that must elapse before resources can be shifted 
from peaceful to war purposes can be used as a basis for preventing 
possible aggression before it takes place; and be it further 

Resolved, That to implement these principles consideration be given 
to the following:

An adequate number of key resources be selected and standards be 
drawn up for determining what ratio of each of these resources 
should be set as a maximum ceiling limiting the proportion of each 
of these resources, which may be utilized for military purposes.

Along with each such ceiling adequate measures of inspection and 
control be enforced to prevent the diversion or conversion for military 
purposes of resources committed for peaceful uses, also that any 
such acts of diversion or conversion be considered automatic evidence 
of aggressive intent.

The ceilings limiting the possible military uses should be set to 
attain a major increase in living levels, to provide adequate warning 
before any of these resources can be converted to war production and 
to contribute to other arms and armament controls.

These ceilings be subject to periodic revision by agreement among 
the participating nations with the view of providing balanced security 
and progressively to increase the proportion of all resources to be 
oommitted to peaceful uses, provided that it be recognized a “freeze” 
of existing resources allocations cannot be taken as a starting stage 
because it would freeze a pattern of continuing aggression for some 
nations, while keeping others relatively defenseless.

Ceilings upon the military uses of these key resources be established 
to the end that no nation’s economic expansion be curbed.

In setting such ceilings, allowance be made for the special economic 
needs of individual nations, particularly those with underdeveloped 
economies; and be it further 

Resolved, That the President be further requested to direct the 
appropriate Government agencies to complete studies now underway, 
or to undertake any new studies that might be needed to carry through 
the objectives of this resolution.
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125. Address by the Soviet Premier (Bulganin) to the 
Supreme Soviet [Extract}, August 4, 1955 1

In the Soviet Government’s opinion, the main task in discussing 
the disarmament question consists at the present time in finding a 
way of narrowing the gap between the positions of the great powers.

As the President of the United States justly remarked, “every dis
armament plan boils down to the question of control and inspection.”

The Soviet Government considers that at the present moment the 
necessary conditions for such an international control, which would 
have the confidence of all states and would fully correspond with the 
interests of international security, do not exist.

At the Geneva conference the President of the United States, Mr. 
Eisenhower, came forward with the proposal to organize an exchange 
of military information between the Soviet Union and the United 
States and to permit both countries aerial photographic reconnaissance 
of each other’s territory.

With due respect to the striving to find a solution for the compli
cated problem of international control, which is contained in this 
proposal, one cannot but say at the same time, that the real effective
ness of such measures would not be great.

During unofficial talks with the leaders of the United States Gov
ernment we straightforwardly declared that aerophotography cannot 
give the expected results, because both countries stretch over vast 
territories in which[,] if desired, one can conceal anything. One must 
also take into consideration the fact that the proposed plan touches 
only the territories belonging to the two countries, leaving out the 
armed forces and military constructions situated in the territories 
of other states.

126. Tass Statement Regarding Reduction of Soviet 
Forces, August 12, 1955 2

The recent developments and particularly the results of the Geneva 
Conference of the heads of Government of the Four Powers show 
that a certain relaxation of international tensions has been achieved.

With a view to promoting the relaxation of international tension 
and establishing confidence among the nations, the Soviet Govern

1 New York Times, Aug. 5, 1955.
2 Moscow radio broadcast, Aug. 12, 1955.
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ment has decided to reduce the Armed Forces of the Soviet Union by
640,000 men by Dec. 15,1955.

(Those?) to be demobilized from the Army and the Navy shall be 
insured employment at industrial establishments, on state farms and 
collective farms in their respective places of residence.

127- Statement by Secretary of State Dulles on Reduc
tion of Soviet Armed Forces, August 16, 1955 1

In view of the interest which is attached to the Soviet announce
ment about reduction of armed forces, I  have prepared a statement 
on that which I will read to you, copies of which will be available by 
the time you leave the room.

We welcome the Soviet decision to reduce its armed forces by
640,000 men by December 15, 1955, as reported by Tass. If carried 
out, this action will be in keeping with the general atmosphere of the 
Geneva Conference. The reduction appears to reflect Soviet recog
nition of the peaceful purposes of the United States and its allies, and 
of the fact that, as President Eisenhower said at Geneva, the United 
States will never be a party to aggression.2 What other factors may 
lie behind the announced Soviet action we do not know. As the 
report itself stated, the release of men from the armed forces will 
make them available for employment in industry and agriculture.

So far as we are aware, this would be the first significant reduction 
in the number of Soviet armed manpower in the past 8 years.

The military significance of the Soviet reduction is not easy to 
judge. No official information has ever been provided as to the size 
of Soviet armed forces and reserves, or the allocation among the 
various services, or the weapons systems at their disposal. Even after 
this reduction, however, Soviet standing forces will certainly still be 
much larger than those of the United States. Moreover, the number 
of men under arms is only one element of military strength. The 
Soviet Union also maintains very large organized reserves of men and 
equipment capable of being mobilized rapidly. And the capacity to 
utilize modern weapons greatly affects the value of mere numbers in 
the armed forces. Thus, the United States has been able to cut its 
armed forces from 3.5 million to 2.9 million over the past 2 years.

These factors indicate why full information regarding armed forces 
and effective inspection to verify the facts are necessary for any

x Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 29, 1955, pp. 338-339. Made at a news 
conference. if

2 The Geneva Conference of Heads of Government, July 18-23, 1955 (Depart
ment of State publication 6046; 1955), p. 47.
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meaningful and intelligent approach to the problem of international 
control and reduction of armament. The United States has long 
sought to build this foundation. President Eisenhower’s proposal at 
Geneva for exchange of information and for aerial inspection1 is the 
latest United States initiative in this field. The United States hopes 
that the United Nations Subcommittee on Disarmament can make 
progress toward establishing a reliable international system of inspec
tion as it resumes its activities in New York 2 weeks from now.

128. French Paper Submitted to the Disarmament Sub
committee: Draft Agreement on the Financial 
Supervision of Disarmament and the Allocation for 
Peaceful Purposes of the Funds Made Available, 
August 29, 1955 2

1. The purpose of the present agreement is to institute financial 
supervision of military expenditure, together with a system of penal
ties, for the purpose of encouraging disarmament. It provides for 
the allocation of the funds thus made available for the improvement 
of levels of living and the development of under-developed areas.

2. This form of financial supervision has an economic purpose. 
By ensuring the automatic transfer of part of the savings effected 
on military expenditure to orders for goods for peaceful purposes, 
the agreement averts the threat of an economic crisis which might 
be brought about by mass disarmament carried out within a short 
period of time.

3. The agreement provides certain advantages for States which, 
in a form recognized as accurate and complete by the supervisory 
body, submit evidence of the implementation of the budgetary re
ductions which they have agreed to make. States will agree to reduce 
their total military expenditure by a percentage that will increase 
from year to year, the increase in the percentage from one year to 
the next being based on the amount of the original defence budget. 
However, once evidence of the reductions has been accepted as being 
accurate and complete, this percentage will, for the current budgetary 
year, refer only to the actual amount of expenditure—that is to say, 
to a lower sum.

1 Ante, doc. 120.
2 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/27, Aug. 29, 1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 16), in Dis

armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 1955, 
pp. 25-27.
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4. The amounts thus made available will be transferred to an 
international fund which will ensure that they are used in accord
ance with the criteria laid down by the agreement.

5. The computation, administration and distribution of these re
sources will be assured by an international fund for development 
and mutual assistance, hereinafter called “the Fund”.

6. Upon the entry into force of the convention for the reduction 
of conventional armaments and armed forces, the abolition of weap
ons of mass destruction and the setting up of a control, the percentage 
reductions in military expenditure envisaged in the agreement will 
be calculated in such a way as to correspond to the reductions in con
ventional armaments and armed forces and the abolition of weapons 
of mass destruction as provided for in connexion with each stage of 
the disarmament convention.

A r t ic l e  I  
Powers of the Fvmd

1. The Fund shall collect the resources released by each State party 
in conformity with the provisions of the agreement or the disarma
ment convention. I t shall verify their allocation or proceed to allo
cate them in accordance with the principles set forth below.

2. The Fund shall comprise the following organs:
{a) An executive board, appointed by the States parties to the 

convention, on which the contributing and the recipient countries 
shall be assured of balanced representation;

(b) A standing executive committee;
(c) An international secretariat under the supervision of a director.
3. The Board shall receive and approve the reports of the Stand- 

, ing Executive Committee and of the Director. I t  shall, on the ad
vice of the Standing Executive Committee, decide upon the disposi
tion of the resources placed at the disposal of the Fund. It shall 
deal with statutory and general administrative questions.

A r t ic l e  I I  
Collection of resources

1. The standing executive committee shall be notified of the pro
gramme for the reduction of military expenditure agreed upon jointly 
by the Governments concerned. The programme shall determine the 
scale of the rates applied to the initial volume of military expenditure 
on the basis of which the annual amount of the contribution payable 
by the States shall be determined. This amount shall be assessed 
each year against the initial military appropriation of each State.

2. Nevertheless, if the information supplied by the States is rec
ognized as being accurate and complete by the standing executive
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committee, the percentage shall be applied to the actual amount of 
military expenditure for the relevant financial year and not to the 
initial appropriation.

3. The standing executive committee shall, in accordance with these 
principles, compute the amounts to be allocated to the Fund. For 
this purpose, all documents relating to military expenditure shall be 
communicated to the Committee.

4. In particular, the standing executive committee shall ensure 
that the common definition of military expenditure is interpreted 
by all States in the same spirit, and to this end it shall request the 
civil and military budgets that are submitted to the institutions 
which, under the constitutional procedures of each State, are re
sponsible for voting upon or approving the budget.

5. I t shall lay down criteria and make all practical arrangements 
for rendering the defence expenditures of the States parties com
parable, either among themselves or in relation to the total expendi
ture of each State. For this purpose, it shall establish a common 
nomenclature, including a list of categories of expenditure of a mili
tary nature. I t shall then make a comparative study of the documents 
submitted to it by the States parties and shall submit a detailed report 
to the States parties and, upon the conclusion of a disarmament con
vention, to the standing committee provided for therein.

A r t ic l e  I II

Allocation of resources
1. The standing executive committee shall issue general instruc

tions to the director. It shall supervise the administration and dis
tribution of the resources of the Fund.

2. The resources shall be allocated in accordance with the follow
ing criteria:

{a) One part of the resources made available shall be left at the 
disposal of each Government concerned, which will thus be able to 
make such internal transfers as it considers appropriate;

(b) One part of the resources shall also be retained by each State 
for the economic and financial development of the States or territories 
with which it is linked constitutionally, the amount being in propor
tion to the size of the population of such States or territories;

(c) The remaining amounts shall be made available to the Fund 
to be allocated for the development of under-developed areas; 75 
per cent shall be used for orders to be placed in the countries which 
provide the funds.

3. In preparing the statutes of the Fund, the executive board of 
the Fund shall define the relations of the Fund with the United
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Nations, in particular the Technical Assistance Administration, and 
with the specialized agencies, such as the International Bank for Re
construction and Development.

129. United States Outline Plan for the Implementa
tion of President Eisenhower’s Aerial Inspection 
Proposal, Submitted to the Disarmament Subcom
mittee, August 30, 1955 1

1. Purpose
The purpose of this outline plan is to translate the proposal made 

by President Eisenhower on 21 July 19552 at the Conference of Heads 
of Government of the four great Powers into terms of reference, a 
concept, and an outline of procedures. The details are subject to 
negotiation within the principles stated by the President.

2. Terms of reference
(a) The term “blueprint of military establishments” is defined as 

consisting of the identification, strength, command structure and dis
position of personnel, units and equipment of all major land, sea and 
air forces, including organized reserves and para-military forces; 
and a complete list of military plants, facilities, and installations 
with their locations.

(&) Each nation has recognized the need for ground observers, 
and these will be stationed at key locations within the other country 
for the purpose of allowing them to certify the accuracy of the fore
going information and to give warning of evidence of surprise attack 
or of mobilization.

{c) Each country shall permit unrestricted, but monitored, aerial 
reconnaissance by visual, photographic and electronic means by the 
other country.

3. Concept
The United States and the USSR will exchange all data relative 

to military forces and installations which, coupled ^ith measures for 
verification and surveillance, are essential to provide against the pos
sibility of surprise attack. This exchange is to be accomplished in

1U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/31, Aug. 30, 1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 20), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 1955, 
pp. 37-39.

2 Ante, doc. 120.
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progressive steps as mutually agreed upon by the two Governments. 
Among the elements of information considered essential to preclude 
surprise attack and to be sought by an exchange between the 
Governments and to be verified and maintained under surveillance 
are:

(a) Weapons and delivery systems suitable for surprise attack;
(b) Transport and telecommunications;
(<?) Armed forces, structure and positioning of armed forces;
(d) Additional facilities as mutually agreed upon by the two 

Governments.

4. Initial 'procedure
(a) Exchange of “blueprints” of military establishments:

(i) The Governments of the United States and the USSE will 
each prepare lists of major military forces and establishments, 
showing the deployment of forces and the locations of installations 
and facilities by geographical co-ordinates.

(ii) Schedules will be drawn for time phasing of exchanges to 
assure simultaneous delivery of similar types of information by 
each Government, and completion of verification by each side 
before progressing to a subsequent phase. Provision for immediate 
spot-checking will be included.
(b) Verification of “blueprints” of military establishments:

(i) Arrangements will be made for the posting of on-the-spot 
observers with operating land, sea and air forces, at their support
ing installations and at key locations, as necessary for the verifica
tion, continued observation and reporting of each category of 
information. The number and location of the observers will be 
as mutually agreed upon prior to the exchange of information, 
and provisions will be madie for changes in the location should the 
initial arrangements prove to be inadequate.

(ii) Aerial reconnaissance will be conducted by each inspecting 
country on an unrestricted, but monitored, basis to augment the 
efforts of the posted observers. Each inspecting country will 
utilize its own aircraft and related equipment. Liaison personnel 
of the country being inspected will be aboard each reconnaissance 
aircraft during all over-flights.
(c) Facilities and services to be provided:
Each sub-list of military installations will'include the designation 

of one or more airfields or bases at which facilities will be made 
available for support of the aerial reconnaissance aircraft and crews.
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(d) Checks and controls:
Procedures will be established for :

(i) Designation of ports of entry and exit for incoming and 
departing observers and reconnaissance aircraft;

(ii) Clearance of incoming and departing observers, aircraft 
and crews and arrangements for monitored passage to and from 
home territory;

(iii) Check and identification of observers and reconnaissance 
aircraft, personnel and equipment engaged in this activity;

(iv) Orientation of observers and reconnaissance personnel ;
(v) Air traffic control of inspecting aircraft by host Government.

130. French Working Paper Submitted to the Disarma
ment Subcommittee: Proposals Concerning the 
Structure of the International Disarmament Organ
ization, September 2, 1955 1

Under the convention on the regulation, limitation and reduction 
of all armed forces and armaments there shall be established an inter
national disarmament organization, the membership, rights and 
powers of which are defined below. This organization shall include 
the financial control organ provided for in the special draft agree
ment submitted by the delegation of France on 29 August 1955 
(DC/SC.1,/27).2

I. The international disarmament organization shall comprise 
the following organs:

{a) A general assembly of all States parties;
(b) A permanent committee consisting of fifteen States parties, 

five being permanent members (the permanent members of the 
Security Council) and ten non-permanent members. The non
permanent members shall be appointed by the general assembly of 
the organization for a period of two years;

(c) A council of jurists consisting of seven* persons of different 
nationalities, elected by the general assembly of the organization on 
the basis of their qualifications ;

1U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/32, Sept. 2,1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 21), in Disarma
ment Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 1955, 
pp. 39-41.

2 Ante, doc. 128.
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(d ) A control administration, under the orders of a director- 
general, consisting of a governing body and of fixed and mobile 
inspection units.

II. The general assembly of the organization shall meet for the 
first time as soon as the convention enters into force, and then the 
following year and subsequently every two years. I t may meet in 
special session at the request of two-thirds of the States parties, of 
a two-thirds majority of the permanent committee or of the Security 
Council or the General Assembly of the United Nations.

The general assembly of the organization shall, not later than one 
month after the coming into force of the convention, elect, by abso
lute majority, the non-permanent States members of the permanent 
committee and the members of the council of jurists and shall appoint, 
by a two-thirds majority, the director-general; it shall adopt the 
budget, approve the accounts and deal with statutory matters and 
questions of general organization.

III. The permanent committee shall formulate instructions for 
the guidance of the director-general and take decisions in the cir
cumstances set out hereinafter concerning proposals contained in the 
director-general’s report and also decisions concerning any matters 
submitted to it by a State party.

It shall, whenever it deems necessary, arrange for the publication 
of reports of the control administration and of its own decisions.

It shall, whenever it deems necessary, report to the Security Council 
and the General Assembly of the United Nations.

The permanent committee shall take its decisions by simple 
majority.

IV. The council of jurists shall assist the permanent committee. 
It shall take decisions concerning any legal questions relating to the 
interpretation or application of the convention submitted to it by the 
director-general, a State party or the permanent committee.

The council of jurists shall take its decisions by simple majority.
There shall be no appeal against the decisions of the council of 

jurists to any of the organs of the international disarmament organi
zation.

V. The control administration shall be composed entirely and 
exclusively of international officers appointed by the director-general.

Each inspection unit shall consist of at least three persons.
Within the limits laid down in the instructions received from the 

permanent committee or, in the absence of such instructions, on his 
own initiative, the director-general shall draw up investigation pro
grammes and establish inspection units with due regard to the 
military, technical, scientific or financial mission assigned. If he 
considers that prior notice is necessary, he shall fix the time-limit
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required. He may, so far as inspection is concerned, delegate some 
of his powers to local organs.

All inspection units shall take their decisions by simple majority. 
If  an inspection unit rejects, by a majority vote, any proposal to 
conduct an inquiry, that proposal may, at the request of any member 
who voted with the minority, be submitted to the permanent 
committee.

The inspection units shall, in all cases, upon completion of their 
inquiries, draw up a report recording their conclusions and contain
ing, where appropriate, proposals regarding such action as they 
consider desirable. This report, adopted by majority vote, shall be 
accompanied by the observations of the minority. It shall be ad
dressed to the director-general who shall communicate it to the perma
nent committee and the States parties.

In the course of their inquiries, the inspection units m,ay order the 
imposition of precautionary measures (mesures conservatoires) with 
a view to ensuring that the existence or* seriousness of a breach of 
the convention may be verified.

VI. 1. Any. State party may appeal to the permanent committee 
against the following actions:

(a) A precautionary measure ordered by an inspection unit, pro
vided that such an appeal shall not stay the execution of any action 
ordered;

(b) Any act done by an inspection unit in the discharge of its duties 
or by one of its members individually.

2. If two or more States parties disagree on the interpretation or ap
plication of the convention, any one of them may refer the matter to 
the permanent committee.

VII. In the event of a breach of the convention, the permanent 
committee may prescribe any measures which it deems necessary, unless 
it considers that the violation in question is covered by the provisions of 
Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations, provided that the 
right of the State charged with the violation to refer the matter 
to the Security Council shall not be prejudiced.

If the permanent committee considers that the act complained of is 
covered by the provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter, it shall 
forthwith submit the matter to the Security Council or the General 
Assembly of the United Nations by means of a report the contents of 
which shall be communicated to the States parties.

VIII. States parties shall give the control officers all necessary 
assistance and protection in their territory and shall provide the con
trol officers in the discharge of their duties with the support of their 
police forces.
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EX. Article 104 and Article 105 (1) and (2) of the Charter of the 
United Nations shall apply to the organization.

The status of the organization and of its agents shall be defined by 
regulations approved by the general assembly of the organization.

The rights of the organization and of its agents shall include the 
following:

(a) The right of permanent residence in the territory of the States 
parties;

(&) The right of inviolability of person, premises, property and 
archives;

(c) The right to enter, leave and travel in the territory of States 
parties without restriction and to exercise powers of investigation in 
all places under the conditions prescribed by the organization;

(d) The right to use any means of land, sea and air communica
tion necessary for the fulfilment of their tasks and, in particular, to 
have aircraft and motor vehicles at their own disposal.

The duties of the agents shall include the following:
(a) The obligations deriving from Article 100(1) of the Charter 

of the United Nations;
(&) The obligation to use such information as they obtain solely 

for the purposes of their mission, and to refrain from communi
cating such information to unauthorized persons.

131. French Working Paper Submitted to the Disarma
ment Subcommittee: Proposals Concerning the 
Powers of the Control Administration, September 
2, 1955 1

1. Not later than five months after the date of his appointment, 
the director-general shall set up the control administration in the 
form in which it is to function during the initial operations provided 
for by the convention.

These operations shall begin as soon as the control administration 
has stated that it is ready to discharge its functions, and, in any case, 
not later than the above-mentioned time-limit of five months, that 
is to say, not later than six months after the entry into force of the 
convention.

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.l/33, Sept. 2, 1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 22), in Disarma
ment Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 1955, pp. 
41-43.
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2. So long as the sole task of the control administration is to ensure 
that armed forces and conventional armaments do not exceed the level
reached o n ...........[date] and that the appropriations for armed
forces and armaments do not exceed the amount of the expenditure 
under these heads during the year ending . . .

(a) The control administration shall establish in the territory 
of all the States parties a network of control posts at ports and rail
way junctions, on motor highways, at aerodromes and in military 
camps; I t shall be the task of these posts, which shall be provided 
with appropriate liaison facilities, to insure that no dangerous con
centrations of land, air or naval forces occur. They shall also make 
preparations for the functioning of the control organs to be estab- 
lished'f or the purpose of carrying out subsequent measures.

(5) The control administration shall receive from the States 
parties, and the States parties shall be bound to supply, full informa
tion on the level of their armed forces and conventional armaments.

(<?) The control administration shall have free access to docu
ments relating to appropriations for military requirements.

Oh the expiry of the time-limit established by the convention, the 
control administration shall present its conclusions to the permanent 
committee and the States parties in a general report.

3. When the time comes for the Control Administration to ensure 
that the first half of the envisaged reductions of armed forces and 
conventional armaments has been carried out, it shall possess the 
following powers in addition to those described above:

(a) The control administration shall exercise its powers in respect 
of conventional armed forces and conventional armaments, whether in 
active service oi* in reserve; States shall be obliged to supply the ad
ministration with the necessary information for this purpose;

(6) As the control posts referred to in paragraph 2 above will al
ready have been established, the control administration shall have 
permanent access, in respect of conventional armaments and armed 
forces, to all military organs of command and administration and to 
all armed forces and military establishments on which they are based,

(c) The control administration shall receive from States, and 
States shall be bound to supply, the documents concerning appro
priations in the current year for military requirements, the informa
tion to be presented according to a standard form ; and it shall have 
free access to all accounting documents relating to such 
appropriations;

(d ) The control administration shall ensure that the resources 
made available have been transferred in accordance with the pro-

514543—60—vol. 1------35
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visions of the special agreement proposed by the delegation of France 
on 29 August 1955 (DC/SC.1/27); 1

(e) Irrespective of the reports it makes whenever it deems fit, the 
control administration shall, on the expiry of the time-limit estab
lished for carrying out this first part of the reductions or whenever 
it considers itself in a position to do so, submit its conclusions to the 
permanent committee and the States parties.

4. On the expiry of the time-limit established for carrying out 
the operations referred to in paragraph 3 above, the control admin
istration shall:

(a) Eeport to the permanent committee on the carrying-out of these 
operations;

(b) State whether it is in a position to exercise the powers con
ferred upon it for carrying out the subsequent disarmament 
operations.

If, on the basis of this report, the permanent committee unani
mously declares that:

(a) The first half of the reductions has been carried out;
(b) The control administration is in a position to exercise the 

powers conferred upon it for carrying out the subsequent disarma
ment operations, the provisions relating to such operations shall 
come into force.

I f  the declaration of the permanent committee is not unanimous, 
a period of six months shall elapse before the subsequent operations 
under the convention come into force.

Not later than the expiry of that period and on the basis of a 
report by the control administration, the permanent committee shall 
make a further declaration.

It may then unanimously either:
Declare that the conditions necessary for applying the subse

quent provisions of the convention have been met, and these shall 
then forthwith enter into force; or

Fix a second period which shall not exceed three months.
Failing a unanimous decision, the matter shall forthwith be re

ferred to the Security Council.
A similar procedure shall be followed if, at the expiry of the second 

period, the permanent committee does not unanimously consider 
that the conditions necessary for applying the provisions relating 
to the subsequent operations have been fulfilled.

1 Ante, doc. 128.
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5. Before the operations subsequent to those provided for in para
graph 3 above are begun, the rights and powers of the control admin
istration shall be broadened as follows:

The control administration shall have the prerogatives specified in 
paragraph 3 above. I t may, in addition, at all times and in all places, 
exercise control, carry out investigations and obtain such documents, 
information and reports as it considers necessary in order to ensure 
the following:

That the disarmament programme is actually being carried out in 
each State so far as concerns armed forces, conventional armaments, 
equipment and relevant installations and establishments used, or ca
pable of being used, for the storage, maintenance or manufacture of 
armaments and equipment;

That, so far as weapons of mass destruction are concerned, the 
relevant provisions of the convention are applied to the same extent 
and simultaneously in all States parties;

That, as regards nuclear energy, the installations, establishments, 
equipment and materials are abolished or used in accordance with the 
terms of the convention.

The list of such installations and establishments and any changes 
which may be made therein shall be communicated to the control ad
ministration by the States parties.

Within the scope of its functions, the control administration shall 
organize and carry out on-the-spot investigations and aerial reconnais
sance in order to verify this information and to identify all installa
tions and establishments. I t shall ensure continuous control over 
nuclear installations, establishments and stockpiles.

While these measures are being carried out, and at the expiry of the 
prescribed period, the control administration shall prepare reports in 
accordance with the conditions laid down in paragraph 4 above.

6. At the expiration of the period prescribed for the whole of the 
disarmament operations, the permanent committee shall express an 
opinion on whether the convention as a whole has been complied with. 
If  it does not unanimously agree that the convention has been complied 
with, it shall forthwith bring the matter to the attention of the 
Security Council.

7. After the plan for the reduction of armaments has been carried 
out, the control administration shall retain its prerogatives, rights 
and powers, including the right of presenting its conclusions in 
reports.
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132. Statement by the Deputy United States Representa
tive (Stassen)1 to the Disarmament Subcommittee, 
September 6, 1955 2

I  have listened with interest to the statements by Mr. Nutting and 
Mr. Sobolev [representatives, respectively, of the United Kingdom 
and the Soviet Union]. I should like now to make some comments on 
behalf of the United States.

May I first say that as we come together for this fifth meeting of 
the Sub-Committee since the Geneva conference, as we begin this 
second week of our deliberations since the Geneva conference, the 
United States delegation wishes to make a response to the questions 
raised by the head of the Soviet delegation at our fourth meeting.3 
We will make this response and we will continue the meetings in ac
cordance with the spirit of Geneva. We will also make certain sug
gestions for the continuation of our work in a manner which we believe 
would be most fruitful of constructive results toward our objective 
of a just and durable peace.

It is the view of the United States Government that the establish
ment of an effective method of inspection, reporting and control is 
the first requirement for a sound agreement in relation to armaments. 
Not only is such a system essential to safeguard the security of all 
participants in such an . agreement, but also history indicates that 
agreements without adequate inspection lead to doubts and suspicions 
and uncertainty and new tensions between the signatories. If there 
is not an effective method of inspection, rumours develop into charges, 
charges into counter-charges, and counter-charges into the deteriora
tion of the international climate. Thus, in fact, agreements without 
adequate inspection have been counter-productive in earlier periods 
in so far as the objective of a mutually desirable peace is concerned.

As you are aware, the United States Government has been engaged 
in an intensive restudy of this entire matter of the limitation and 
reduction of armaments and of disarmament, and this study is con
tinuing. The President of the United States clearly expressed at 
Geneva the fundamental factors of the United States policy. I  might

1 The President had announced on Mar. 19, 1955, the appointment of Harold E. 
Stassen as “Special Assistant to the President with responsibility for developing, 
on behalf of the President and the State Department, the broad studies, investi
gations, and conclusions which, when concurred in by the National Security 
Council and approved by the President, will become basic policy toward the
question of disarmament.” The new position carried Cabinet rank. See the 
Department of State Bulletin , Apr. 4,1955, pp. 556-557.

3 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.55, Sept. 6,1955, pp. 18-27.
3 I.e., the 54th meeting of the Disarmament Subcommittee. See U.N. doc. 

DC/SC.l/PV.54, Sept. 1, 1955, pp. 2-5.
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express one of these factors in this manner: If there is to be an agreed 
suit of armament for the major nations, the fabric of inspection 
must first be woven, out of which the suit may then be tailored. 
The nature and reliability and durability of the cloth of inspection 
will determine the type and description and size of the agreed suit 
of armament.

During the first four days of this reconvened session the Sub- 
Committee devoted the major portion of its time to the consideration 
of this problem of inspection and control. The Sub-Committee es
pecially discussed these features of the past Soviet proposals. The 
Sub-Committee has also considered the further suggestions advanced 
in this area by France, by the United Kingdom and by Canada. Dur
ing these post-Geneva meetings of the Sub-Committee, the United 
States delegation has presented in considerable detail an outline plan 
for implementation of the proposal made by President Eisenhower 
at the summit conference on 21 July,1 and the delegations have in
dicated that this plan is now under study by the other Governments. 
We have indicated our willingness to negotiate the details , of this 
proposal within the principles enunciated by the President. We have 
made clear our receptivity to the incorporation of the ground inspec
tion posts within the President’s plan. May I, then, as we proceed 
with our meetings, discuss further this fundamental question of in
spection and its relationship to our entire work ?

Each of the Governments here represented is in agreement that in
spection is vital to the success of our objective. On many occasions, 
in clear and definite terms, the heads of each of our Governments 
and the Foreign Ministers of our States have made clear the crucial 
nature of the inspection, reporting and control features of disarma
ment. The Soviet Union placed emphasis on the prevention of 
a surprise attack in its proposals of 10 May.2 In document 
DC/SC.l/26/Rev. 2,2 in speaking of the first stage, the Soviet Union 
stated:

“ (a) In order to prevent a surprise attack by one State upon 
another, the International Control Organ shall establish . . .’r
Likewise, in reference to the second stage, the Soviet position 
provided:

“In order to prevent a surprise attack by one State upon 
another, the International Control Organ shall, in particular . . .”
The President of the United States emphasized the importance 

of this same factor of a surprise attack on 21 July at Geneva, when 
he stated:

1 Ante, doc. 120.
2 Ante, doc. 112.
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. . and by this step to convince the world that we are providing 
as between ourselves against the possibility of great surprise attack, 
thus lessening danger and relaxing tension.” 1
There has not as yet been agreement, however, on the specific 

methods and steps that should be taken in the establishment of such 
an inspection and control system. In fact, the advances in modern 
armaments, including nuclear weapons, have been so significant that 
much of the earlier discussions of the inspection and control prob
lems may well be outmoded. I t has been agreed by all that there 
are extremely difficult technical and scientific problems in relation
ship to any system of inspection, reporting and control of armaments. 
At our fourth meeting since Geneva, the Soviet representative re
affirmed the following statement of the Soviet position in response 
to my inquiry:

. . I t  is well known that the production of atomic energy for 
peaceful purposes can be used for the accumulation of stocks of 
explosive atomic materials, and moreover, in ever greater quan
tities. This means that States having establishments for the pro
duction of atomic energy can accumulate, in violation of the 
relevant agreements, large quantities of explosive materials for 
the production of atomic weapons. The danger of this state of 
affairs becomes still more understandable if account is taken of 
the fact that where the corresponding quantities of explosive atomic 
materials exist production of actual atomic and hydrogen bombs 
is technically fully feasible and can be effected on a large scale.

“Thus, there are possibilities beyond the reach of international 
control for evading this control and for organizing the clandestine 
manufacture of atomic and hydrogen weapons, even if there is a 
formal agreement on international control. In such a situation, 
the security of the States signatories to the international conven
tion cannot be guaranteed, since the possibility would be open to 
a potential aggressor to accumulate stocks of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons for a surprise atomic attack on peace-loving States.” 2
On the part of the United States I  have reaffirmed the following 

statement of the President made at Geneva on 21 July:
“We have not as yet been able to discover any scientific or other 

inspection method which would make certain of the elimination 
of nuclear weapons. So far as we are aware no other nation has 
made such a discovery. Our study of this problem is con-

1 Ante, doc. 120.
2 Ante, doc. 112. On Sept. 1 Mr. Stassen asked Mr. Sobolev whether these 

questions continued to represent the views of the Soviet Union. Mr. Sobolev 
replied: “Yes, these principles are still fully valid for the Soviet- delegation. 
We continue to adhere to the principles set forth in this document.” 
(DC/SC.1/PV.54, pp. 7, 16.)
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tiiming . . .  We by no means exclude the possibility of finding
useful checks in these fields.” 1 

We are convinced that a new study of the entire inspection problem 
would be most productive of any effort we could make in our joint 
efforts and that significant changes have taken place in weapons and 
delivery systems and other aspects of modern arms strength within 
recent years. Thus, may I  suggest that we each request our scientists 
to continue the search for effective methods of inspection which have 
not yet been found in this nuclear field. As they do so, let us con
centrate on the factor of the surprise attack, on the delivery system 
question, on openness concerning our military posture and potential.

In view of these facts which have been set forth, the United States 
does now place a reservation upon all of its pre-Geneva substantive 
positions taken in this Sub-Committee or in the Disarmament Com- 

'mission or in the United Nations on these questions in relationship 
to levels of armaments pending the outcome of our study jointly or 
separately of inspection methods and control arrangements and of 
our review together of this important problem, In placing this res
ervation upon our pre-Geneva positions, may I  make it perfectly 
clear that we are not withdrawing any of these positions, we are not 
disavowing any of them. But we are indicating clearly that we do 
not now reaffirm them, that we do turn our attention upon this essen
tial factor of the inspection and control methods by which achieve
ment could be obtained. Our aim to serve the cause of peace—a just 
and durable peace—and to improve security, reduce armaments, and 
lessen burdens remains the same. This reservation does affect the first 
three questions posed by the Soviet representative at our fifty-fourth 
meeting.

In reference to the question put by the Soviet representative on 
the relationship to the Security Council, the further position of the 
United States is as follows. The United States will never use nuclear 
weapons or any other weapons in any other way than in accordance 
with our obligations under the United Nations Charter and in defense 
against aggression. We do not propose to expand the power of the 
veto in the Security Council in any new manner, as might be suggested 
in the Soviet question.

In the matter of tests of nuclear weapons, the United States con
siders that this question is a part of the comprehensive disarmament 
question inter-related to the question of protection by effective 
inspection and control systems.

This extensive response to the questions raised by the Soviet repre
sentative, based upon the pre-Geneva positions, leads to a specific sug
gestion for our further work together. It is this. In our view, our 
work would be most productive if we would each prepare and pre-

1 Ante, doc. 120.
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sent our post-Geneva positions and do so upon the problems of inspec
tion and control. May I suggest that this post-Geneva position 
should include a response to President Eisenhower’s plan for a begin
ning. If  a sound beginning is made, there is little doubt that we 
will be able to move forward in successive steps for an effective agree
ment in the lessening of armaments, the lightening of burdens, the 
decreasing of tensions and an advance in the cause of peace.

Such a beginning would open a gateway to disarmament. I t is 
the method to find the path of peace. I t  is the best approach to a 
peace with confidence. Near the close of his address our President 
stated at Geneva:

“The United States is ready to proceed in the study and testing 
of a reliable system of inspections and reporting, and when that 
system is proved, then to reduce armaments with all others to the 
extent that the system will provide assured results.”

I  restate: . . then to reduce armaments with all others” to empha
size its significance. A post-Geneva position on the beginning steps 
of inspection and control is of the greatest importance in our work. 
It is the approach that can best lead to a peace with confidence.

133. British Memorandum Concerning the Control 
Organ, Submitted to the Disarmament Subcom
mittee, September 13, 1955 1

M e t h o d s , o b je c t s  a n d  r ig h t s  or in s p e c t i o n  a n d  s u p e r v is io n

In the view of the delegation of the United Kingdom, the methods, 
objects and rights of inspection and supervision of the control organ 
would have to include the following:
1. General

All States shall, at times to be specified in the convention, supply 
the control organ with all the information it requires on the following 
subjects:

(а) Levels of over-all armed forces;
(б) Conventional land, sea and air armaments, including certain 

categories of civilian aircraft and shipping;
(c) Military installations, including barracks, ordnance depots, 

dockyards and airfields;
.(d ) Factories manufacturing armaments (including aircraft), ex

plosives and propellents;
1 U .N. doc. DC/SC.1/34, Sept. 13, 1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 23), in Dis

armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 1955, 
pp. 43-44.



DOCUMENT 133 : SEPTEMBER 13, 1955 515

(e) Nuclear installations and reactors;
(/) Plants making chemical and biological weapons; 

m "(g) Budgetary documents used by States in preparing and pre
senting annual estimates of military expenditure;

The control organ shall have the right to analyse and check the 
above-noted information, in accordance with the procedures described 
below.
2. The standstill period

During this phase, the control organ shall :
(a) Establish regional offices which shall analyse the information 

provided by States under paragraph 1 above;
(b) Establish observation posts at specific points such as railway 

junctions, ports, highways and airfields;
(c) Have the right to :

(i) Send teams of inspectors to check on the information pro
vided under paragraph 1 (a) to (d) above;

(ii) Travel freely to, from and within all States party to the 
convention;

(iii) Use the communication systems of all States party to the 
convention and possess suitable transport and communication of 
its own.
The control organ shall make preparations during this phase for 

supervising the measures prescribed for stage 1, so that it may report 
that it is ready to supervise the measures provided for therein with 
the minimum delay.
3. Stage 1

During this phase, the control organ shall, in addition to possessing 
the organs and rights prescribed in paragraph 2 above:

(a) Have the right to make use o f:
(i) Aerial reconnaissance;
(ii) Inspection on the ground, under conditions prescribed in 

paragraph3 (c) and (d) below;
(iii) Budgetary control, based on analysis of documents dis

closed under paragraph 1(g) above;
(b) Establish fixed teams at points where armed forces are being 

demobilized and conventional armaments destroyed;
(c) Establish resident inspection posts at certain of the installa

tions and plants listed in paragraph 1 (c) and (d) above; namely 
those installations and plants, where inspection is peculiarly difficult 
and a margin of error critical;

(d) Have the right to inspect all other installations or plants listed 
in paragraph 1 (<?) and (d) above at all times which it considers nec
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essary. Advance notice would be given of routine visits, but the 
right of inspection without warning would also be essential;

(e) Have the right to investigate alleged or suspected breaches of 
the convention in any establishment or installation;

(/) Have the right to use all technical equipment and devices which 
may assist inspection and supervision of the measures prescribed for 
this stage.

The control organ shall make preparations, during this phase, for 
supervising the measures prescribed for stage 2, so that it may report 
it is ready to supervise the measures provided for therein with the 
minimum delay.
4. Stage 2

During this phase, the control organ shall, in addition to the organs 
and rights prescribed in paragraphs 2 and 3 above:

(a) Have the right to establish resident inspection posts at, or 
inspect under the conditions prescribed in paragraph &(d) above, 
those installations and plants listed in paragraph 1 (e) and (/) 
above;

(5) Have the right to make use of all technical equipment and 
devices which may assist inspection and supervision of the measures 
prescribed for this stage.

134. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Bulganin) to Presi
dent Eisenhower, September 19, 1955 1

D ear Mr. P resident : I  feel I must sincerely and frankly exchange 
opinions with you on a subject which at the present time has acquired 
particular importance. I have in mind the question which is being 
discussed now by our representatives in the subcommittee of the U.N. 
Disarmament Commission.

In the course of our memorable meetings in Geneva we agreed to 
work jointly for elaboration of an acceptable system of disarmament. 
When we approved directives to our Ministers of Foreign Affairs on 
this score,2 I thought a great deal had been accomplished. Now the 
representatives of our countries, guided by these directives and taking 
into account in their work the opinions and proposals put forth by 
the heads of the four governments in Geneva, can and must achieve 
definite progress.

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Oct. 24, 1955, pp. 644-647. For President 
Eisenhower’s reply of Oct. 11, see post, doc. 137.

55 Ante, doc. 123.
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I  and my colleagues thought that even at the very beginning of 
their work our representatives would be able to reach general agree
ment on those basic questions on which our viewpoints either coin
cided or had already appreciably approached each other. I  have in 
mind first of all the question of the levels of armed forces of the five 
great powers, the question of dates for introducing into force the 
prohibition of atomic weapons, and the question of international 
control. In this manner there would be created a solid foundation 
for further work during which it would be possible to make more 
precise all the details of the necessary agreements concerning the 
working out of an acceptable system of disarmament.

However, the first weeks of the work of the subcommittee so far 
have not yet produced those results for which you and I  were fully 
entitled to hope, and I  must frankly say that the delay is occasioned 
to a considerable degree by the fact that the members of the subcom
mittee so far do not know the position of the representative of the 
United States with regard to those provisions which we had all the 
grounds to consider as agreed. As is known, the representative of 
the United States completely put aside the questions of reduction of 
the armed forces, of armaments, and prohibition of atomic weapons, 
having expressed the desire to discuss first of all and mainly your 
proposal concerning the exchange of military information between 
the U.S.S.E. and the U.S.A. as well as of the mutual exchange of 
aerial photography of the territories of both countries.1 In this 
manner the impression is left that the entire problem of disarmament 
is being confined by him to these proposals.

I  think to put the question in this manner would not satisfy the 
aspiration of peoples, even though I  fully recognize the importance 
of the proposals introduced by you in Geneva.

However, since I  and my colleagues have received the above-men
tioned impression, I  consider it my duty once more to share with you, 
esteemed Mr. President, certain primary considerations.

We feel that the main problem for us is to use further efforts to 
look for ways which would permit us to move the problem of dis
armament away from dead center, which problem has vital importance 
for the peoples of the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. as well as peoples of 
the entire world.

In connection with this allow me to touch upon the proposals put 
forward by you at Geneva. We regard these proposals as testimony 
of your sincere desire to find a way to settle the important problem 
of the international control and inspection and to contribute per
sonally to general efforts for the normalization of international 
relations.

1 Ante, doc. 120.
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Upon our return from Geneva we with all carefulness have studied 
your proposal of July 21 which was introduced on August 30 by Mr. 
Stassen into the disarmament subcommittee.1 In the course of this 
study several questions have arisen about which I would like to ex
press to you my thoughts.

First of all, about the mutual exchange by the United States of 
America and the Soviet Union of information concerning their armed 
forces and armaments.

In principle, we have no objections to this proposal. I  think that 
at a definite stage the exchange of such information between states 
Is necessary. I t would be better, however, if such information con
cerning armaments were submitted by all states, and not only by 

} the U.S. and the U.S.S R., to the international organ of control and 
inspection, concerning the creation of which we should reach an 
agreement. In order to avoid misunderstandings, it is self-evident 
that information on all kinds of armaments, conventional as well as 
nuclear, must be submitted in order to avoid misunderstanding. If 
these considerations are valid, we should carefully discuss exactly 
when this full information on armaments of states should be pre
sented and first of all information concerning the armaments of great 
powers.

I t is self-evident that the submission of the above-mentioned in
formation to an international control organ would become significant 
only if agreement is achieved on the reduction of armaments and on 
taking measures for the prohibition of atomic weapons.

It seems to me that the problem of the creation of an international 
control organ which would satisfy the requirements of the problems 
of disarmament should be considered in indissoluble unity with de
cisions for putting into effect a plan for gradual disarmament. At 
the same time it is necessary to keep sight of the fact that achieve
ment of a really valuable exchange of military information will be
come really effective to the degree that mutual trust among states is 
strengthened.

Now I would also like to express my opinion about the problem of 
aerial photography.

I do not doubt that when you introduced your proposal for photo
graphing from the air the territories of our two countries, you were 
guided by a legitimate desire to create confidence that neither of our 
two countries would be subjected to attack by the other.

However, let us be frank to the end. Under present international 
conditions both our countries are not acting singly. The United 
States of America, as is known, heads all military groupings which 
exist in the West and in the East, and what is more their armed 
forces are stationed not only on American territory; they are also

1 Ante, doc. 129.
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stationed in England, West Germany, Italy, France, Spain, North 
Africa, Greece, Turkey, in several countries of the Near and Middle 
East, in Japan, on Taiwan, in the Philippines, etc.

To this should be added the fact that the armed forces of several 
states are organically connected with the military forces of the United 
States through inclusion under a single command.

Under these conditions, the Soviet Union on its side has united 
militarily with several allied states.

I t is impossible not to see that the proposal introduced by you 
completely omits from consideration armed forces and military in
stallations which are outside the area of the United States and the 
Soviet Union.

And yet it is perfectly self-evident that aerial photographing 
should also be extended to all armed forces and military installations 
located on the territories of those other states.

This presents an entirely new problem: Would the governments of 
such states permit their sovereign territory to be photographed from 
the air by foreign aircraft ?

All this shows that the problem of aerial photography is not a ques
tion which, under present conditions, would lead to effective progress 
toward insuring security of states and successful accomplishment of 
disarmament.

This conclusion is suggested by the fact that your proposal, un
fortunately, does not mention the necessity for reduction of arma
ments and prohibition of atomic weapons.

It is therefore natural that people should ask more and more often 
what the proposal for aerial photography and the collecting of such 
information would really do to end the arms race. If such a pro
posal does not promote the ending of the arms race, then it means 
that it does not remove the threat of a new war. It does not lighten 
the burden which the peoples are bearing in connection with this 
arms race. Would such a proposal satisfy the expectations of the peo
ple of our states and those of all countries ?

Finally, it is impossible not to stop and think about what would 
happen if we occupy ourselves with the questions of aerial photog
raphy and the exchange of military information without taking ef
fective measures for reduction of armaments and prohibition of 
atomic weapons.

I  have apprehensions which I cannot help but share with you. 
Would not such a situation lead to the weakening of vigilance to
ward the still existing threat of violation of the peace generated by 
the arms race ?

My remarks do not at all mean that we cannot achieve an agreement 
on important aspects of the disarmament problem. I  would like to 
call your attention to the fact that on very substantial aspects of this
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problem our positions have become so close that we would be able to 
reach a definite agreement.

Let us take such a question as the establishment of levels of armed 
forces for the great powers.

I t is generally recognized that this is a question of great importance. 
Originally, the idea of establishing levels to which armed forces of 
the Big Five should be reduced, as is known, was put forth by your 
Government together with the Governments of Great Britain and 
France in 1952.1 In the interest of achieving general agreement on 
this matter, which is so important for the problem of disarmament, 
we decided to adopt this joint proposal of the U.S., England, and 
France as a basis for discussion. Consequently we have a common 
point of view on this question. I t is very important for us to arrive 
at agreement on this point.

On the question of atomic weapons, we must remember that at the 
present, when the greatest armies of the world have at their disposal 
such means of mass destruction as atomic and hydrogen weapons, it 
is impossible, of course, to talk about disarmament without touching 
on this important subject. Therefore, we have always attached para
mount importance to the problem of prohibition of atomic weapons. 
In the discussion of this problem, one of the substantial subjects of 
disagreement was the question of dates when the prohibition against 
the use of atomic weapons would go into force. In our desire to bring 
the opposition positions closer and to thereby facilitate and expedite 
the achievement of agreement on this subject, we agreed to accept the 
dates for putting into force the prohibition on the use of atomic weap
ons which were proposed by the representatives of England and 
France in the subcommittee of the U.N. Commission on Disarmament 
in London in April 1955.2

I  think you will agree that the proposal concerning the stage at 
which prohibition against the use of atomic weapons would come into 
force, as proposed by England and France, and accepted by the 
Soviet Union, satisfies our common interests.

It would be desirable—and I  think completely feasible—to reach 
an agreement also on this question.

It also seems expedient for us to reach agreement at this time on 
putting into effect several measures designed to prevent sudden attack 
by one state or another. We feel that this measure would be in ac
cord with the interests of maintaining peace and security of nations 
and in this respect it would be possible to reach agreement also con
cerning the form of control suitable to the above-mentioned problem.

You, Mr. President, as a military man, know from your own ex
perience that modern war requires drawing into military action

1 Ante, doc. 80.
? Ante, doc. 110.
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armies of many millions and an enormous quantity of technical combat 
equipment. In this connection great importance has now been ac
quired by the definite locations where concentrations of large military 
groups can take place and whose armaments would include all this 
technical combat equipment. The system of control proposed by us,1 
namely the creation of control posts in large ports, at railroad junc
tions, on automobile highways, and at airfields, is designed to prevent 
dangerous concentration of troops and combat equipment on large 
scale and thereby remove the possibility of sudden attack by one 
country against another. Establishment of such posts would be an 
important step toward relaxation of international tension and the 
establishment of trust among states.

In my opinion our proposal concerning control posts has the ad
vantage that it provides a definite guaranty against a sudden attack 
by one state against another.

I  think you will agree that the proposals introduced by us concern
ing levels of armed forces, the dates for coming into effect of the pro
hibition of nuclear weapons and for the establishment of control posts 
can promote the reduction of tension in international relations and 
strengthening of peace. I  do not see, therefore, any reasons why we 
could not arrange to reach agreement on these questions. Such joint 
decisions of the Four Powers would have tremendous importance be
cause they would put into the hearts of millions of people the assur
ance that disarmament is fully realizable and that real steps are being 
taken in this direction. An agreement on these questions would open 
the way toward solution of other questions which concern the problem 
of disarmament. I t would encourage the strengthening of that at
mosphere of cooperation and mutual understanding which we initiated 
at Geneva, and it would create favorable conditions to put into prac
tice a broader program of disarmament and control over this 
disarmament.

In presenting ideas to you, Mr. President, I  am inspired by the 
sincere desire to achieve through a frank exchange of opinions on the 
problem of disarmament better mutual understanding which may 
facilitate reaching agreed decisions on this most important problem.

Inasmuch as the solution of these questions depends mainly on the 
four great powers who participated in the Geneva Conference, I  have 
taken the liberty of sending copies of this letter to Mr. Eden and Mr. 
Faure and hope that you will not misunderstand this action.

I hope soon to receive your ideas on the questions touched upon in 
this letter.

With sincere respect,
N . B u l g a n i n

x Ante, doc. 112.
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135. French Working Paper Submitted to the Disarma
ment Subcommittee: Proposal Concerning the Ob
jects To Be Submitted to Control, October 6, 1955 1

With reference to its working paper DC/SC.1/33, submitted on
2 September 1955,2 the delegation of France herewith proposes an 
alternative version of the provisions contained in paragraph 5 of that 
document concerning the objects over which the control organ may, 
at any time, exercise its powers.

This alternative version substantially reproduces the statements 
made on this subject by the representative of France on 31 August 
1955 (53rd meeting).

u(a) All the operations assigned to the earlier stages, which are 
still in progress, and in addition:

“ (6) In a first category:
“ (i) All military forces and formations;
“ (ii) All para-military forces and formations, police forces and 

formations organized on military lines;
“ (iii) All military installations such as barracks, training camps 

or bases and fortified zones;
“ (iv) All armaments factories;
“ (v) All naval shipyards, particularly those engaged in the 

construction of submarines;
“ (vi) All factories manufacturing aircraft and self-propelled 

missiles, particularly aircraft body and engine plants, assembly 
plants and wind tunnels.
“ (c) In a second category:

“ (i) All enterprises producing or processing raw materials in
tended for the manufacture of armaments—for example, steel mills 
and other metallurgical industries, chemical industries producing 
or capable of producing gunpowder, explosives, poison gases, etc. 
and enterprises producing or processing materials which render 
them capable of use as armaments factories;

“ (ii) All sources of liquid and solid fuels capable of use in air
craft engines;

“ (iii) All sources of atomic and nuclear raw materials, and all 
information regarding their destination and use;

“ (iv) All nuclear and scientific research;

1U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/35, Oct. 6, 1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 24), in Disarma
ment Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 1955> 
p. 45.

a Ante, doc. 131.
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“ (v) All enterprises believed by the control organ to be engaged 
in any of the above-mentioned activities.”

136. United States Memorandum Supplementing the Out
line Plan for the Implementation of President 
Eisenhower’s Aerial Inspection Proposal, Submitted 
to the Disarmament Subcommittee, October 7, 
19551

Importance of an inspection and control system in a disarmament 
program/me
All five of the Governments represented' in the Sub-Committee of 

the Disarmament Commission have recognized the crucial importance 
of effective inspection and control in providing the assurance that 
commitments to reduce and limit and regulate armaments and armed 
forces will be honoured. President Eisenhower, in his statement on 
disarmament made on 21 July 1955 at the Conference of Heads of 
Government of the four great Powers 2 reaffirmed the desire of the 
United States “to enter into a sound and reliable agreement making 
possible the reduction of armaments”. The President said:

“No sound and reliable agreement can be made unless it is com
pletely covered by an inspection and reporting system adequate 
to support every portion of the agreement. The lessons of history 
teach us that disarmament agreements without adequate reciprocal 
inspection increase the dangers of war and do not brighten the 
prospects of peace.”
Mr. Bulganin, Prime Minister of the Soviet Union, on 4 August 

1955 told the Supreme Soviet that “the President of the United 
States justly remarked that each disarmament plan boils down to 
the question of control and inspection.” 3 

Mr. Pearson, Secretary of State for External Affairs of Canada, 
Mr. Pinay, Foreign Minister of France[,] and Sir Anthony Eden, 
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, have all, within the last few 
months, emphasized the need for the kind of control and inspection 
which would give a basis for confidence that disarmament agreements

‘ U.N. doc. DC/SC.l/36, Oct. 7, 1955 (also doc. DO/71, Annex 25), in Disarma
ment Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 1955, 
pp. 45-49.

2 Ante, doc. 120.
8 Ante, doc. 125.

514543—60—vol. 1-----36



524 DOCUMENT 136 : OCTOBER 7, 1955

would be observed, and have all stressed the primary importance of 
inspection and control of agreements to reduce and limit armaments.

Difficulties of assuring by effective inspection and control that all 
nuclear weapons a/re eliminated
Together with this recognition of the absolute need for a control 

system adequate to support every portion of a disarmament agree
ment, the Governments represented in the Sub-Committee of the Dis
armament Commission have recognized the problems caused by the 
vast technological developments in an expansion of nuclear energy 
materials. The Soviet Union, in its proposals of 10 May 1955 
(DC/SC.l/26/Rev.2) noted that:

“There are possibilities beyond the reach of international control 
for evading this control and for organizing the clandestine manu
facture of atomic and hydrogen weapons, even if there is a formal 
agreement on international control. In such a situation, the secu
rity of the States parties to the international convention (treaty) 
cannot be guaranteed, since the possibility would be open to a po
tential aggressor to accumulate stocks of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons for surprise attack on peace-loving States.”
President Eisenhower, in his statement on disarmament, made on 

21 July 1955 at the Conference of Heads of Government, said:
“We have not, as yet, been able to discover any scientific or other 

inspection method which would make certain of the elimination of 
nuclear weapons. So far as we are aware, no other nation has 
made such a discovery. Our study of this problem is continuing.”
During the discussions of the Sub-Committee, the representative of 

Canada, Mr. Martin, the representative of France, Mr. Moch, and the 
representative of the United Kingdom, Mr. Nutting, have all many 
times noted the danger of inadequate control of fissionable material, 
that all our previous concepts have been rendered obsolete by new 
scientific developments and that it was necessary to consider facts as 
they are today and not as they were yesterday or the day before.

At the meeting of the Sub-Committee of 5 October 1955, Mr. Nut
ting summed up the views of all the delegations when he referred 
to the “barrier of science which prevents us at this moment, on the 
admission of the Soviet Union, the United States and every other 
delegation represented at this table, from making nuclear disarma
ment the safe hope for the world that we would wish it to be”.2

The present impossibility of establishing an effective inspection 
and control method that would completely account for nuclear weap

1 Ante, doc. 112.
2 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.67, Oct. 5, 1955, pp. 63-65.
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ons material is of exceptional importance. I t  means that no nation 
has, as yet, been able to find any scientific or other inspection method 
that would account for all nuclear weapons material. I t  means 
that the amount of unaccountability is of such magnitude as to be an 
unacceptable unknown quantity of vast destructive capacity.

Action to be taken
In the light of these circumstances, the United States believes 

that two steps should be taken to meet the issues posed by these facts. 
The first is to continue the search for the method by which complete 
accountability of nuclear materials and reliable inspection and control 
might be attained. The United States is already engaged in this 
search. The United States has placed a number of its ablest scientists 
in continuing work on this problem. The United States Government 
welcomes efforts by any other nation in this regard and invites the 
scientists and officials of any nation in the world, if they believe that 
they have a method which can completely account for past and present 
production of fissionable materials and ensure against improper diver
sion of nuclear weapons, to come forward and advance such method 
for consideration.

Second, in addition to such continuing study and research, there 
must be a joint effort to reach agreements which can reduce the pos
sibility of war, and in particular and as a first priority, provide 
against the possibility of a great surprise attack.

President Eisenhower's proposal
I t is against this background that President Eisenhower, on 21 

July 1955, proposed at Geneva that steps be taken now which would 
have an immediate effect, which would be practical and which would 
strike at the very core of the disarmament problem—the suspicion 
and fear which are the great causes of international tensions. The 
Eisenhower proposal called for an exchange of blueprints of their 
military establishments between the Soviet Union and the United 
States and the provision of facilities for reciprocal aerial recon
naissance from one end to the other of these two countries. The pur
pose of this exchange is to provide against the possibility of a great 
surprise attack, particularly with nuclear weapons, the importance 
of this having been previously recognized by the Soviet Union as well 
as by the United States.

In order to take into account the views of the Soviet Union ex
pressed in its proposal of 10 May 1955 and at the Conference of Heads 
of Government, as well as certain views of the other members of the 
Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission, the United States, 
in expounding these proposals, made by President Eisenhower, in
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the outline plan presented by the United States in the Sub-Committee 
on 30 August 1955 (DC/SC.1/31) ,x noted that

“Each nation has recognized the need for ground observers* 
and these will be stationed at key locations within the other country 
for the purpose of allowing them to certify the accuracy of the 
foregoing information and to give warning of evidence of surprise 
attack or of mobilization.”
In introducing this outline plan, the United States also recognized 

that the danger of great surprise attack is a matter of concern to 
each of the Governments represented in the Sub-Committee of the 
Disarmament Commission and to all nations of the world. I t is 
further realized that the carrying out of President Eisenhower’s, 
proposal will involve the co-operation of each of the Governments 
represented in the Sub-Committee, and the question arises whether 
this exchange of military blueprints and aerial reconnaissance should 
be confined to the territorial limits of the United States and the 
Soviet Union. I t is the belief of the United States that it is most 
essential that a beginning should be made on the President’s proposal 
by agreement between the Soviet Union and the United States, but 
that this agreement between these two countries putting the Presi
dent’s plan into effect without delay might also provide for the 
adherence and participation, as agreed, of designated countries on 
an equitable basis, once the plan is in operation between the Soviet 
Union and the United States.

Furthermore, it should be clear that President Eisenhower’s pro
posal is directed towards providing against the possibility of a great 
surprise attack of any kind, with any weapon. So far as the informa
tion to be exchanged is concerned, it will consist of the identification, 
strength, command structure and disposition of personnel, units and 
equipment of all major land, sea and air forces, including organized 
reserves and para-military forces; and a complete list of military 
plants, facilities, and installations with their locations. It is not 
contemplated that the blueprints of military establishments would 
include every specific detail. Similar information would be simul
taneously exchanged by each Government, as mutually agreed upon 
by the two Governments, within the framework of the United Nations. 
This exchange of information would be directed towards safe
guarding against the possibility of a great surprise attack, and the 
details of information to be exchanged are subject to negotiation.

So far as aerial reconnaissance is concerned, however, the United 
States would not consider that there are prohibited areas. In the 
words of President Eisenhower, the United States would “allow these 
planes, properly inspected, peaceful planes, to fly over any particular

1 Ante, doc. 129.
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urea of the country that they wanted to, because in this—only in this— 
way could you convince them there wasn’t something over there that 
maybe was by surprise ready to attack them”.

Reduction of the burden of armaments
The United States believes that the taking of this practical step 

to provide against the possibility of surprise attack, as suggested in 
President Eisenhower’s proposals, will lessen danger and relax inter
national tensions.

By this very fact, a system guarding against surprise attack as 
proposed by the United States should make more easily attainable a 
broader disarmament agreement. The lessons learned through the 
mutual exchange of military blueprints and through reciprocal aerial 
reconnaissance will help measurably in the joint efforts of the Sub- 
Committee of the Disarmament Commission to find an effective in
spection and control system which will fully support agreements to 
reduce, limit and regulate armaments and armed forces.

It is the firm policy of the United States Government that the 
relaxation of international tensions through concrete deeds should 
proceed concurrently with efforts to find a solution to the problem 
of armaments. As President Eisenhower said at the Conference of 
Heads of Government of the four great Powers, “the United States 
Government is prepared to enter into a sound and reliable agreement 
making possible the reduction of armament”.1

The United States earnestly seeks an agreement for the reduction 
of all armaments and armed forces, concurrent with the relief of 
international tensions and when a reliable system of inspection and 
control is devised. The problems of disarmament have become 
increasingly complicated because of the changed technical circum
stances which have been previously described. These technical cir
cumstances must be taken into account, not only in devising a system 
of inspection and control, but also in relation to the scale, timing and 
ratio of any reductions which might be agreed upon.

While these considerations are being studied, and while our scien
tists are trying to find methods by which complete accountability 
for nuclear material and reliable inspection and control might be 
attained, it is imperative that we find the means to provide against 
surprise attack and to attain that degree of international trust indis
pensable to a broad disarmament programme supported by effective 
inspection and reporting. The United States believes that the Eisen
hower plan is the gateway to agreement in these further fields and, 
in itself, provides a great assurance against war.

It is the hope of the United States that, upon further considera
tion of the proposal of the President of the United States made at

1 Ante, doc. 120.
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Geneva on 21 July 1955, the outline plan in implementation of 
the President’s proposal submitted to the Sub-Committee of the 
Disarmament Commission on 30 August 1955, and the further expla
nations made during the course of the Sub-Committee discussions 
and summed up in this memorandum, the members of the Sub-Com
mittee, the Disarmament Commission and the General Assembly of 
the United Nations, may decide that the early execution of this plan 
would contribute to the reduction of present international tensions, 
provide safeguards against major surprise attack, lessen the fear of 
war, assist in the development of a comprehensive international 
agreement for the regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of 
all armed forces and armaments and advance the cause of peace. It 
is the further hope of the United States that agreement might be 
reached to place the proposal of the United States into effect at the 
earliest opportunity, and that the members of this Sub-Committee 
would continue their efforts to reach agreement on an effective system 
of international inspection and control and upon a general programme 
for reduction and limitation of armaments.

137. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Bulganin), October 11, 1955 1

D enver, Colorado

D ear Mr. Chairm an  : I  wish to thank you for your letter of Sep
tember 19, 19552 about my Geneva proposal of July 21s that we 
exchange information about military establishments and permit 
reciprocal aerial inspection over our two countries.

You raise a good many questions, and I shall not be able to reply 
to them until the doctors let me do more than at present.4 In any 
event, a full reply calls for preliminary work by my advisers and this 
is actively under way.

Let me now say, however, that I  am encouraged that you are giving 
such full consideration to my Geneva proposal. I  hope that we can 
agree on it, not as a cure-all, but, as I  said at Geneva, to show a spirit 
of non-aggressiveness on both sides and so to create a fresh atmos
phere which would dispel much of the present fear and suspicion. 
This, of itself, would be worthwhile. I t would, I  believe, make it 
more possible to make progress in terms of comprehensive plans for

1 Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 24,1955, pp. 643-644.
2 Ante, doc. 134.
8 Ante, doc. 120.
4 President Eisenhower had suffered a heart attack on Sept. 24.



DOCUMENT 138 : OCTOBER 27, 1955 529

inspection, controls and reductions of armament, which will satisfy 
the high hopes of our peoples, and indeed of all the world.

I  have not forgotten your proposal having to do with stationing 
inspection teams at key points in our countries, and if you feel this 
would help to create the better spirit I  refer to, we could accept that 
too.

With best wishes,
Sincerely,

D wight D . E isenhower

138. Tripartite Proposal at the Geneva Meeting of 
Foreign Ministers: Reunification of Germany and 
Security, October 27, 1955 1

At the Geneva Conference, the Heads of Government recognised, 
in their Directive to the Foreign Ministers,2 the common responsi
bility of the Four Powers for the reunification of Germany by means 
of free elections in conformity with the national interests of the 
German people and the interests of European security.

France, the United Kingdom and the United States of America 
have striven unceasingly for the reunification of .Germany in free
dom in order to promote real stability in Europe. Last year they 
put forward, in the Eden Plan,3 proposals which offer the German 
nation the means to recover its unity in accordance with the rights 
of peoples and liberty of the individual. They renew these proposals 
in the paper attached hereto.4

Free elections leading to the formation of a single Government for 
the whole of Germany are the right way of ensuring full participation 
of the German people in the solution of the German problem, which 
the Soviet Government says it also desires. If  agreement in principle 
is reached during the present Conference, it should be possible to settle

1 Conference doc. MFM/DOC/7, in The Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers, 
October 2'1-November 16, 1955 (Department of State publication 6156; 1955), 
pp. 27-83. The proposal was introduced by M. Pinay, the French Foreign 
Minister, on Oct. 27, on behalf of the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
France. Foreign Secretary Macmillan of the United Kingdom read the proposal 
at the meeting of Oct. 28.

2 Ante, doc. 123.
8 Proposal of Jan. 29, 1954; for text, see Foreign Ministers Meeting: Berlin 

Discussions, January 25-February 12, 1954 (Department of State publication 
5399; 1954), pp. 223-225.

4 Post, pp. 531-532.
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without delay questions concerning the electoral law and the super
vision of the elections, which could take place as early as 1956.

Without German unity, any system of European security would 
be an illusion. The division of Germany can only perpetuate friction 
and insecurity as well as grave injustice. France, the United King
dom and the United States of America are not prepared to enter into 
a system of European security which, as in the Soviet proposals put 
forward at Geneva,1 does not end the division of Germany.

At the Geneva Conference the Soviet Government expressed con
cern about the policy and associations of a reunified German Govern
ment. The Soviet Union appears to fear that a unified Germany, 
established by free elections and free to choose its associates in collec
tive defence, would constitute a threat to the security of the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe. The fact is that the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organisation and the Western European Union are strictly 
defensive organisations. Far from constituting a threat to peace, 
they contribute to the security not only of their members but of all 
states. This is evident from the various limitations and restrictions 
which the members of the Western European Union have assumed 
and from the restraint on individual action which the NATO system 
imposes on its members. If  a reunified Germany elects to associate 
itself with these organisations, the inherent obligations of restraint 
and control would enhance rather than detract from Soviet security.

Nevertheless, to remove any possible grounds for Soviet refusal to 
reunify Germany, promptly, France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States of America are prepared to take further steps to meet 
the concern expressed by the Soviet Government. They accordingly 
propose the conclusion of a treaty in the terms set forth below, con
currently with the conclusion of an agreement to reunify Germany 
under the Eden Plan. This treaty would comprise undertakings to 
refrain from the use of force and to withhold aid from an aggressor, 
provisions for the limitation and control of forces and armaments, and 
the obligation to react against aggression. The treaty would enter 
into force only in conjunction with the reunification of Germany. It 
would be carried out by stages. Its signature would be concurrent 
with the signature of the agreement on the Eden Plan. The final 
stage would become effective when a reunified Germany decides to 
enter NATO and the Western European Union.

France, the United Kingdom and the United States of America are 
convinced that these proposals could lead to an agreement satisfactory 
to both sides. If the Soviet Union’s concern over immediate German 
reunification is primarily security, these proposals should constitute 
an acceptable basis for negotiation since they provide a system of con
trols in which the Soviet Union would directly participate, and re-

1 Ante, doc. 118.
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ciprocal assurances from which the Soviet Union would directly ben
efit. Such a settlement, by creating confidence in an area vital for 
world security, would facilitate the solution of even wider problems.

OUTLINE OF TERMS OF TREATY OF ASSURANCE ON THE 
REUNIFICATION OF GERMANY

The treaty, which would be concluded concurrently with an agree
ment on the reunification of Germany under the Eden Plan, would 
cover the following subj ects:

1 -Renunciation of the Use of Force—
Each party would undertake to settle, by peaceful means, any inter

national dispute in which it might be involved, and to refrain from 
the use of force in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of the 
United Nations.

2 .-Withholding Support from aggressors—
Each party would agree to withhold assistance, military or eco

nomic, to any aggressor, and any party could bring the aggression 
to the attention of the United Nations, and seek such measures as are 
necessary to maintain or to restore international peace and security.

3 -Limitation of Forces and Armaments—
In a zone comprising areas of comparable size and depth and im

portance on both sides of the line of demarcation between a reunified 
Germany and the Eastern European countries, levels for armed forces 
would be specified so as to establish a military balance which would 
contribute to European security and help to relieve the burden of 
armaments. There would be appropriate provisions for the mainte
nance of this balance. In parts of the zone which lie closest to the 
line of demarcation, there might be special measures relating to the 
disposition of military forces and installations.

4-Inspection and Control—
The parties would provide information on an agreed progressive 

basis on their armed forces in the zone. There would be agreement on 
progressive procedures of mutual inspection to verify such data and 
to warn against any preparation for surprise attack.

$ -Special Waming System—
In order to provide added depth to the surveillance system on both 

sides and thus give further protection against surprise attack, provi
sion could be made to establish:

a) in the western part of the zone mentioned in paragraph 3, a 
radar warning system operated by the Soviet Union and the other 
eastern members of the treaty, and
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b) a like system in the eastern part of that zone operated by the 
NATO members of the treaty.

§ -Consultation—
There would be suitable provision for consultation among the par

ties to implement the treaty.
7 -Individual and Collective Self-Defence—
It would be provided that nothing in the treaty would impair or 

conflict with the right of individual and collective self-defence recog
nised by the United Nations Charter and Treaties under it. No party 
would continue to station forces in the territory of any other party 
without the latter’s consent, and upon request of the party concerned 
any party would withdraw its forces within a stated period, unless 
these forces are present in the territory concerned under collective 
defence arrangements.

8 -Obligation to react against aggression—
Each party would agree that armed attack in Europe by any party, 

which is also a NATO member, against any party which is not a 
NATO member, or vice-versa, would endanger the peace and security 
which is the object of this treaty, and that all the parties would then 
take appropriate action to meet that common danger.

9 -Entry into force by stages—
The provisions would come into effect progressively at stages to be 

agreed.

139. Statement by the Soviet Foreign Minister (Molotov) 
at the Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers, Octo
ber 31, 1955 1

We have had an exchange of opinions on the proposal by the Soviet 
Union on the establishment of a system of collective security in 
Europe2 as well as on the relevant proposal by France, Great Britain 
and the USA.3 This exchange has shown that the necessary agree
ment among the members of the Meeting on such an important prob
lem as that of ensuring security in Europe is still lacking. Though

1 Conference doc. MFM/DOC/23, in The Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers, 
October 27-November 16, 1955 (Department of State publication 6156; 1955), 
pp. 76-82.

a Ante, doc. 118.
8 Ante, doc. 138.
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all members of the Meeting stated their desire to seek agreed ways 
to solve this problem, the difference in the approach to its solution 
has nevertheless become evident.

The Soviet Government is of the opinion, as it was heretofore, that 
the interests of improvement of peace in Europe are best satisfied by 
the establishment of such a system of security in Europe, in which 
all those European states that wish to participate in it, irrespective of 
their social and state order, including the United States of America, 
would participate.

The USSE Government is convinced that it is this path, the path of 
joint efforts of European states, instead of the preservation of military 
groupings, that is capable of ensuring stable guarantees for the peace
ful development of European nations.

In spite of the fact that we have not yet reached the necessary 
agreement among us on this point, the Soviet Delegation holds that 
possibilities of achieving positive results on European security at 
our Meeting are not exhausted.

The Soviet Delegation proposes to discuss the possibility of con
cluding a security treaty for Europe with the participation, in the 
first instance, of a more limited group of the states concerned. It is 
known that the Directives agreed upon by the Heads of Government 
instruct us to consider various proposals aimed at achieving Euro
pean security, including a security pact both for Europe and “for a 
part of Europe”.1 In raising this question, the Soviet Government 
takes account of those constructive suggestions that were made at the 
Geneva Conference of the Heads of Government, in particular by Sir 
Anthony Eden, Prime Minister of Great Britain.2 We also take into 
account the proposals by the three powers submitted at this Meeting.

As to the group of states-parties to such a treaty on security in 
Europe, we propose that it be comprised of the four powers—the 
USSE, the USA, France and Great Britain, as well as all other 
parties to both the Western European Union3 and the Warsaw 
Treaty,4 including the German Federal Eepublic and the German 
Democratic Eepublic.

1 Ante, doc. 123.
2 Ante, doc. 117.
3 The following states signed the Paris Protocols of Oct. 23, 1954, which estab

lished the Western European Union: Belgium, France, Luxembourg, the Nether
lands, the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of Germany, and Italy. For 
the texts of the protocols, see American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Docu
ments (Department of State publication 6446; 1957), vol. I, pp. 972-989.

4 The following countries signed the Warsaw Treaty of May 14, 1955: Albania, 
Bulgaria, Hungary, the “German Democratic Republic,” Poland, Rumania, the 
Soviet Union, and Czechoslovakia. The text of the treaty isi printed ibid., pp. 
1239-1242.
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The Soviet Government also agrees to having as participants in the 
agreement other European states that wish to join it, such as Yugo
slavia and Denmark.

Naturally, the question arises as to the nature of the obligations 
which might be assumed by the States-parties to the treaty on secu
rity in Europe. In our opinion, the major obligations assumed by 
these states should be the following:

a) To undertake not to use armed force against one another and 
to settle any dispute that may arise among them by peaceful means;

b) To render each other mutual assistance, including military as
sistance, in case any of the parties to the treaty is subjected to attack 
in Europe;

c) To hold mutual consultations of the parties to the treaty in 
connection both with the obligations provided for in paragraph “a” 
and the obligations provided for in paragraph “t>”.

d) To establish, by special agreement of the participants of the 
treaty, a body (or bodies) for the purpose of holding the above- 
mentioned consultations and also of taking such other steps as may 
be found necessary in connection with the fulfilment by the states of 
their undertakings under the present treaty.

In submitting this proposal the Soviet Government proceeds, of 
course, from the premise that afterwards the existing treaties and 
agreements (North Atlantic bloc, Western European Union, the War
saw Treaty) shall become ineffective and the military groupings based 
on them shall be liquidated. Nevertheless, the Soviet Government at 
present does not propose in connection with the present proposal on 
the treaty of security in Europe any concrete time limit for this treaty 
and its replacement by the All-European Treaty. We find it possi
ble to limit ourselves to a stipulation in the treaty that it remain in 
force until it is replaced by another broader treaty on European 
security which will provide for the replacement of the existing trea
ties and agreements.

The Soviet Government proceeds also from the premise that the 
conclusion of the treaty should not affect the obligations of the states 
parties to it assumed by them under the existing treaties and agree
ments, which point should be directly stipulated in the text of the 
treaty.

The same should be said with regard to the right of the states to 
individual and collective self-defence provided for in Article 51 of 
the UN Charter in the event of an armed attack. This right should 
not be prejudiced by the assumption by the states of the obligations 
under the treaty on European security.

The Soviet Union when considering European security raises the 
question not only of its own security and not only of the security of
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states represented at this Meeting. In manifesting legitimate con
cern for ensuring its own security, the Soviet Union cannot fail to 
consider this question in connection with the problem of the security 
of those European states which suffered very severely from German 
aggression. These countries, naturally, show concern about their se
curity in connection with the plans to resurrect German militarism 
and in connection with the existence of military groupings with the 
participation in them of Western Germany and later of a unified 
Germany. In considering the question of European security, we can
not help thinking of the security of such states as Poland, Czecho
slovakia, Yugoslavia, Greece and other European states whose people 
suffered so many hardships as a result of Hitlerite invasion.

It is conspicuous that the draft treaty on “Special guarantees in 
connection with the reunification of Germany” 1 does not say anything 
as to whether this treaty provides for the security, for instance, of 
the states bordering on Germany. Yet this problem cannot be ig
nored when we speak of European security. I t  is desirable to have 
the necessary elucidation on this point.

In accordance with what has been said, the Soviet Delegation sub
mits for consideration by the Meeting the draft treaty on European 
security, the text of which reads as follows:

“D raft T reaty on S ecurity in  E urope

“Inspired by the desire to strengthen peace and recognizing the 
necessity to contribute in every possible way to reducing international 
tension and establishing confidence in relations between states,

“Guided by the peaceful purposes and principles of the United 
Nations,

“The Governments_________ ____________________________

have agreed to conclude the present Treaty.
“The States-parties to the Treaty solemnly declare that they assume 

the following obligations:

Article 1
“The contracting parties undertake not to use armed force against 

one another and also to refrain from having recourse to the threat of 
force in their relations with each other and to settle any dispute that 
may arise among them by peaceful means.

Article 2
“In the event that any one or several States-parties to the Treaty 

is subjected to an armed attack in Europe by any state or group of

1 Ante, doc. 138.
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states, the other States-parties to the Treaty shall immediately render 
the state or states so attacked all such assistance, including military 
assistance, as may be deemed necessary for the purpose of re-establish
ing and maintaining international peace and security in Europe.

Article 3
“The States-parties to the Treaty undertake to refrain from ren

dering under any pretext any direct or indirect assistance to the 
attacking state in Europe.

Article £
“The States-parties to the Treaty shall consult one another when

ever, in the view of any one of them, there arises a threat of an armed 
attack in Europe against one or more of the States-parties to the 
Treaty, in order to take effective steps to remove any such threat. 
They shall immediately conduct the necessary consultations whenever 
agreed steps may be required for the reestablishment of peace, in the 
event of an attack on any State-party to the Treaty.

Article 5
“The signatory states shall establish, by common consent, a special 

body (or bodies) for the purpose of holding the above-mentioned con
sultations and also for taking such other steps to assure security as 
may be found necessary in connection with the fulfilment by the states 
of their obligations under the present Treaty.

Article 6
“The States-parties to the Treaty agree that obligations under the 

present Treaty shall not infringe upon the obligations assumed by 
them under existing treaties and agreements.

Article 7
“The assumption by states of obligations under the present Treaty 

shall not prejudice the right of the States-parties to the Treaty to 
individual or collective self-defense in the event of an armed attack, 
as provided for in Article 51 of the United Nations Charter.

Article 8
“The Treaty is of a provisional character and shall remain in effect 

until replaced by another, more extensive Treaty on European security 
which shall replace the existing treaties and agreements.”

At the same time, the Soviet Delegation would like to present 
another question having a direct bearing on the problem of ensuring 
European security.

I t is a known fact that at the Geneva Conference of the Heads of 
Government, considerations were expressed, especially by Prime
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Minister Eden of the United Kingdom, on the expediency of creating 
in Europe a special zone for limiting and inspecting armaments.1 I t 
is also a known fact that President N. A. Bulganin of the Council 
of Ministers of the USSE was favorably impressed with the con
siderations expressed by Mr. Eden.

We all remember that in the directives of the Heads of Government 
mention was also made of the “creation of a zone between East and 
West in which the disposition of armed forces shall be arranged by 
mutual agreement.” This wording concerning “the creation of a zone 
between East and West” corresponds to the proposal made by Mr. 
Eden. But if we speak of creating a zone “between East and West” 
then obviously we must keep in mind the fact that the line between 
East and West runs exactly where it does. In the meantime, in the 
draft of the three Ministers, something quite different is stated con
cerning the zone. In this draft mention is made of a zone “along 
both sides of the demarcation line between a reunited Germany and 
Eastern Europe.” Such a proposal does not correspond to the di
rectives of the Heads of Government concerning the zone “between 
East and West” and does not correspond to what everybody knows 
to be the actual state of affairs. I t  is absolutely obvious that we 
cannot disregard this.

The Soviet Government has carefully studied all proposals and 
considerations relative to the zone and has come to the conclusion 
that this question deserves serious attention and that we must try 
to reconcile our positions with regard to this problem, all the more 
so since on a number of points they have much in common.

In expressing a desire to approach Mr. Eden’s proposal favorably, 
in accordance with the directives of the Heads of Government of the 
Four Powers, we would propose to come to an agreement on the 
following:

1. The zone of limitation and inspection of armaments in Europe 
must include the territory of the German Federal Republic, of the 
German Democratic Republic, and of states bordering on them, or 
at least certain ones of them.

2. The agreement on the zone shall envisage the maximum levels 
for the number of troops of the USA, the USSR, the United Kingdom 
and France stationed within the territory of other states in this zone. 
The question of such limitation must be the subject of further 
consideration.

3. Obligations pertaining to the limitation of armaments and their 
control assumed by states under the respective agreement shall be 
subject to agreement with such states, which shall be free in making 
decisions on this matter in accordance with their sovereign rights.

1 Ante, doc. 121.
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4. Joint inspections shall be established over the armed forces and 
armaments of the States-parties to the agreements for the fulfilment 
of obligations on the limitation of armaments within territories of 
the zone. If  understanding on this subject is reached among us, and 
with other states subsequently, it would be a great importance for 
the consolidation of peace and would contribute to lessening tension 
in Europe. Furthermore, the reaching of such an agreement would 
facilitate the possibility of solving the problem of disarmament, since 
the example of a given region in Europe would indicate the possibility 
of applying such disarmament measures as would in the future be 
carried out on a wider scale.

The Delegation of the USSR would like to express the hope that 
these new proposals of the Soviet Government prepared, as we have 
already indicated, with consideration of the respective proposals of 
the other participants of this Meeting, will serve as a suitable basis 
for the rapprochement of our positions and will facilitate the reaching 
of the necessary agreement between the Four Powers on the important 
problem of ensuring European security.

140. Statement by the Soviet Foreign Minister (Molotov) 
at the Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers, Novem
ber 10, 1955 1

Today we take up the discussion of the question of disarmament. 
The importance of this problem is obvious.

It is not by accident that the United Nations has been concerned 
with this problem since the very first days of its existence, so to speak. 
At its very first session in 1946 the General Assembly took a decision 
which stressed the significance of the problem, of reducing armaments 
and forbidding the atomic bomb.2 In subsequent years this problem 
has been almost always present on the agenda of the UN. Its great 
significance was likewise noted by the Conference of the Heads of 
Government of the Four Powers—the USSR, the USA, the UK and 
France. We should carry out the directives of this Conference.3

The problem of disarmament or, speaking more precisely, the reduc
tion of armaments and the prohibition of the atomic bomb, is one of 
the most urgent international problems. This is understandable too,

1 Conference doc. MFM/DOC/48, in The Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers, 
October 2f7-Noveml)er 16, 1955 (Department of State publication 6156; 1955), 
pp. 177-184.

2 Ante, doc. 9.
3 Ante, doc. 123. \
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for its solution would mean the cessation of the armaments race. 
And we all know that an armaments race increases the danger of a 
new war, while, on the other hand, every success in the cause of 
disarmament reduces this danger and contributes to the consolidation 
of peace. With every year that passes, the armaments race assumes 
ever wider dimensions. Ever greater material resources are being 
used for the increase of armies, navies and military aviation, which 
are already too large, and for the manufacture of the most dangerous 
and destructive types of weapons such as atomic, hydrogen, rocket 
and other weapons. For these purposes there are being used an 
enormous quantity of such national resources as could be used for 
productive purposes, for the development of peaceful production, 
for improving human life, for supplying aid to those peoples in 
backward areas of the world who need such aid and support.

According to the directives which we have received, we are “to con
sider whether the four Governments can take any further useful 
initiative in the field of disarmament.” We consider it necessary to 
find ways and means for surmounting the difficulties which we face. 
We should strive to move forward to an agreement between us on the 
question of reducing armaments and prohibiting the atomic bomb.

The position of the Soviet Union concerning the question of dis
armament is well known. I t is determined not by some transient and 
opportunistic considerations but by a consistent struggle based on 
principles in favour of peace and security of nations. The fully 
developed expose of this position of the USSE was given in the Soviet 
Government’s proposal of May 10 of this year.1

Let us remind you of the essence of this proposal.
First of all, this proposal of the USSE presented the problem of 

the necessity for taking urgent steps for the purpose of reducing 
international tension and creating confidence among states. This 
requires, first of all, a cessation of the “cold war”, strict fulfilment of 
the decision of the General Assembly, which had condemned the 
propaganda for a new war, and the execution of a number of other 
measures provided for by the draft declaration which was contained 
in the said proposal of the Soviet Government.

This proposal likewise contains the basic provisions for an inter
national convention for reducing armaments and prohibiting the 
atomic bomb, with a stipulation for appropriate and effective inter
national control. With regard to this part of the proposal, it was 
prepared in consideration of the fact that on certain important prob
lems pending between the Soviet Union on the one hand and the 
Western Powers on the other, dissension had been practically elimi
nated. Two such problems were:

1Ante, doc. 112.
514543—60—vol. 1——37
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In the first place, the Soviet Union had accepted the proposal of 
the Western countries1 with regard to restricted levels of armed forces 
for the five Great Powers: the USSR, the USA, China, the United 
Kingdom, and France.

In the second place, we had agreed to the final prohibition of the 
atomic bomb and its removal from the armaments of states after 
effecting the reduction of conventional armaments amounting to 75 
per cent of the agreed rate of reduction.2

We do not mention the fact that the Soviet Government agreed to 
the proposal of the Western Powers to the effect that measures for 
the reduction of armaments and prohibition of the atomic bomb be 
carried out by stages. This, as you know, was fully reflected in the 
said proposal of the Soviet Union. 5

Besides, the USSR proposal of May 10 contains important provi
sions, the fulfilment of which would ensure proper international 
control over the fulfilment by states of their obligations in reducing 
armaments and prohibiting the atomic bomb. In this connection'the 
measures of control and inspection provided for are closely connected 
with the execution of the very measures for disarmament which were 
to be carried out in two periods—during 1956 and 1957. These meas
ures in the field of international control and inspection are closely con
nected with the problem , of establishing confidence in international 
relations among states. They also take into account the fact that at 
the present time no such necessary confidence exists, even among the 
Great Powers, first of all.

The said proposal of the USSR provides that during the first 
period when there is still no prohibition of atomic weapons and when 
their manufacture has not yet been stopped, such measures of control 
should be carried out as would create a reliable guarantee against a 
surprise attack of one state against another.

Can anybody dispute the fact that in the event of an outbreak of 
war in our time, along with atomic and hydrogen weapons which 
have exceptional destructive power, there would inevitably be drawn 
into military conflict armies of many millions and enormous quanti
ties of conventional armaments which have decisive importance for 
the outcome of any big war ? This means that preparation for war 
is inevitably connected with the necessity of concentrating at specific 
points large military units with a huge quantity of conventional arma
ments: planes, artillery, tanks, naval vessels, etc. All this can be 
accomplished solely by shifting troops to big junction points, ports 
and airfields, the importance of which is not only not being reduced 
but is constantly increasing.

1 Ante, doc. 109.
2 Ante, doc. 110.
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From all this we may draw the following important conclusion:
Not a single state can make a sudden attack on another state, on 

any large scale in any case, if international control stations are estab
lished at big centers within its territory. Such stations would make 
it possible to give advance warning of any dangerous concentration 
of troops and military equipment on the territory of any state. I t  
might be mentioned that no convincing arguments have been advanced 
against our proposals for organizing the said control posts as an 
effective means of control used in connection with disarmament.

It would seem that after the introduction by the Soviet Govern
ment of its proposal of May 10 there would be a suitable basis for 
reaching an agreement between us, in so far as agreement had already 
been reached in essentials on a number of important questions, as I 
have indicated. In the meantime, as it transpired during the work 
of the subcommittee on disarmament in New York, matters did not 
progress. Moreover, judging by the statements of the representa
tive of the USA on the said subcommittee, and also from statements 
of its other members, a certain backward movement was observed. 
At the same time we can state that the proposal of the USSR of 
May 10 was not rejected by anybody. Half a year has now elapsed 
since it was introduced, and it is still where we left off.

It would seem that it can be unequivocally stated that agreement 
has been reached on the question of the levels of arqaed forces and 
on the question of the sequence in which measures for prohibiting 
atomic weapons should be carried out. This would facilitate the 
further examination of the problem of disarmament. Nevertheless, 
doubt is now being cast on the agreement reached on the questions 
mentioned. In so far as the representative of the USA is concerned, 
he even cast doubt on the very possibility of achieving, at the present 
time, positive results in the matter of reducing armaments and 
prohibiting atomic weapons.

Nowadays, there is a tendency to refer to technical difficulties as 
if they prevented effective control in carrying out state obligations 
to prohibit atomic weapons. It stands to reason that one cannot 
ignore the fact that scientific technical invention is faced with the 
problem of finding corresponding methods which could be adopted 
in the interests of effective international control. Nevertheless, does 
this mean that we must now refrain from taking appropriate steps 
for prohibiting atomic weapons? To do so would mean continuing 
along the road of an unbridled armaments race with its dangerous 
consequences for mankind. Perhaps this is a matter of interest to 
certain circles that put their own narrow interests before the vital 
interests of mankind. I feel, however, that our Meeting cannot 
adopt this point of view if we really wish to stop the armaments race, 
if we really wish to save mankind from the threat of atomic warfare.
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We cannot deny that there are technical difficulties in establishing 
control over the observance of obligations of states when prohibiting 
atomic weapons and that it will take time to study and find the 
appropriate technical means. Indeed, under existing circumstances 
it is precisely on account of this that the condemnation of 
the use of atomic weapons would be of such enormous moral and 
political significance. Such a condemnation of atomic weapons could 
not be ignored. It would be an important step towards the total 
prohibition of atomic weapons and towards the conclusion of a cor
responding international agreement. The importance of such an 
important act for the strengthening of confidence between states, 
for freeing mankind from the fear of atomic attack, should not be 
underestimated.

I t  will be appropriate to recall that during the Second World War 
not a single state dared to violate a similar international agreement 
that was reached in 1925, forbidding the use of biological and chemi
cal weapons.1 This fact, in itself, says a great deal. I t is a good 
reply to those pessimists who try to deny the importance of the 
condemnation, moral and political, of atomic weapons.

In aspiring to reach an agreement on the question of prohibiting 
atomic weapons and, ipso facto, to solve the problem of disarmament 
as a whole, the Soviet Government introduced its new proposal at the 
Conference of the Heads of Government.2 I t proposed that the Four 
Powers should undertake not to be the first to use atom or hydrogen 
weapons against any country; and called upon all other states to join 
in an appropriate declaration.

If  only we could agree on this question at this Meeting, it would 
be handed down to history as a significant landmark in the struggle of 
mankind for peace and real security.

I t is sometimes said that one must begin the solution of the dis
armament problem with the solution of the problem of establishing 
control. This proposal means, actually, that we should engage in end
less discussions on the details of control while the armaments race 
would continue and would even gain momentum; and the danger of 
atomic warfare would continue to threaten mankind. In actual fact, 
such a proposal means an attempt to replace the solution of the prob
lem of the cessation of the armaments race with deliberations about 
various difficulties in establishing control, which would only free the 
hands of those who are interested in the increase of orders for arma
ments and military supplies, and those who aim at using the threat of 
atomic warfare for their own ends.

1 Geneva Protocol of June 17, 1925 (94 LNTS 65; Disarmament and Security: 
A Collection of Documents, 1919-55, pp. 169-170).

* Ante, doc. 119.
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But can this meet the legitimate demands of peoples for putting an 
end to the armaments race and eliminating the threat of atomic war
fare ? Of course it cannot. I t would neither meet these demands nor 
the objective of reducing international tension.

At the Conference of the Heads of Government President Eisen
hower introduced his proposal on aerial photography and the ex
change of military information between the USSR and the USA.1

We have not the slightest doubt that when making his proposal 
President Eisenhower was guided by good intentions. This is clear 
from the statement he made at the Geneva Conference. And thus 
it was appraised by the Soviet Government in the well-known letter 
of N. A. Bulganin, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
•USSR.2

Our attitude toward this proposal depends on how far it meets the 
demand for the cessation of the armaments race: will its acceptance 
facilitate the reduction of armaments and reduce the danger of atomic 
warfare ?

If  we squarely face the facts, we have to admit that unfortunately it 
does not satisfy these aims.

The proposal about aerial photography and an exchange of mili
tary information is detached from the problem of the cessation of the 
armaments race and is, in fact, not connected with this problem. It 
therefore does not reduce the danger of a new war and does not free 
mankind from the heavy tax burden which the armaments race im
poses upon it. Since it concerns only the Soviet Union and the 
United States of America and the territories of these two states, it 
does not answer the purpose of preventing an attack of one country 
on another, which is evident from the fact that in the military group
ings the United Kingdom, France, West Germany, Italy, Turkey, and 
a whole series of other countries participate, together with the USA, 
not to mention the presence of numerous American military bases in 
foreign territories. I t makes no provision at all for extending aerial 
photography and the exchange of military information to those states 
in which American military bases have been established and which 
are bound by military obligations with the United States under cer
tain treaties and agreements, the trend of which is well-known. We 
must also take into consideration the fact that the very presence of 
these bases undermines security, if we speak of real danger and not of 
declaratory statements.

Let us suppose that we would agree to make the enormous new 
material expenditures which would be necessary to carry out aerial 
photography. However, everyone realises that aerial photographs 
of all these territories would require a colossal amount of technical

1 Ante, doc. 120.
2 Ante, doc. 134.
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meansr—airplanes, fuel, etc. Moreover, it would be necessary to pro
duce the aerial photographs again and again, for in the course of 
time the situation in the separate countries could not remain 
unchanged.

Since the afore-mentioned American proposal is detached from the 
problems of stopping the armaments race, all this would be accom
panied by an uninterrupted increase in armaments and an accumula
tion of reserves of atomic weapons, by military groupings and their 
further expansion, as well as by a great number of military bases on 
foreign territories, which are directed against the Soviet Union and 
not against the USSR alone.

Is it not clear that the implementation of the proposal concerning 
aerial photographs and the exchange of military information under 
such circumstances would not only fail to lead to the strengthening 
of confidence between states but, on the contrary, would intensify their 
mutual distrust ? Instead of relieving international tension, we would 
have an increase of tension between states.

This proposal of the USA by no means guarantees states against 
a surprise attack, since in contradistinction to the proposal of the 
USSR, it does not make provision for the establishment of control 
posts (in ports, railroad junctions, and airfields), which, as an indis
soluble part of the general program of disarmament, give a definite 
guarantee against surprise attack.

Thus, the proposal concerning aerial photographs and exchange 
of military information would not only fail to liberate nations from 
fear of a possible surprise attack of one state upon another, but, on the 
contrary, would intensify such a fear in view of the fact that each 
party which has given information concerning its armed forces and 
has also permitted the other party to photograph its territory, would 
be under a constant threat that the other party which has the proper 
information at its disposal may utilize it for a surprise attack and 
for aggression. And in spite of the good intentions of President 
Eisenhower, the carrying out of measures proposed by him, if not 
combined with the cessation of the armaments race and the prohibi
tion of atomic weapons, may be exploited by those military circles 
which are not only not interested in the lessening of international 
tension and in the strengthening of mutual confidence among states, 
but, on the contrary, are working out plans having nothing whatever 
in common with the maintenance of peace.

Does it mean that we are against the proposal of President Eisen
hower under any circumstances? No, it does not mean that. Our 
attitude towards this proposal could be different if the measures pro
posed by him were considered in direct connection with the solution of 
the problem of reduction of armaments and of prohibition of atomic 
weapons. With this proviso the Soviet Government is prepared to
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consider the above-mentioned proposal favourably, taking into account 
that the question of aerial photographs, as one of the forms of control, 
will be considered in connection with the establishment of control over 
the implementation of the respective international agreement in the 
final stage of carrying out measures directed towards the reduction of 
armaments and the prohibition of atomic weapons.

The Soviet Government has already had an opportunity to express 
its opinion about the proposal submitted by the Prime Minister of 
France, Mr. Faure, at the Conference of the Heads of Government 
concerning the limitation of military budgets of states.1 That pro
posal, provided it is considered in connection with the problem of 
the cessation of the armaments race, deserves a positive attitude 
towards it.

In our opinion, the considerations stated by the Prime Minister of 
the United Kingdom, Mr. Eden, at the Conference of the Heads of 
Government also deserve a careful study. As we all know, Mr. Eden 
proposed at that Conference that in some definite region of Europe 
certain measures should be taken which could be carried out in connec
tion with the solution of the problem of disarmament.2

The Soviet Delegation hopes that in the course of the discussions 
of the problem of disarmament the other participants in the Meeting 
will state their attitude towards the aforesaid considerations of the 
Soviet Delegation and that all of us will be guided by the same aspira
tion, to facilitate the possibility of our reaching the necessary 
agreement.

We think that the present Meeting would make an important con
tribution to the solution of the problem of disarmament if we officially 
recorded our agreement which has already been reached by us, in 
substance, on certain important questions and if we clearly acknowl
edged the necessity to continue the consideration of those questions on 
which our views still differ.

In conclusion, allow me to submit to the Meeting for its considera
tion the proposal of the Soviet Government formulated in accordance 
with the statements I  have just made.3

1 Ante, doc. 116.
2 Ante, doc. 121.
8 Post, doc. 141.
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141. Soviet Proposal at the Geneva Meeting of Foreigii 
Ministers: Decision of the Meeting of the Foreign 
Ministers of the Four Powers on the Reduction of 
Armaments and the Prohibition of Atomic Weap
ons, November 10, 1955 1

I

To lessen tension in the relations between states, to consolidate mur 
tual confidence between them and to remove the threat of a new war, 
the Governments of the Soviet Union, the United States of America, 
the United Kingdom, and France recognise the need to strive to 
achieve the earliest possible conclusion of an International Convention 
on the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weapons.

As a result of the exchange of opinions on the reduction of arma
ments and the prohibition of atomic weapons they have agreed on the 
following:

1. The level of the armed forces of the USA, the USSR, and China 
shall be established at from 1 to 1.5 million men for each; that of the 
United Kingdom and France, at 650,000 men for each, while the level 
provided for China, as well as other questions bearing on the armed 
forces of China, shall be the subject of consideration in which the 
Government of the People’s Republic of China is to participate.

The level of the armed forces of all other states shall not exceed
150,000 to 200,000 men and shall be agreed upon at an appropriate 
international conference.

2. After the armed forces and conventional armaments have been 
reduced to the extent of 75 per cent of the agreed reductions, a com
plete prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons shall come into 
effect. The elimination of such weapons from the armaments of states 
and their destruction shall be completed in the course of the reduction 
of armaments, covering the final 25 per cent of the agreed reductions. 
All atomic materials shall thereafter be used exclusively for peaceful 
purposes.

3. Simultaneously with the initiation of measures to effect the reduc
tion of armaments and armed forces, and before the entry into force 
of the agreement on the complete prohibition of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons, the Four Powers shall solemnly pledge themselves not to use 
nuclear weapons which they shall regard' as prohibited to them. Ex
ceptions to this rule may be permitted for purposes of defence against

1 Conference doc. MFM/DOC/45, in The Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers, 
October 27-November 16, 1955 (Department of State publication 6156; 1955), 
pp. 184-186.
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aggression, when a decision to that effect is taken by the Security 
Council.

4. As one of the first measures for the execution of the programme 
for the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weapons, 
states possessing atomic and hydrogen weapons pledge themselves to 
discontinue tests of these weapons.

5. Effective international control shall be established over the im
plementation of measures for the reduction of armaments and the 
prohibition of atomic weapons.

I I

The Foreign Ministers of the Four Powers have recognized the need 
to strive to achieve the necessary agreement on the still unsolved ques
tions of the above-mentioned Convention, subject to consideration by 
the United Nations Organization.

Being guided by the desire to reduce international tension, to 
strengthen confidence among states and to put an end to the armaments 
race, the Foreign Ministers have agreed that it is necessary in this con
nection to consider first of all the following provisions [the provisions 
in the following?] :

a) In the proposal of the USSR of May 10 of this year1 on the 
reduction of armaments, the prohibition of atomic weapons and the 
elimination of the threat of a new war;

b) In the proposal by the President of the United States of July 
212 on aerial photography and exchange of military information;

c) In the proposals by the Government of the United Kingdom on 
disarmament submitted on July 21 and August 29;3 and

d) In the proposal by the Government of France on the financial 
control over disarmament and on the conversion of the resources thus 
released for peaceful purposes.4

I l l

Simultaneously the governments of the Soviet Union, the United 
States of America, the United Kingdom, and France being determined 
not to allow the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons, which are the

1Ante, doc. 112.
3 Ante, doc. 120.
8 The British proposal of July 21 (ante, doc. 121) was resubmitted to the 

Disarmament Subcommittee on Aug. 29; U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/30 (also doc. 
DC/71, Annex 19), in Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement 
for April to December 1955, pp. 35-37.

4 See ante, docs. 116,122, and 128.
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weapons of mass extermination of people, and to relieve nations of 
the threat of a destructive atomic war, solemnly declare:

Pending the conclusion of an international Convention on the reduc
tion of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weapons, the Soviet 
Union, the United States of America, the United Kingdom, and 
France assume an obligation not to be the first to use atomic and 
hydrogen weapons against any country and they call upon all other 
states to join this Declaration.

142. Statement by the British Foreign Secretary (Mac
millan) at the Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers, 
November 10, 1955 1

As my colleagues have suggested, it seems reasonable to begin our 
discussion on the problem of disarmament by considering for a mo
ment the directive we have received from our Heads of Government.2 
This directive is quite clear. We are instructed to take note of the 
proceedings of the United Nations Disarmament Commission and of 
the views and proposals advanced at the Conference of Heads of 
Government, and to consider whether our four Governments can take 
any further useful initiative in this field.

Since July the United Nations Disarmament Sub-Committee has 
met for nearly six weeks in New York. Its discussions continued for 
so long that its parent body, the Disarmament Commission, has not 
yet been able to have a full discussion of its report. This will take 
place in the near future.

The discussions in the Sub-Committee were encouraging from one 
point of view and discouraging from another. There was a welcome 
absence of the propagandist proposals which have too often charac
terised discussions on disarmament in recent years. On the other 
hand, the Sub-Committee made absolutely no headway in resolving 
the problems of control, which are the main obstacle to progress on 
this subject. I t is true that since the Soviet Government put forward 
their proposals of May 103 we have come much closer together on the 
broad features of a disarmament plan, and especially on the ultimate 
objectives and the timing of the different elements of the plan. But

1 Conference doc. MFM/DOC/50, Nov. 11, 1955, in The Geneva Meeting of For
eign Ministers, October 27-N.ovember 16, 1955 (Department of State publication 
6156; 1955), pp. 195-199.

2 Ante, doc. 123.
3 Ante, doc. 112.
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all our Western proposals for disarmament, both in the conventional 
field and in the nuclear field, have been put forward on the under
standing that agreement would be reached on a system of interna
tional inspection and control which would provide a guarantee that 
all the measures were being faithfully carried out. This is where the 
discussions have stuck. They have stuck firstly because the Soviet 
suggestions for a control system are, in our eyes, quite inadequate, 
while the Soviet representative has been unable to comment on the 
proposals for a control system which we have put forward. Secondly, 
they have stuck because of the difficulties which have arisen in con
nection with the control of nuclear weapons and the materials of 
which they are made. These difficulties were very clearly stated in 
the Soviet proposals of May 10.

There is one other general consideration to which I  should like to 
refer at the outset of our discussion. The Soviet proposals of May 10 
emphasised, not once but several times, that confidence must be the 
forerunner of disarmament. I agree with that view. The Soviet pro
posals even listed certain specific problems, including the German 
question and the Far Eastern question, whose solution would help 
to create the necessary conditions of confidence, in which states would 
be prepared to disarm. I t is an unfortunate but inescapable fact that 
these problems have not yet been solved and that in consequence the 
requisite conditions of confidence are still not fully present today. 
Thus our inability to make progress at Geneva towards the reunifica
tion of Germany in freedom inevitably makes the prospects for dis
armament less bright than they might otherwise be. The problem is 
to know what to do in this situation. What new initiative can we 
recommend which will make the next round of discussions on disarma
ment at the United Nations more fruitful ?

It seems to me that we must start with a frank recognition of the 
pecular difficulties about nuclear disarmament. Perhaps I might 
quote what the Soviet Union said on this subject on May 10 for it is 
fundamental to our consideration of the problem: “There are possi
bilities beyond the reach of international control for evading this 
control and for organising the clandestine manufacture of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons, even if there is a formal agreement on interna
tional control. In such a situation the security of the states signatories 
to the international convention cannot be guaranteed”.

Now I suggest that if we are in earnest about disarmament, we 
cannot go on admitting on the one hand that there are possibilities of 
evasion beyond international control, and proposing on the other 
hand the total abolition of all nuclear weapons. We can retain the 
total abolition of nuclear weapons as our ultimate goal, but it would 
be misleading to pretend that it is a realisable goal in our present 
state of scientific knowledge.
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President Eisenhower clarified the basie point when he said at the 
Summit Conference in July: “No sound and reliable agreement can 
be made unless it is completely covered by an inspection and reporting 
system adequate to support every portion of the agreement55.1 And 
Sir Anthony Eden repeated this same thought: “No disarmament 
plan can be acceptable which does not contain a system of inspection 
and reporting which is adequate to support every phase of the plan55.2

I cannot agree on behalf of Her Majesty5s Government, and I would 
not expect other Governments to agree, to abolish all our nuclear 
weapons as long as there is no assurance that every other state is 
doing the same. In the case of conventional weapons, one could recon
cile oneself to a certain margin of error or deception in any control 
system. This would not be disastrous. But these thermo-nuclear 
weapons are now so deadly that the slightest margin of error or decep
tion could be decisive for the fate of nations. The risks involved are 
quite unacceptable in present conditions.

These problems are being carefully studied by the scientific experts 
in my country and I have no doubt that similar studies are under way 
in other countries. The United States Government has in fact an
nounced that a very far reaching investigation on this problem is 
being conducted there at the present time. We can hope that the 
brilliant men who ushered in the nuclear age, which is so fraught with 
menace and at the same time offers so many potential blessings to 
mankind, will not fail one day to discover ways of providing fully 
adequate control over all nuclear materials. But until that day comes, 
to accept complete nuclear disarmament would only be to contribute 
to that “false sense of security55, of which the Soviet Union itself 
warned in its proposals of May 10. If  we are to make progress in 
this complicated subject, I  feel we must face these facts honestly and 
let a new breath of realism blow through our discussions. I  do not 
mean by this that I  despair of mitigating the menace of these weapons. 
The dangers involved are so unfathomable that we should be failing 
in our duty if we did not explore every possibility. A substantial 
degree of control over future production of nuclear material is, in 
principle, attainable. And even if complete control over the materials 
themselves cannot be guaranteed, there may be other possibilities of 
controlling the means of delivery of these weapons that ought to be 
investigated fully. With all that I  agree wholeheartedly. All I  am 
suggesting now is that some of the concepts of total nuclear dis-

1 Ante, doc. 120.
2 Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December

1955, p. 36.
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armament which we have been using are quite out-of-date in the world 
as it is today and that we only mislead people by clinging to them.

We have up till now sought in the United Nations a comprehensive 
disarmament agreement. By this has been meant an agreement, cover
ing all weapons and all countries, which—once it had been signed and 
ratified—would lead us by a series of clearly defined steps to a world 
where nuclear weapons no longer existed and where conventional 
armaments and armed forces would be reduced to levels which per* 
mitted their use only for police purposes. Such a comprehensive 
agreement can still be our goal, but it is becoming increasingly clear 
that the conclusions of such an all embracing convention is bound to be 
a protracted affair. I t  must await a vast increase in international 
trust and confidence and it must await signal developments in scien
tific detection and control. I  therefore find myself asking whether it 
might not be advisable to turn our attention, in the first instance, to 
some more limited, preliminary agreement that would enable dis
armament to get under way. I have no intention of suggesting that 
even a modest agreement of this kind will be easy to complete. But I 
believe that even the most modest agreement would be an historic step 
forward and would help to create the necessary confidence for bolder 
advances to follow. By this means we might achieve a balance of 
forces at reduced levels which would help to lower international ten
sion and slow down the arms race. I t would not endanger the security 
of either side and yet it would permit substantial savings to be trans
ferred to more constructive purposes. This is not the time to go into 
detail on such a conception of partial disarmament, but I  should be 
glad to know whether such a practical, if limited [,] approach, 
commends itself to my colleagues.

I  think it is clear that any such preliminary agreement would have 
to concentrate principally, though not exclusively on reductions in 
the size of armed forces and conventional armaments and the controls 
necessary to supervise such meaisures. And here I  feel I  should remind 
Mr. Molotov that, as the United Kingdom representative in the Dis
armament Sub-Committee has explained,1 my Government consider 
that the present Soviet suggestions for inspection and control are not 
adequate even for supervising reductions in the conventional field, let 
alone the crucial nuclear field. The lack of international confidence 
haunts us at every turn in this search after disarmament. I t circum
scribes the amount of disarmament which any state will feel able to 
undertake. I t makes control all the more essential and yet it makes 
control all the more difficult. Anything therefore that can contribute

1See Mr. Nutting’s statement of Sept. 14 (U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.60), p. 3.̂
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to the increase of international confidence helps, directly or indirectly, 
to further the cause of disarmament.

That is why the suggestions put forward at the Conference of our 
Heads of Government in July, notably the imaginative and far- 
reaching proposals of President Eisenhower for exchanging military 
blue-prints and carrying out aerial reconnaissance, are so relevant to 
this problem. I hope the Soviet Government will give these pro
posals more sympathetic consideration than, to judge from Mr. 
Molotov’s speech,1 they have done at present.

We all know that there has also been an interesting and still incom
plete correspondence between President Eisenhower and Marshal 
Bulganin on this subject.2 The President has, in.fact, suggested the 
merging of his plan with the Soviet proposal for the establishment of 
control posts at key locations to provide protection against surprise 
attacks. This seems a helpful suggestion and I  hope it will be pur
sued. Early agreement on such a scheme would be of the greatest 
assistance in clearing the way for disarmament.

These two suggestions—concentration on an agreement for a first 
instalment of disarmament, and the carrying out of the confidence- 
building, pilot schemes for disarmament—seem to me the most prom
ising line for us to pursue and for our representatives to pursue at the 
forthcoming discussions in the United Nations. They are not alterna
tives. They are complementary suggestions. Further they are not 
exclusive suggestions. While they were being worked out, we could 
still, with the aid of our scientists, continue to investigate all the pos
sibilities of effective control in the nuclear field. By the time these 
preliminary agreements had been carried out, we might hope that the 
prospects for a more far-reaching disarmament agreement would be 
brighter. But the first step if I  may quote Marshal Bulganin’s letter 
to President Eisenhower, must be to get the disarmament discussions 
“away from dead centre”, and it is to this end that I have suggested 
concentrating on these two approaches to the problem. Mr. Molotov 
will not, I  am sure, expect me to comment today on the proposal he 
has just put forward. I  will only say that I will, of course study it 
with care, and I  am sure that my colleagues, Mr. Dulles and Mr. 
Pinay, will do the same.

Finally, I would like to put forward a draft four Power declaration 
on disarmament. This declaration, if adopted, would make our dis
cussion of this item of the agenda more fruitful.

I  put forward this declaration—this draft—on behalf of Mr. Dulles 
and Mr. Pinay, as well as on my own account.
■- It is my earnest hope that this draft declaration will commend itself 
to Mr. Molotov and the Soviet Delegation, and that it may form the

1 Ante, doc. 140.
3 Ante, docs. 134 and 137.
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basis of the work of the United Nations Disarmament Sub-Committee 
when it resumes its labours.

I  do not propose to read the text of the draft,1 which will be circu
lated forthwith.

I  thank you.

143. Tripartite Proposal at the Geneva Meeting of 
Foreign Ministers: Proposed Four-Power Declara
tion on Disarmament, November 10, 1955 2

The Four Ministers of Foreign Affairs
1. Note that their representatives on the sub-committee of the 

United Nations Disarmament Commission, in the pursuit of their 
efforts to establish a satisfactory system of disarmament, have fol
lowed the directive given by the four Heads of Government at Geneva 
on July 23, 1955;3

2. Take note of the work the sub-committee has accomplished in the 
spirit of the conference of the Heads of Government during its meet
ings in New York from August 29 to October 7, 1955, and express 
their appreciation to the sub-committee for its efforts;

3. Express their agreement on the following:
(a) the renunciation of the use of nuclear weapons and all other 

weapons in any manner inconsistent with the Charter of the 
United Nations;

(b) the need to arrive at limitations and reductions of armaments 
and of armed forces;

(c) the need to devote to the peaceful economic development of 
nations, for raising their well-being, as well as for assistance 
to less developed countries, the material resources that would 
be released by agreements in the disarmament field;

(d) the fact that an effective system of inspection and control is 
the keystone of any disarmament program, and, consequently, 
the need to establish an organ responsible for the inspection

1 Post, doc. 143.
2 Conference doc. MFM/DOC/47, in The Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers, 

October 27-November 16, 1955 (Department of State publication 6156; 1955), 
pp. 199-201. Introduced by the British delegation on behalf of the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and France.

3 Ante, doc. 123.
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and control of agreed measures of disarmament under ef
fective safe-guards;

(e) the fact that there are possibilities beyond the reach of in
ternational control for evading this control and for organiz
ing the clandestine manufacture of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons even if there is a formal agreement on international 
control;

(f) the need for continued scientific search by each state, with 
appropriate consultation between governments, for methods 
which might be derived from evolving scientific knowledge 
that would make possible a thoroughly effective inspection 
and control system of nuclear weapons material as part of 
a disarmament program covering all kinds of armaments;

4. Declare their intent to continue to seek agreements on a compre
hensive program for disarmament which will promote international 
peace and security with the least diversion for armament of the 
world’s human and economic resources;

5. Recognize that inspection, control, limitation and reduction of 
armaments can best be achieved in an atmosphere which is free of 
fear and suspicion;

6. Propose accordingly that, as a contribution to such an atmos
phere and as a prelude to a general disarmament programme, the 
States concerned

(a) should agree promptly to put into early operation, in order 
to help prevent a surprise attack;

(i) a plan for exchange of military blueprints and aerial in
spection on the basis of the proposal of the President of the 
United States of July 21, 1955;1 and

(ii) a plan for establishing control posts at key points, as sug
gested in the proposals of the Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers of the U.S.S.E. of July 21,1955;

(b) should also agree:
(i) to arrange for the exchange and publication of informa

tion regarding military expenditures and budgets, as sug
gested in the proposals made by the Prime Minister of 
France on July 22 [Bl], 1955;2 and

(ii) to study how best to gain practical experience regarding 
the problems of inspection and control, as suggested by 
the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom on July 21, 
1955.3

1 Ante, doc. 120.
a Ante, doc. 122.
* Ante, doc. 121.
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7. Direct fa&iv representatives on the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission to request that its sub-committee be reconvened at an 
early date and continue to seek an acceptable solution to the problem 
of disarmament.

144. Statement by Secretary of State Dulles at the 
Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers, November 
11, 1955 1

Mr. Chairman, I  shall speak, first, with reference to the statements 
of the Soviet Delegation, regarding President Eisenhower’s proposal2 
for an exchange of military blueprints, and reciprocal aerial 
reconnaissance.

The Soviet Delegation says that “no doubt President Eisenhower 
was guided by the best of intentions”.3 But the Soviet Delegation con
cludes that whereas President Eisenhower thought and said that his 
proposal would lessen danger and relax tension, the Soviet Union has 
come to the conclusion that it would work in exactly the opposite way, 
and would increase danger and tension.

In essence, the Soviet Union says that although President Eisen
hower has good intentions, he has bad judgment regarding these mat
ters of war and peace. With this conclusion, we cannot agree, and we 
believe that most of the world will also not agree. I t  is not easy to 
disparage the judgment of one who won world-wide renown as the 
military leader of the great coalition which won the victory in the 
west for freedom.

When President Eisenhower made his proposal to Chairman Bul
ganin it was greeted with a wave of acclaim throughout the whole 
world. The people everywhere felt instinctively that his proposal, 
if accepted, would, for all practical purposes, mean an ending of the 
danger of war between our two countries.

I

I  believe that the instinct of the people of the world was right. I  
do not think that they will be convinced to the contrary by the argu

1-Conference, doc. MFM/DOC/51, in The Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers,
October 21-November 16, 1955 (Department of State publication 6156; 1955), 
pp. 201-206.

3 Ante, doc. 120.
8 The translation used by Secretary of State Dulles differs slightly from the 

one published in the present compilation (ante, doc. 140).
514:543—60—vol. 1------38
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ments which Mr. Molotov yesterday put forward.1 I  shall take up 
these arguments one by one and comment on them.

1. I t is said that the link between the Eisenhower proposal and 
disarmament is not clear. But, in fact, the proposal was made as a 
prelude to a program for a mutually dependable system for less 
armament.

2. The Soviet Delegation points out that the Eisenhower proposal 
refers solely to the territory of the Soviet Union and of the United 
States and would not cover the forces of these two countries elsewhere, 
or the forces of our allies.

It is quite true that both the Soviet Union and the United States 
have substantial military forces beyond their sovereign border [s]. 
Certainly, the Government of the Soviet Union will not deny that it 
maintains substantial forces in east Germany, Poland, Hungary, Ru
mania, and other places and locations. However, the most important 
forces of both the Soviet Union and the United States are located 
within their sovereign borders. The overwhelming portion of the 
forces that would be inevitably involved in an attack are located in 
both instances within the sovereign borders. This, then, is the place 
to begin. It is the place where a beginning can be made promptly 
because it would not require the sovereign decision of many nations, 
or raise the problems involved in negotiating agreements with some 
40 to 50 other countries.

The Governments of France and the United Kingdom have already 
associated themselves with the Eisenhower proposal. Furthermore, 
if the Eisenhower proposal is accepted by the Soviet Union the United 
States would be prepared to proceed promptly, so far as it is concerned, 
to negotiate both with other sovereign States involved and with the 
Soviet Union, for the appropriate extension on a reciprocal, equitable 
basis of the Eisenhower proposal and the Bulganin control posts2 to 
overseas bases, and to the forces of other countries.

Of course, President Eisenhower realized that what he proposed 
here last July was only a beginning. I  recall his exact words. He 
said, “What I  propose, I  assure you, would be but a beginning.”

But it is the beginning, the initial break-through, that is often 
decisive. As President Eisenhower emphasized, the spirit of peace 
would more surely reign and further disarmament more surely be 
achieved, if mutual understanding and reciprocal openness existed as 
between the two countries which have the greatest stockpiles of atomic 
weapons.

It is that moral aspect of President Eisenhower’s proposal which 
the Soviet Union seems entirely to have missed.

1 Ante, doc. 140.
2 Ante, doc. 112.
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3. In the third place, objection is made to what is called “enor
mous expenditures” which would be required to carry out aerial 
photography.

It is quite true that there would be considerable expense and that 
planes and technical facilities might have to be diverted from pur
poses, of war to purposes of peace. The United States, I  may say, is 
prepared to do that. I  cannot believe that any country would really 
refuse to embark on a great project for peace because it required a 
diversion of resources from war.

4. It is further .argued that President Eisenhower’s proposal does 
not provide for “the setting up of control posts at ports, railway 
junctions”, and so forth. I  am surprised to hear this argument made 
after Chairman Bulganin has received President Eisenhower’s letter 
of October 11 in which President Eisenhower said, and I  quote, “I  
have not forgotten your proposal having to do with stationing in
spection teams at key points in our countries, and if you feel this 
would help to create the better spirit I  refer to, we could accept that, 
too.” 1

5. Finally, it is argued that the Eisenhower plan would increase the 
risk of war because it would give countries information about the 
military installations of each other and thus enable an aggressor to 
make & more Effective surprise attack.

I  know that the Soviet Union has ample information about the 
United States and about our military and industrial dispositions. 
And the United States is not totally ignorant of the Soviet Union. 
Both of us, I  surmise, know enough to attack. What is lacking is the 
deterrent to attack which would come if preparations for attack can 
be detected so that the aggressor does not have the benefit of surprise.

That is the way in which the Eisenhower proposal would work 
powerfully for peace.

We do not ignore the fact that the Soviet Union, although rejecting 
President Eisenhower’s proposal, as he*made it, indicates that it 
would accept a concept of aerial photography as one of the forms of 
control to be considered, as the Soviet Union puts it, “at the con
cluding stage of the implementation of measures to reduce armaments 
and prohibit atomic weapons.” 2 We accept this statement of the 
Soviet Union as a welcome advance over prior Soviet positions. We 
are, nevertheless, grievously disappointed that the Soviet Union now 
rejects President Eisenhower’s proposal as a beginning step to 
lessen tension between our countries and open the path to further 
steps for inspection and control, and reduction of armament based 
thereon. t; ...

1 Ante, doc. 137.
3 The translation used by Secretary of State Dulles differs slightly from that 

printed ante, doc. 140.
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Perhaps, however, the Soviet Delegation’s statement of yesterday 
does not represent the last word of the Soviet Union.

I  recall the initial negative reaction of the Soviet Union toward 
President Eisenhower’s Atoms-for-Peace proposal made in December 
1953, before the United Nations.1 I  also remember that by July 1955 
the Soviet Union had come to accept in principle that proposal.

I  still hope that there will be a similar evolution of Soviet thinking 
with reference to President Eisenhower’s proposal for exchanges of 
blueprints and reciprocal aerial photography, although I  hope that 
the time lapse will be shorter because time presses.

I I

I  turn now to the proposal2 introduced yesterday,by the Soviet dele
gation on this topic of disarmament, a proposal which in the main is 
a duplication of prior proposals made on various occasions. I  deal 
with this proposal myself only insofar as it deals with atomic matters. 
There are four items with reference to atomic matters.

One is that “As one of the first measures for the execution of the 
program for the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of 
atomic weapons, States processing [possessing] atomic and hydrogen 
weapons pledge themselves to discontinue tests of these weapons.”

Let me say that if agreement can be reached to eliminate or limit 
nuclear weapons under proper safeguards, the United States would 
be prepared to agree to corresponding restrictions on the testing of 
such weapons.

Then there are two rather similar items, one of which suggests that 
the Four Powers would pledge themselves “not to be the first to use 
atomic and hydrogen weapons”, and the other of which suggests that 
they should “pledge themselves not to use nuclear weapons.”

These suggestions are subject to the grave defect that they contem
plate only promises.

I t is basic in the United States policy not to allow its security to be 
dependent upon promises and agreements which may prove illusory. 
We had this week a grave disillusionment when we sought fulfillment 
of the Soviet agreement3 that Germany should be reunified by free 
elections.

I t can hardly be expected that the United States would depend 
upon pledges which can not be relied upon and for the performance 
of which no dependable controls are provided.

1 Ante, doc. 92.
* Ante, doc. 141.
8 Ante, doc. 123.



DOCUMENT 144 : NOVEMBER 11, 1955 559

We further point out that if a war begins it will be because some 
nation has violated the solemn pledge contained in the Charter of 
the United Nations, and found in many other international agree
ments, to refrain in their international relations from the threat or 
use of force in any manner inconsistent with the Charter.1 If  a nation 
breaks that pledge, how can we assume that it will live up to its 
pledge not to use atomic weapons, or not to be the first to use them? 
The United States has agreed not to use force against the Soviet 
Union in violation of the Charter of the United Nations. But if the 
Soviet Union does not believe that we shall live by that pledge, why 
does it want more pledges ? And vice versa ?

With respect to the proposal that all atomic weapons shall be elimi
nated, I  call attention to the powerful statement made by the Soviet 
Union in its May 10 proposals, to the effect that there can be no assur
ance of the elimination of atomic weapons. I should like to read from 
that statement.

“There are possibilities beyond the reach of international control 
for evading this control and for organizing the clandestine manufac
ture of atomic and hydrogen weapons, even if there is a formal agree
ment on international control. In such a situation the security of the 
States signatory to the international convention can not be guaran
teed, since the possibility would be open to a potential aggressor to 
accumulate stocks of atomic and hydrogen weapons for a surprise 
atomic attack on peace-loving states.”

“Until an atmosphere of trust has been created in relations between 
States, any agreement on the institution of international control can 
only serve to lull the vigilance of the peoples. It will create a false 
sense of security, while in reality there will be a danger of the pro
duction of atomic and hydrogen weapons and, hence the threat of 
surprise attack and the unleashing of an atomic war with all its 
appalling consequences for the people.” 2

It is the danger so graphically portrayed by the Soviet Union 
that creates the problem with which "we are all wrestling;. I t  will, 
we assume, come again before the United Nations Disarmament Sub
committee. We here are obviously unable to solve that problem, nor 
are we prepared to anticipate what will be the conclusions of the 
scientific experts who are dealing with the matter.

I t  will be recalled that in the proposal which the three Western 
powers submitted yesterday, we called for “continued scientific search 
by each state, with appropriate consultation between governments, 
for methods which might be derived from evolving scientific knowl

1 Art. 2(4) of the Charter.
2 Ante, doc. 112.
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edge that would make possible a thoroughly effective inspection and 
control system of nuclear weapons material as part of a disarmament 
program covering all kinds of armaments.” 1

It can not reasonably be expected that we here shall agree to an 
elimination of nuclear weapons in the face of the difficulties and 
dangers to which the Soviet Union has itself directed our attention 
and which create a situation such that—in the words of the Soviet 
Union—we can not be assured “until an atmosphere of trust has been 
created in relations between states.” We can only regret that at this 
Conference the position of the Soviet Union has brought no progress, 
but retrogression, as regards “an atmosphere of trust.” It is more 
than ever inevitable that the United States should adhere closely to 
the position which President Eisenhower set forth in his address of 
July 25, 1955:

“In the matter of disarmament, the American Government believes 
that an effective disarmament system can be reached only if at its 
base there is an effective reciprocal inspection and over-all supervision 
system, one in which we can have confidence and each side can knov 
that the other side is carrying out its commitments.” 2

I  have given the reasons why the United States cannot entertain 
disarmament proposals from the Soviet Union which are predicated 
upon mutual trust and confidence which does not now exist. We urge 
that the Soviet Union realistically accept that fact and that through 
the United Nations Disarmament Subcommittee we develop as rap
idly and as fully as possible an effective reciprocal inspection and 
overall supervision system. Then we would, indeed, have a basis 
for the reduction of armaments which we all want and which would 
enable the resources of the world more fully to be dedicated to the 
welfare of mankind.

1 Ante, doc. 143.
2 The Geneva Conference of Heads of Government, July 18-23, 1955 (Depart

ment of State publication 6046; 1955), p. 85; American Foreign Policy, 1950- 
1955: Basic Documents (Department of State publication 6446; 1957), vol. I, 
p. 113.
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145. General Assembly Resolution 913 (X): Effects of 
Atomic Radiation, December 3, 1955 1

The General Assembly,
Recognizmg the importance of, and the widespread attention being 

given to, problems relating to the effects of ionizing radiation upon 
man and his environment,

Believing that the widest distribution should be given to all avail
able scientific data on the short-term and long-term effects upon man 
and his environment of ionizing radiation, including radiation levels 
and radio-active “fall-out”,

Noting that studies of this problem are being conducted in various 
countries,

Believing that the peoples of the world should be more fully 
informed on this subject,

1. Establishes a scientific Committee consisting of Argentina, 
Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, France, 
India, Japan, Mexico, Sweden, the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland, the United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, and requests the Governments of these 
countries each to designate one scientist, with alternates and con
sultants as appropriate, to be its representative on this Committee;

2. Requests the Committee:
(a) To receive and assemble in an appropriate and useful form 

the following radiological information furnished by States Mem
bers of the United. Nations or members of the specialized agencies :

(i) Reports on observed levels of ionizing radiation and 
radio-activity in the environment;

(ii) Reports on scientific observations and experiments rele
vant to the effects of ionizing radiation upon man and 
his environment already under way or later undertaken 
by national scientific bodies or by authorities of national 
Governments;

1 General Assembly Official Records: Tenth Session, Supplement No. 19 (A/- 
3116), p. 5. Adopted unanimously. The First Committee had previously re
jected Soviet proposals of Nov. 2 (U.N. doc. A/C.1/L.140 and Corr. 1) to add the 
“People’s Republic of China” and Rumania to the scientific committee and to 
call on states to continue their efforts to solve the question of prohibiting nuclear 
weapons and, as a first step, to reach agreement on the cessation of tests. The 
First Committee also rejected a proposal by Indonesia and Syria (A/C.1/L.141/- 
Rev. 1) to cease tests pending a report by the committee.
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(b) To recommend uniform standards with, respect to procedures 
for sample collection and instrumentation, and radiation counting 
procedures to be used in analyses of samples;

(c) To compile and assemble in an integrated manner the vari
ous reports, referred to in sub-paragraph (a) (i) above, on ob
served radiological levels;

(d) To review and collate national reports, referred to in sub- 
paragraph (a) (ii) above, evaluating each report to determine its 
usefulness for the purposes of the Committee;

(e) To make yearly progress reports and to develop by 1 July 
1958, or earlier if the assembled facts warrant, a summary of the 
reports received on radiation levels and radiation effects on man and 
his environment together with the evaluations provided for in 
sub-paragraph (d) above and indications of research projects which 
might require further study;

(/) To transmit from time to time, as it deems appropriate, the 
documents and evaluations referred to above to the Secretary- 
General for publication and dissemination to States Members of 
the United Nations or members of the specialized agencies;
3. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the Committee with 

appropriate assistance in organizing and carrying on its work, and to 
provide a secretary of the Committee;

4. Galls upon all concerned to co-operate in making available re
ports and studies relating to the short-term and long-term effects of 
ionizing radiation upon man and his environment and radiological 
data collected by them;

5. Requests the specialized agencies to concert with the Committee 
concerning any work they may be doing or contemplating within the 
sphere of the Committee’s terms of reference to assure proper 
co-ordination;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to invite the Government of 
Japan to nominate a scientist, with alternates and consultants as 
appropriate, to be its representative on the Committee;

7. Decides to transmit to the Committee the records of the pro
ceedings of the General Assembly on the present item.
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146. Indian Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Suspension of 
Nuclear Weapons Tests and Establishment of Arma
ments Truce, December 6, 1955 1

The General Assembly,
1. Requests all the States concerned to initiate negotiations to effect 

suspension of experimental explosions of nuclear and thermo-nuclear 
weapons and to report progress to the Disarmament Commission at an 
early date;

2. Requests the Disarmament Commission to submit proposals 
without delay for the establishment of an armaments truce pending 
and without prejudice to international agreement on disarmament and 
the preparation of a draft international disarmament convention as 
decided upon by the Assembly in its resolution 808 (IX) of 4 Novem
ber 1954;

3. Decides, in view of the urgency and the grave importance of the 
problem of disarmament and in particular of the recommendations 
made above, that the tenth session of the General Assembly should
stand recessed o n ...........to be reconvened by the President as
appropriate.

147. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Kuznetsov) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly, De
cember 7, 1955 2

The discussion in the First Committee again confirms that at the 
present juncture the United Nations faces no more important task 
than that of the cessation of the armaments race, of the further re
duction of international tension and contributing to the creation of 
the necessary confidence in relations among States.

In its speeches at the plenary meeting of the General Assembly and 
here in the First Committee, the Soviet Union had already mentioned 
a number of important measures recently taken to relax international 
tension. The trend toward relaxed international tension has con
solidated the determination of peoples to seek further improvement

1U.N. doc. A/C.l/L.149/Rev. 1, in General Assembly Official Records: Tenth 
Session, Annexes, Agenda Items 17 and 66, p. 7. At the request of the Indian
delegation, paragraphs 1 and 2 were not put to a vote. On Dec. 12 the First 
Committee rejected the third paragraph by a vote of 36-15-6.

3 U.N. doc. A/C.l/805, pp. 46-66.
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in relations between States and has given rise to confidence that 
outstanding international issues may be settled peacefully.

The difficulties standing in this way should not of course be under
estimated. These difficulties, however, cannot make us give up fur
ther efforts designed to bring about the settlement of international 
problems and particularly one of the most important problems—that 
of disarmament.

With the aim of promoting the settlement of international prob
lems in such a way as to lead to the consolidation of trust between 
States, the delegation of the Soviet Union submitted to the present 
session of the General Assembly a proposal on “Measures for the fur
ther relaxation of international tension and development of interna
tional co-operation”.1 The Soviet draft resolution to this effect is now 
under consideration in this Committee. I t  is proposed in this draft 
resolution that the General Assembly should note with satisfaction 
measures recently taken for the reduction of international tension and 
that it should add its voice to the support of efforts directed at the 
consolidation of general peace and security.

It should be noted, and it has been noted in this debate, that the 
proposal on “Measures for the further relaxation of international ten
sion and development of international co-operation” is most closely 
connected with the problem of the reduction of armaments and the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon. I t is all too evident that it is im
possible to remove the threat of a new war and to secure the relaxation 
of international tension without taking essential measures for the 
cessation of the armaments race. Bearing this in mind, the delegation 
of the Soviet Union incorporated in its draft resolution a provision 
to the effect that the General Assembly should attach particular im
portance to the consideration of proposals of States designed to put 
an end to the armaments race'. Our draft resolution provides for the 
consideration of the proposals of the Soviet Government of 10 May 
and 21 July 1955 on the reduction of armaments, the prohibition of 
the atomic weapon and the removal of the threat of a new war,2 like
wise the proposal of the United States of America on the exchange of 
military blueprints and mutual aerial photo-reconnaissance made by 
the President of the United States on 21 Ju ly ;3 the proposals intro
duced by the United Kingdom and France during the Conference of 
Heads of Government in Geneva in July of this year,4 and likewise 
relevant proposals by other States. The United Nations should ex

1U.N. doc. A/2081 and Add. 1, in General Assembly Official Records: Tenth 
Session, Annexes, Agenda Items 17 and 66, pp. 6-7. On Dec. 12 the First Com
mittee adopted a British motion that no vote be taken on this proposal.

2 Ante, docs. 112 and 119.
8 Ante, doc. 120.
4 Ante, docs. 116 and 117.
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amine these proposals, bearing in mind that its main duty is to elimi
nate the threat of a new war and to ensure peace and security for all 
peoples so as to create conditions for a peaceful arid tranquil life for all 
peoples in the world and to promote the further relaxation of inter
national tension and strengthen trust between States.

As far as the disarmament problem is concerned, it is hardly neces
sary to emphasize that the Soviet Union has always advocated dis
armament and the complete prohibition of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons, aiid it continues to take this stand. For a number of years 
the Soviet Government has championed these objectives, regarding 
the problem of disarmament as a paramount task of its foreign policy. 
In our opinion the main point in the problem of disarmament is to 
stop the armaments race, to prohibit atomic and hydrogen weapons 
and to establish strict international control over the execution of these 
measures. In their speeches in the First Committee, the representa
tives of the United States and the United Kingdom distorted the 
position of the Soviet Union on the problem of disarmament. In this 
connexion we should like to make the Soviet position in this matter 
clear once again.

As was already mentioned here, the positions of the Soviet Union 
and of the Western Powers on the disarmament problem were brought 
considerably closer together as a result of the introduction of the So
viet proposals of 10 May, which contain a programme of disarmament 
formulated with due account taken of the positions of the Western 
Powers. First of all, this concerns the establishment of the levels or 
ceilings of the armed forces of the five Great Powers—France, the 
United Kingdom, the United States, the Chinese People’s Republic 
and the Soviet Union—and also the sequence of the execution of 
measures for the prohibition of atomic weapons and the necessity of 
establishing effective international control.

In order to reach general agreement the Soviet Union incorporated 
in its proposals, without any changes, the proposals of the United 
States, the United Kingdom and France for the establishment of the 
following agreed levels of the armed forces of the five great Powers: 
one to one-and-a-half million men for the Soviet Union, the United 
States and the Chinese People’s Republic; and 650,000 men for France 
and the United Kingdom.

It is proposed that the reduction of armed forces and armaments of 
the five Powers to the agreed levels should be carried out in two equal 
parts: 50 per cent during 1956 and the remaining 50 per cent during 
1957. The appropriations of these States for military needs would 
simultaneously be reduced accordingly.

The Soviet Union met the Western position on another very essen
tial question, namely, that of the time sequence for the implementa
tion of the prohibition of nuclear weapons. Seeking to bring the
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positions closer together on this question as well, the Soviet Govern
ment accepted the timing of the execution of the prohibition of the 
use of atomic weapons as proposed by the representatives of the 
United Kingdom and France in the Sub-Committee of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission in London in April last.1 The 
Soviet proposal provides that the complete prohibition of atomic, 
hydrogen and other weapons of mass destruction should enter into 
force after the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments 
by 75 per cent of the agreed norm of reduction, and that the elimina
tion of these weapons from national armaments and their destruction 
should be carried out simultaneously with the final 25 per cent of the 
prescribed reduction of conventional armaments.

In this connexion, it should be noted that the adoption by the 
Soviet Union of the proposals of the United States, the United King
dom and France with respect to the levels of the armed forces of the 
five Powers renders baseless the objections previously voiced by the 
representatives of the Western Powers against the prohibition of 
•atomic weapons under the pretext that atomic weapons allegedly 
compensated for the so-called “lagging” of the Western Powers in the 
field of conventional armaments as compared to the Soviet Union.

The representatives of the Western Powers could not but admit the 
significance of the Soviet proposal for bringing together the positions 
of both sides. The representative of the United Kingdom, Mr* An
thony Nutting, speaking in the First Committee on 2 December, made 
•the following observation with regard to the said proposal of the 
Soviet Union:

“. . , on 10 May the Soviet representative introduced a new com
prehensive proposal on disarmament. It was a significant advance, 
for it adopted many of the views and some of the specific proposals 
which the Western Powers had long been advocating . . . ” 2
Bearing in mind the significance of the contribution made by the 

Soviet Union with the aim of bringing closer together the positions 
of the parties on disarmament, one might have expected the Western 
Powers in their turn to take appropriate steps in the same direction. 
Unfortunately, however, we must state that this has not happened.

Not only do the Western Powers make no efforts to bring their 
positions closer to that of the Soviet Union, but they even refuse to 
register any agreement on questions relating to the disarmament pro
gramme on which the Soviet Union has accepted their own point of 
view.

Moreover, the Western Powers apparently have recently abandoned 
their positions which they had taken on the question of disarmament 
before the introduction by the Soviet Union of its new proposals.

1 Ante, doc. 110.
2 A/C.1/PV.801, p. 6 [citation in original].



DOCUMENT 147 : DECEMBER 7, 1955 567

Actually the United States and the United Kingdom have assumed 
an attitude which throws the problem of disarmament at least ten 
years back. Once again they try to substitute the talks about the 
collection of information and the ascertaining of armed forces and 
armaments for the consideration of the problem of the cessation of 
the armaments race, the reduction of armaments and the prohibition 
of atomic weapons.

The abandonment by the Western Powers of their former positions 
has found its expression in the draft resolution submitted by them,1 
which not only lacks any recommendation with regard to the reduc
tion of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weapons, but even 
fails to mention the necessity of the prohibition of such weapons.

Meanwhile, in order to make some headway in the solution of the 
problem of disarmament, it would be extremely useful in summing 
up the work already done to fix general agreement on those points 
of principle on which the positions of the parties already coincide 
or have become much closer. The Soviet delegation calls upon the 
Western Powers to state first of all the achievement of agreement 
on the question of the reduction of armed forces of the five Powers 
to the agreed levels, the achievement of agreement on the order in 
which measures for the prohibition of atomic weapons should be car
ried out and, moreover, on the recognition of the necessity to estab
lish effective international control over the reduction of armaments 
and the prohibition of nuclear weapons.

A joint statement that agreement among the States concerned had 
been reached on the aforementioned questions would be of great 
importance for further progress in solving the disarmament problem. 
Such a statement would be the first positive result of the efforts which 
were exerted by the States in search for the solution of the problem 
of disarmament after the Second World War. This would be en
thusiastically acclaimed by the peoples of all the countries as an im
portant step in consolidating general peace.

Not only do the Western Powers avoid fixing the achievement of 
agreement on the aforementioned problems of disarmament, but they 
refuse to consider specific measures for the reduction of armaments 
and the prohibition of atomic weapons altogether. They try to veil 
their refusal by alleging that the Soviet Union underestimates the 
importance of international control. For example, the representa
tive of the United Kingdom, Mr. Nutting, alleged that the Soviet 
Union “avoided including any adequate provisions for effective inter
national control”.

It is easy to realize that this statement of the representative of the 
United Kingdom has nothing to do with reality. The Soviet Union

1 U.N. doc. A/C.1/L.150, in General Assembly Official Records: Tenth Session, 
Annexes, Agenda Items 17 and 66, p. 8.
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has advocated the institution of effective international control over 
the execution of measures for the reduction of armaments and the 
prohibition of atomic weapons. The Soviet proposals recognize the 
great importance and the necessity of instituting effective interna
tional control over the observance by States of their obligations under 
the conventions on the reduction of armaments and armed forces and 
the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons.

The Soviet Union considers the question of rights and powers of 
the international control organ in close connexion with the implemen
tation of measures for the lessening of international tension, the con
solidation of confidence among States and the carrying out of meas
ures for the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic 
weapons. . The Soviet proposal stipulates that the rights and func
tions of the international control body will be progressively extended 
even as the measures for the reduction of armaments and the relaxa
tion of international: tension and the consolidation of confidence among 
the States are carried out.

For the first stage when measures for the reduction of conven
tional armaments by the first 50 per cent of agreed reductions are 
carried out and when atomic weapons are not as yet affected at all, the 
proposal of the Soviet Union provides for the realization of such 
measures of control which would create reliable safeguards against 
a surprise attack by one State against another. As one of the forms 
of control at this stage, the Soviet proposals provide for the establish
ment on a basis of reciprocity of control posts at large ports, at rail
way junctions, on main highways and in airfields on the territories of 
the States concerned.

Modern warfare involves in military operations armies of many 
millions of men and vast quantities of conventional armaments besides 
atomic and hydrogen weapons. In order to unleash a war in present 
conditions, it is necessary to concentrate at certain points large forma
tions of land, naval and air f orces. Thus, the placing of control posts 
on the territories of States for supervision over the movements, 
manoeuvring and regrouping of military forces, would allow detec
tion of any concentration of large masses of troops and armaments 
designed for a surprise attack. Such a form of control would become 
an effective means for preventing a surprise aggression, as it would 
provide possibilities and opportunities to learn in time about danger
ous concentrations of troops and armaments on the territories of 
States involved. The acceptance of such a proposal would certainly 
promote the consolidation of confidence among States and the relaxa
tion of international tension.

We should like to add to this that along with the aforementioned 
form of control, the Soviet proposals provide for the right of the con
trol organ to require from States at the first stage any necessary in
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formation on the implementation of measures for the reduction of 
armaments and armed forces and the right to have unimpeded access 
to records relating to the budgetary appropriations of States for mili
tary needs.

At the second stage, as a result of the execution of the measures 
for disarmament provided for in the first stage, as well as the measures 
for the relaxation of world tension, confidence among States would be 
increased and thus the necessary conditions would be created for the 
extension of the powers of the international control organ.

The task of this organ will include the exercise of control over the 
execution of measures for . the disarmament and the prohibition of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons provided for the second stage. In ad
dition to the powers which the control organ already had at the first 
stage, it will now, in the second stage, have the right to exercise con
trol, including inspection on a continuing basis, to the extent neces
sary to ensure implementation of the convention on disarmament by. 
air States. At this stage, the control organ will have in all States 
signatory to the convention its own staff of inspectors, selected on an 
international basis, who, within the bounds of the control functions 
they exercise, will have unimpeded access at all times to all objects 
of control. '

From the above, it is clear that the Soviet Union has attached and 
continues to attach great importance to the realization of effective 
international control over the execution of measures for the reduc
tion of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weapons. The sys
tem proposed by the Soviet Union fully ensures adequate control over 
the observance by States of the obligations they have assumed. I t 
is necessary to emphasize in this connexion that the Soviet proposals 
provide for such means of inspection and control as would ensure that 
all the States signatory to the convention are in an equal position 
with regard to the fulfillment of their obligations. This also fully 
answers the question which the representative of the United States, 
Mr. Lodge, put in his statement of 5 December.1

The representatives of the Western Powers have sought to justify 
their abandonment of their former positions on the question of the 
reduction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weapons, and 
their refusal to consider concrete measures on these questions, on the 
grounds of the emergence of so-called “new circumstances” connected 
with technical difficulties in the exercise of control over the prohibi
tion of atomic weapons. In the course of the present debate, Mr. 
Lodge and Mr. Nutting alluded to the paragraph in the proposal of

1 Mr. Lodge had asked why the Soviet Union would “commit states to a whole 
series of actions vitally affecting their national security without providing the 
means of inspection and control to see that they are carried out equally by all” 
{Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 9,1956, p. 60).
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the Soviet Union which speaks of technical difficulties in establishing 
control over atomic weapons and atomic materials.1

Have any new technical difficulties really appeared which would 
justify the abandonment of the former positions? It is common 
knowledge that no such new difficulties have appeared. The possi
bility of stockpiling atomic weapons by evading control existed from 
the very outset of the problem of the prohibition of atomic weapons. 
That was repeatedly emphasized in the statements both by Western 
representatives and the representatives of the Soviet Union. Thus* 
this stipulation which is contained in the Soviet proposal is only 
a statement of what was the case earlier and what was known long 
ago to all the Governments represented on the Sub-Committee of the 
Disarmament Commission.

The representatives of the Western Powers avoid in every way 
the fact that the Soviet Union, acknowledging technical difficulties 
involved in the establishment of control over atomic weapons, never
theless deems it possible—indeed, necessary—to achieve agreement 
on the prohibition of nuclear weapons and the establishment of effec
tive control over this prohibition.

We do not deny the existence of technical difficulties connected 
with the establishment of control over the execution of measures for 
the prohibition of atomic weapons. But this does not mean that we 
should discontinue our efforts to solve the problem. It is precisely 
these difficulties in the solution of the problem of control over atomic 
weapons that make it necessary to find new ways for achieving the 
goal—the goal being the prohibition of atomic weapons and the 
removal of the threat of atomic war.

In this connexion it is necessary to note, having in mind the ques
tions asked by Mr. Lodge, that the Soviet Union has considered and 
continues to consider the prohibition of atomic weapons and the 
elimination of stockpiles of atomic and hydrogen bombs to be en
tirely possible and urgent. The Soviet Union, desiring to remove 
the threat of a devastating atomic war, proposes that, pending the 
conclusion of an international convention on the reduction of arma
ments and the prohibition of atomic weapons, the Soviet Union, the 
United States, the United Kingdom and France should each under
take not to be the first to use atomic and hydrogen weapons against 
any country, and should call upon all other States to do the same. 
I f  the nations were to assume such obligations, that would constitute 
a major step toward the removal of the threat of atomic war.

It should be recalled that a similar international agreement— 
namely, the convention on the prohibition of bacteriological and

1 See ante, doc. 112.
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clieniical warfare, the convention of 1925 1—played a great and posi
tive part during the Second World War. I t proved to be one of the; 
most important obstacles in the way of unleashing chemical and; 
bacteriological warfare.

Mr. Nutting, the representative of the United Kingdom, in an 
attempt to question the feasibility of such a proposal, alleged here 
that the Soviet Government offered, as he put it, mere “paper pledges”. 
No, Mr. Nutting, these are no paper pledges.

Such a moral and political obligation would be as important as 
the international convention on the prohibition of bacteriological and 
chemical weapons, a convention which bears the signature of the 
United Kingdom. Does Mr. Nutting consider that the international 
convention on the prohibition of the application of bacteriological 
and chemical weapons is also a “paper pledge” ? As is known, experi
ence itself has proved the viability of this obligation, which no State 
dared violate in the course of the Second World War.

In proposing an undertaking not to be the first to use atomic 
weapons, we believe that such a moral and political condemnation 
of the use of these weapons would lessen the threat of atomic war and 
contribute to the consolidation of peace.

In this connexion, we should like to ask the representatives of the 
United States, the United Kingdom and France whether they recog
nize the force of moral and political obligations in international 
relations and whether they are ready, pending the conclusion of the 
agreement on the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of 
atomic weapons, to refrain, together with the Soviet Union, from 
being the first to use atomic and hydrogen weapons.

In this connexion, the Indian proposal to discontinue atomic and 
hydrogen weapons tests is of great significance.2 The Soviet dele
gation supports that proposal. I t feels that, if that proposal were 
adopted by the General Assembly, that would constitute an im
portant step on the path leading to the elimination of the threat of 
atomic warfare.

In pressing for this undertaking not to use atomic weapons, the 
Soviet Union at the same time considers it necessary to exert every 
effort toward the earliest conclusion of the convention on the reduc
tion of armaments, the prohibition of atomic weapons and the institu
tion of effective international control, as provided by the resolution 
of the General Assembly of 4 November 1954.3

194 LNTS 65; Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919- 
55, pp. 169-170.

2 Ante, doc. 146.
8 Ante, doc. 105.
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As for the representatives of the Western Powers, they offer to set 
aside all this work and to proceed to the consideration of the pro
posal on aerial photography and the exchange of military blueprints, 
instead of persevering with the work of developing an international 
agreement on the reduction of armaments, the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and the institution of effective control. In his statement of 
5 December, Mr. Lodge alleged that the proposal on aerial photog
raphy and the exchange of military blueprints opened up the way to 
disarmament and contributed to the strengthening of confidence 
among States. Is that really so?

We have already pointed out that the proposal on aerial photog
raphy of territories and the exchange of military blueprints cannot, 
in its present form, contribute to the achievement of the basic task: 
the cessation of the armaments race. In these circumstances, aerial 
photography—even if conducted with the most perfect technical 
facilities about which Mr. Lodge spoke—will neither decrease armies 
by a single division, nor reduce air forces by a single wing or squad
ron, nor lessen by a single dollar the burden of taxation caused by the 
swollen military appropriations.

The implementation of the proposal on the exchange of military 
blueprints and on aerial photography would in no way free the peo
ples from the fear of a surprise attack, nor would it further con
fidence among States. On the contrary, it would increase mutual 
mistrust and enhance international tension.

Let us assume, for instance, that each party provides information 
on its own armed forces and allows the other party to photograph 
its territory, and let us assume that photographs will be made of all 
the cities, plants, power stations, bridges, highways and so forth. If  
there is no previous agreement on the actual reduction of armaments 
and the prohibition of atomic weapons, the other party may well 
make use of this intelligence in order to increase its armed forces and 
stockpiles of armaments, including atomic weapons.

In this connexion, we should like to recall a statement recently made 
by Air Force Marshal Basil Ambry, Commander of the Air Forces of 
the North Atlantic bloc in Central Europe. Marshal Ambry recog
nized the ever-increasing importance of aerial reconnaissance and 
stated that atomic warfare required the latest exact reconnaissance 
data about the place where it was intended to send these weapons of 
enormous force, in order to cause the greatest possible amount of 
damage. The Chief of Staff of the United States Army, General 
Maxwell Taylor, also stated—as reported in The New York Times of 
3 December—that “much improved reconnaissance, better intelligence
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and increased mobility [are] essential to match the increased volume 
of fire and the destructiveness of modern weapons”.1

In the light of such statements, I  would ask this: How are we ex
pected to treat the proposal on the exchange of military blueprints 
and on aerial photography, without the reduction of armaments and 
the prohibition of atomic weapons? The implementation of that 
proposal, unless it were connected with the cessation of the arma
ments race, could undoubtedly be utilized by aggressive military 
circles which cherish plans for preparing and unleashing a new world 
war.

The statement made this morning by the representative of Canada 2 
is of great importance in this connexion. Mr. Martin spoke at great 
length about control and inspection. He emphasized once again that 
when the Western Powers speak of control they mean, not control 
over disarmament, but control over continuing armament by States. 
But Mr. Martin also revealed today what is intended by control 
which is designed to elicit necessary intelligence and what is intended 
by inspection. This control is apparently designed to alter internal 
conditions in the States involved. I t turns out that the control plan 
proposed by the Western Powers will be successful if, and only if, 
“the Soviet leaders are prepared to relax their monopoly over the 
minds of the peoples they control”. I  think that that quotation from 
Mr. Martin’s statement speaks volumes. Mr. Martin’s speech made it 
abundantly clear that the purpose of control will be to change the 
living conditions of the populations of the various States concerned. 
One cannot fail to realize that this has nothing at all in common with 
the objectives of control. Would not Mr. Martin feel, on reflection, 
that this goes rather far beyond the bounds of the problem we are 
considering? That kind of approach, I  submit, cannot contribute 
to enhancing confidence among States. The Soviet Union delegation 
cannot adhere to such an approach.

For those reasons, we cannot agree to the proposal contained in the 
draft resolution of the United States, the United Kingdom, France 
and Canada, to the effect that the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament 
Commission should take up, in the first place, the question of the 
earliest possible implementation of such measures as the proposal for 
aerial photography and the exchange of military blueprints.

We have also already pointed out that the Soviet Union could adopt 
another attitude towards the proposal of President Eisenhower if the

1 According to a report by Hanson Baldwin, General Taylor drew this con
clusion from recent Army-Air Force maneuvers in Louisiana (New York Times, 
Dec. 3,1955, p. 9).

3 A/0.1/PV.805, pp. 2-26.
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envisaged measures were integrally connected with the fulfilment of 
the task of stopping the armaments race and prohibiting atomic 
weapons. The question of aerial photography may well be considered, 
but only as one of the forms of control over the implementation of a 
proper international agreement, during the final stage of the execu
tion of measures for the reduction of armaments and the prohibition 
of atomic weapons.

The road to the solution of the disarmament problem is not an easy 
one. The Soviet Union delegation realises that there are still many 
obstacles to be overcome as we travel that road. But we are deter
mined to find a solution to the disarmament problem and to contribute 
to the lessening of international tension and the strengthening of 
mutual trust. The Soviet Union Government regards the disarma
ment problem as a principal task. We believe that all States should 
make the necessary efforts to achieve the earliest possible solution of 
the problem. In order to move the question away from dead centre, 
we should register without delay general agreement on those main 
questions where views already coincide or have come considerably 
closer together. We have in mind, first of all, the question of the 
levels of the armed forces of the five great Powers, the question of 
the timing of the entry into force of the prohibition of atomic weap
ons, and the question of international control.

In this connexion, we should like to ask the following question of 
the representatives of the United States, the United Kingdom and 
France: Are those representatives prepared to register general agree
ment on the abovementioned points ? Or have they abandoned their 
former proposals to the effect that the following levels of armed forces 
should be established: 1,000,000 to 1,500,000 men for the United States, 
the Soviet Union and the People’s Eepublic of China, respectively, 
and 650,000 men for the United Kingdom and France, respectively; 
and that the total prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons should 
enter into force upon the reduction of conventional armaments and 
armed forces by 75 per cent of the agreed size of the reduction?

It goes without saying that we are all ready to confirm our general 
agreement concerning the establishment of effective international con
trol over the execution of measures for the reduction of armaments 
and the prohibition of atomic weapons. One cannot fail to see that 
if we were to establish our agreement on these questions a sound basis 
for all our activities and deliberations in working out the disarma
ment programme would have been created. Our own work on the 
disarmament problem will be a continuation of the international co
operation which manifested itself with special clarity in recent times. 
Such co-operation would confirm the peoples’ trust that international 
problems can be solved by way of negotiation, and that the threat of 
a new war can be removed. It is the duty of the United Nations to
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promote to the full the early solution of the disarmament problem, the 
further relaxation of international tension in relations between States 
and the development of international co-operation.

148. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly, December 9, 1955 1

We now approach the end of this general debate. In a short 
while the conclusions reached by this body will be incorporated in a 
resolution for presentation to the General Assembly of the United 
Nations. This resolution must reflect the widest possible consensus 
of the views expressed in this debate. Our present draft2 was 
intended to do just that. The delegations of the United Kingdom, 
France, Canada, and the United States have also been examining 
with great care the various amendments submitted by the Soviet 
Union8 and India.4 We hope to incorporate as many as possible of 
these suggestions in our draft, and we shall shortly submit a revised 
resolution for the committee’s consideration.5

I  shall deal today with some points in Mr. Kuznetsov’s speech of 
day before yesterday,6 which furnished the background to the Soviet 
amendments.

As this debate ends, the principal issue which divides us is still that 
of the kind and extent of inspection needed to support a disarmament 
agreement. Mr. Kuznetsov claims that we have misrepresented and 
undervalued Soviet ideas on control. Yet, in all truth, they are 
inadequate. We have in the last year asked the Soviet Union many 
questions in an honest desire to find out what that nation would be 
prepared to accept in the way of international inspection. Practically 
none of these questions have been answered.

A Department of S tate Bulletin , Jan. 9, 1956, pp. 61-66. Statement made at
the 808th meeting.

3 U.N. doc. A/C.1/L.150, Dec. 5, 1955, in General Assembly Official Records: 
Tenth Session, Annexes, Agenda Items 17 and 66, p. 8.

8 U.N. doc. A/C.l/I*.152; cf. Soviet amendments to the revised Western resolu
tions (past, p. 583, n.).

4 U.N. doc. A/C.1/L.153. For the text of the revised Indian amendments
(A/C.l/L.153/Rev. 1), see General Assembly Official Records: Tenth Session, 
Annexes, Agenda Items 17 and 66, pp. 9-10.

6 U.N. doc. A/C.l/L.150/Rev. 1, Dec. 9,1955 (ibid., pp. 8-9).
6 Ante, doc. 147.
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Following the submission of the May 10 proposals,1 we hoped for 
a time that some advance had been made, mainly because of the Soviet 
Union’s recognition of the problems created by the accumulation of 
nuclear stockpiles, and partly because the Soviet Union agreed to 
accept international control at certain points, such as large ports, 
railway junctions, airdromes, and highways. However, these pro
posals were still vague on other vital requirements of control. The 
importance of precision about these matters becomes all the mpre 
apparent when we recognize that increasing quantities of nuclear 
material can be hidden away beyond the scope of detection by known 
scientific means.

The Soviet Union in the May 10 proposals vaguely indicated that 
inspection should be applied to certain other items which it vaguely 
called “the objects of control.” All of the Western delegations in 
our meetings in the Subcommittee in London and later in New York 
have tried in vain to wring from the Soviet Union the slightest indi
cation of what these “objects of control” would include—and what 
they might not include. Mr. Nutting, for the British delegation, sub
mitted a projected list of things which the United Kingdom thought 
ought to be controlled.2 The Soviet Union did hot agree to this list, 
made no suggestions of its own, and indeed has offered no comment 
of any kind.

Before and after the May 10 proposals repeatedly we asked the 
Soviets some simple questions. I  repeat some of them now: Would the 
Soviet Union permit inspection teams and an international control 
authority to be established and operating in Soviet territory with full 
communication facilities before any operation of disarmament actually 
began ? If not, what assurance could the Soviet Union, or any nation, 
give that clandestine stockpiling of arms had not taken place or clanr 
destine troop dispositions had not been made beforehand, in order 
to evade inspection ? How would one know at what level the freeze 
of armaments and armed forces would begin ?

The , Soviet Union asserts that the international control authority 
would have adequate responsibilities and immunities, but it insists 
that upon the completion of one stage of disarmament the next would 
begin automatically in accordance with fixed time limitations, inde
pendent of the findings and recommendations of the international 
control organ. The Soviet Union has been unwilling to concede to 
the control authority that autonomy, under the provisions of the inter
national agreement, which the other powers would accept and which 
they consider to be absolutely necessary. The Western powers at 
London on April 21, 1955, spelled out very completely the extent of

1 Ante, doc. 112.
2 Ante, doc. 133.
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the rights, powers, and duties of the control authority.1 The Soviet 
Union has not submitted anything comparable to this proposal.
Safeguards Against Surprise Attach

With the Eisenhower plan for aerial inspection,2 the United States 
sought to raise the problem of disarmament above all these tangled 
issues. We are convinced that, supplemented as it would be by the 
Bulganin control posts,3 it would provide a real safeguard against 
great surprise attack, which we all recognize as the foremost danger 
in this atomic age.

Mr. Kuznetsov sought to prove that the United States plan could 
not really guard against surprise attack but that the Soviet control- 
post proposal would do so.4 We do not entirely understand this, 
since the United States would accept both plans. But let us, never
theless, examine the Soviet contention. Control posts at major ports, 
railway junctions, main highways, and airdromes would certainly 
have some value. But if they were tied down to fixed locations their 
utility would be strictly limited in these days of mobile, multidimen
sional warfare. The Soviet Union has not answered our questions 
as to whether these observer teams would be fixed or mobile. More
over, even under the best of circumstances, a reasonable surety against 
surprise attack could not be furnished by these old-fashioned means 
without aerial reconnaissance.

The Soviet theory seems to be that surprise attack inevitably 
requires the massing of large concentrations of troops and planes at 
very conveniently specified junctions, railroads, and airports. No 
potential aggressor would be so naive. Moreover, an atomic attack 
with presently available weapons, to say nothing of weapons of the 
future, could be launched with devastating effect without such 
massive concentrations.

The United States, therefore, does not understand why the Soviet 
Union would be content with ground inspection without aerial recon
naissance. And we are increasingly convinced of the efficacy and 
necessity of the latter. We cannot help wondering whether the Soviet 
Union is making a full disclosure of its real reasons.
Reduction of Armaments

I  turn now to Mr. Kuznetsov’s familiar charge that the United States 
blocks progress on the reduction of armaments. But first I  should 
like my colleagues to indulge in an exercise of the imagination.

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/25 of Apr. 21, 1955 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 14), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 1955, 
pp. 15-17.

2 Ante, doc. 120.
* Ante, doc. 112.
4 Ante, doc. 147.
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If  today the Eisenhower plan were in effect, would you not agree 
that a new era in international relations would be at hand? Would 
not the world breathe much easier? In such a world, would not 
every government feel that it could with safety begin to lift the mili
tary harness from the backs'of its citizens and to devote more of its 
resources to productive enterprises?

But the Soviet Union objects that we cannot carry out this plan 
unless it is tied from the beginning to concrete reductions in armed 
forces. Despite every assurance we have been able to give, it persists 
in doubting our intentions in this respect. It refuses to believe that 
the President’s plan and other confidence-building measures are “in
tegrally connected with the fulfillment of the task of stopping the 
armaments race.” 1

Mr. Chairman, let me assure the Soviet representative and this 
committee that the United States intends that the Eisenhower plan 
should be part of the task of stopping the arms race and re
ducing armaments. To that end we have in this session co
sponsored a resolution which, as Mr. [Jules] Moch [French repre
sentative] pointed out to Mr. Kuznetsov, couples the Eisenhower plan 
with earliest possible agreement upon every kind of disarmament 
which can presently be supervised and guaranteed by adequate in
spection. We believe that this undertaking for immediate practical 
steps promises to be much more fruitful for disarmament than the 
elaborately qualified and inadequately controlled plan which the 
Soviet Union proposes. We do not believe, however, that the Eisen
hower plan with its safeguard against war need necessarily wait upon 
agreement and execution of arms reductions.

What we should like to see would be both together.
The Soviet Union claims to believe that the United States is not 

sincere about reductions in armed forces because it does not now 
specify figures for the size of military forces permitted under an 
eventual agreement. In my opening remarks in this session I  de
scribed the criteria which the United States would use in negotiating 
these force levels. They would certainly assure real reductions. But 
as to the figures of a million and a half for the Soviet Union, the 
United States, and China, and the other figures which have been cited 
in the Soviet remarks, let me say this: The United States itself men
tioned some of these figures in 19522 with the indication that they 
were for purposes of illustration. That was almost 4 years ago. Since 
then, the geographic, political, and technological bases of these calcu
lations have been in constant evolution. The new factor of an untold 
but possibly decisive quantity of hidden nuclear bombs has intervened.

1 Ante, doc. 147.
3 Ante, doc. 80.
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The United States believes that levels for conventional forces will, 
of course, ultimately be* expressed by international agreement in 
specific numbers. Whatever these figures may be, they will certainly 
have to be calculated with reference to what it may then be possible to 
dp with respect to the control of nuclear materials. Above all, they 
must take account of the capabilities of inspection and control.

The United States does not believe that the resolution we adopt in 
this committee should refer to specific force-level figures which may 
prove unrealistic.
Prohibition of Atomic Weapons

The United States has repeatedly said that it would never use any 
weapons, be they rifles or H-bombs, except in defense against aggres
sion and in conformity with the charter of the United Nations.

Mr. Khrushchev is not satisfied with that pledge. Mr. Bulganin 
calls on all states to commit themselves not to be the first to use the nu
clear weapons in war, and in any case to use them only if approved 
by the Security Council.1 This has a fine self-denying ring about 
it. Let us see what it really means.

The Soviet Union’s own proposal of May 10, which has so often 
been quoted here, shows why atomic weapons cannot be totally 
eliminated in the near future.

If  an international agreement makes it impossible for a law-abiding 
power to use them first, even in dire extremity of self-defense against 
a massive aggression, then that power which is strongest in con
ventional means of warfare would be immediately established as the 
strongest military power on earth. And it would still have a reserve 
of its own nuclear weapons sufficient to strike devastating blows.

The true democracies of the world, by their very way of life, have 
traditionally been forced to accept the first blows in war. Thus 
they generally concede a great strategic initiative. Should they also 
agree not to use their most powerful weapons in their own defense 
after taking that first blow, they would be committing suicide.

But this is not all. The Soviet Union has dredged up the idea of 
subjecting the use of these weapons, even in self-defense, to protracted 
Security Council approval—another way of saying “veto.”

The pledge against the use of atomic weapons except in defense 
against aggression as provided in the charter is actually wider reach
ing than the fallacious proposal put forward by the Soviet Union. 
What then would be the value of additional pledges? My Belgian 
colleague [Fernand van Langenhove] answered this question in con
clusive terms in this powerful statement the other day:

Such undertakings would have the effect, if there were some potential 
aggressor in the world, of reassuring such an aggressor as to the consequences

1 Ante, doc. 119.
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of the act which he is contemplating, and consequently of encouraging the 
aggressor to commit an aggression. How can we rely on the undertaking that 
this aggressor would have assumed not to use the atomic weapons if that same 
aggressor was capable of violating the fundamental undertaking of the United 
Nations Charter not to resort to aggression by any weapon whatsoever?

I  fully subscribe to this analysis. The United States would, there
fore, oppose any amendment to the draft resolution which would 
substitute a so-called prohibition against first use for the general 
■undertaking not to use atomic weapons except in defense against 
aggression.

Mr. Kuznetsov tries to reinforce his proposed ban on atomic weapons 
by citing the supposed effectiveness of international conventions pro
hibiting the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons.1 I t is true 
that these weapons were not used in World War II. But this was cer
tainly not only because of such international agreements. These 
undertakings were observed because of the controlling force of stra
tegic and political considerations.

If  chemical warfare could have been employed with the versatility 
of the atomic weapons on any battlefield in a manner so decisive as to 
prevent retaliation on the aggressor, does anyone believe that the Nazi 
war machine would not have used it in World War I I  ?
Soviet Responsiblity for Tension

Let me conclude with some comments on international confidence 
and cooperation.

The Soviet Union has submitted a draft resolution on “Measures for 
the further relaxation of international tension and development of 
international cooperation.” 2 This is, to use the language of auto
mobile manufacturers, the 1956 model of the annual Soviet omnibus 
proposal. I t  contains a number of sentiments with which, of course, 
we can all agree. The Soviet Union also proposes that we begin our 
resolution by expressing satisfaction with the improvement in inter
national relations supposedly achieved in the past year. I t  speaks of 
certain efforts made “of late” by states to relax tensions and to pro
mote confidence.

Any such efforts by the Soviet Union deserve the support of us all; 
but, as men who are optimistic but realistic, we must recognize that 
most of the principal sources of tension still exist and that it lies in 
the power of the Soviets to relieve them instantly.

We must also take account with great regret of certain Soviet de
cisions “of late” which have an effect quite contrary to the relaxation 
of tensions.

1 See Geneva Protocol of June 17, 1925 (94 LNTS 65; Disarmament and
Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919-55, pp. 169-170).

3 U.N. doc. A/2981 and Add. 1, Sept. 23,1955, in General Assembly Official Rec
ords .-Tenth Session, Annexes, Agenda Items 17 and 66, pp. 6-7.
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The most prominent example of unrelieved tension is probably the 
divided state of Germany. To our disappointment, the Soviet dele
gation “of late” at Geneva still blocked unification on just and reason
able terms.

Also at Geneva, the Soviet Union showed that our hopes for a dis
solution of the Iron Curtain must be still further deferred. I t  was 
unwilling to consider the progressive elimination of barriers to free 
communications, to the free movement of persons, or the free com
munication of ideas and information. I t was willing to consider 
only such measures of relaxation of controls of such strategic materials 
in international trade as might improve its position.

There is another example of a source of tension maintained by the 
Soviet Union which is quite germane to our discussions. I t  is quite 
true that Soviet and Western troops have both withdrawn from 
Austria. But in contravention of its treaty obligations,1 the Soviet 
Union still maintains troops and bases in Hungary and Kumania.

“Of late” the Soviet Union has taken certain positive measures which 
certainly do not relieve tension. I t  has helped create an arms race, 
where one did not exist, in the Middle East.

The Soviet Union continues to claim credit for the Communist 
states for the cessation of hostilities in Korea and Indochina. I t  is 
impossible for us to understand the process of reasoning whereby 
anyone claims credit for no longer doing something that he should 
never have done in the first place. I  do not understand this attitude 
that you ought to get praise when you stop doing something wrong.

Here in the United Nations, Mr. Kuznetsov and Mr. Malik have 
resurrected the charge that the Korean War started with aggression 
fomented from “overseas”—that is the word. I t  is regrettable that 
a charge so alien to our debate, so conclusively refuted by the evi
dence gathered by United Nations observers* has been brought into 
these discussions. I t flies in the face of world opinion as that world 
opinion is represented in this Assembly, and it certainly cannot be 
accepted by the thousands of families who have lost sons in the battle 
for freedom which was waged by the United Nations in Korea.

A Art. 22 of the Hungarian peace treaty and art. 21 of the Rumanian peace 
treaty, both dated Feb. 10, 1947, permitted the Soviet Union to keep in Hungary 
and Rumania “such armed forces as it may need for the maintenance of the lines 
of communication of the Soviet Army with the Soviet zone of occupation in 
Austria’7; Treaties of Peace m th  Ita ly , Bulgaria, Hungary, Roumania and Fin
land (Department of State publication 2743; 1947). Art. 29(3) of the Austrian 
State Treaty (May 15, 1955) provided for the withdrawal of all Allied forces 
from Austria after the entry in force of the treaty; for text, see American 
Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, p. 652.

2 See reports of June 25 and Sept. 4, 1950, by the U.N. Commission on Korea 
(ibid., vol. II, pp. 2537-2538 and 2572-2575).
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In ©ther parts of the world, responsible Soviet leaders are using 
language about their Geneva associates—and you all have read this— 
that is far different from what they used at Geneva, and it is presum
ably very different from what they will use when they return to the 
Western World.

Against that background of Soviet actions and Soviet arguments 
in this debate, we must conclude regretfully that our hopes for re
newed mutual confidence and our hopes for a better climate for dis
armament have had a check. We hope this check will prove only 
temporary. On the other hand, this committee would mislead world 
opinion if it prefaced its recommendations with optimism so excessive 
that it was contrary to the plain facts.

The present Soviet attitude on the Eisenhower plan is not the least 
disquieting of these developments. Mr. Khrushchev and Mr. Kuz
netsov have advanced the rather startling theory that this “open sky” 
plan would actually create and not allay distrust, and the reason they 
give is that the Soviet Union and the United States could, under that 
plan, each see what the other was doing behind its frontiers.

For people like me who have been brought up in a democratic so
ciety, this is almost totally incomprehensible. Our Belgian colleague 
says this idea leaves him “speechless,” and I  do not wonder.

The statement that the Eisenhower plan would increase distrust is 
either some kind of smokescreen, in which case we should ask why 
anyone thinks it is worth while to do such a thing, or else it is a sign 
of confused reasoning. Of course, it could be a mixture of both.

Mr. Kuznetsov quoted Air Marshal [Sir Basil] Embry and General 
[Maxwell] Taylor on the utility of aerial reconnaissance for military 
operations. Of course Air Marshal Embry and General Taylor 
think aerial reconnaissance is very useful for military operations. 
From this he then deduced that we should not endorse the President’s 
plan. You do not have to quote Air Marshal Embry or General 
Taylor to convince us that aerial reconnaissance has military value. 
I t must be obvious to the merest layman that the fact that air power 
has great value for war is what presents us with our most dramatic 
problem here at the United Nations.

The advantage of President Eisenhower’s plan is that it takes air 
power and uses it for peace—that is the point. Of course, air power 
can be used for war, but this plan takes it and uses it for peace; it 
puts it at the service of peace, just as the plan which President Eisen
hower presented here 2 years ago yesterday1 took atomic power, with 
its dread potential for death and destruction, and used it for peace. 
Surely that point cannot really have escaped Mr. Kuznetsov. I  re
peat that Mr. Kuznetsov has not fully disclosed why he opposes the 
President’s plan.

1 Ante, doc. 92.
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... Let me say in conclusion that we shall continue to seek progress. 
We wish to allay any legitimate misgivings the Soviet Union may 
Jiave. We wish, to meet other views, halfway. We shall strive to 
resolve all the issues we can and to draw the others clearly so that 
the world may judge, so that opinion may be enlightened, so that we 
can make progress.

The draft resolution we have submitted, and the revisions which we 
jJiall shortly present, will make clear our purpose to promote world 
peace and security and to do it. constructively and honestly.

149. General Assembly Resolution 914 (X): Regulation, 
Limitation, and Balanced Reduction of All Armed 
Forces and All Armaments; Conclusion of an Inter
national Convention (Treaty) on the Reduction of 
Armaments and the Prohibition of Atomic, Hydro
gen, and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction, 
December 16, 1955 1

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 808 (IX) of 4 November 1954,2 which es

tablished the conclusion that a further effort should be made to reach
1 General Assembly Official Records: Tenth Session, Supplement No. 19 

(A/3116), pp. 5-6. The resolution was introduced by Canada, France, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States on Dec. 12 (A/C.l/L.150/Rev. 2). On the same 
day the Soviet Union proposed the following amendments:

1. Replace the fifth, sixth and seventh paragraphs of the preamble by the 
the foUowing

“Welcoming the agreement on objectives reached during the meetings of 
the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission in 1955,

“Noting the rapprochement between the Powers on several important 
questions concerning the reduction of armaments and the prohibition of 
atomic weapons, including the establishment of maximum levels for the 
armed forces of the five Powers, France, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of America, China and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and on the order to be followed in the 
execution of measures for the prohibition of atomic weapons and the need 
to set up effective international control”.
2. Reword paragraph 1, sub-paragraph (6) (i), of the operative part of the 

resolution to read as follows:
“(i) The proposals of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics of 10 May 

and 2i July 1955 {ante, docs. 112 and 119] on the reduction of armaments, 
the prohibition of atomic weapons and the removal of the threat of a new 
war; President Eisenhower’s plain for exchanging military blueprints and 
mutual aerial inspection {ante, doc. 120]; the proposal of the Prime Minister
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agreement on comprehensive and co-ordinated proposals to be em
bodied in a draft international disarmament convention providing for:

(a) The regulation, limitation and major reduction of all armed 
forces and all conventional armaments,

(&) The total prohibition of the use and manufacture of nuclear 
weapons and weapons of mass destruction of every type, together with 
the conversion of existing stocks of nuclear weapons for peaceful 
purposes,

(c) The establishment of effective international control, through a 
control organ with rights, powers and functions adequate to guaran
tee the effective observance of the agreed reductions of all armaments 
and armed forces and the prohibition of nuclear and other weapons 
■of mass destruction, and to ensure the use of atomic energy for peaceful 
purposes only,
the whole programme to be such that ho State would have cause to 
fear that its security was endangered,

Expressing the hope that efforts to relax international tensions, to 
promote mutual confidence and to develop co-operation, among States, 
such as the Geneva Conference of the Heads of Government of the 
four Powers, the Bandung Conference of African and Asian coun
tries and the United Nations tenth anniversary commemorative meet
ing at San Francisco, will prove effective in promoting world peace, 

Desirous of contributing to the lowering of international tensions, 
the strengthening of confidence between States, the removal of the 
threat of war and the reduction of the burden of armaments, 

Convinced therefore of the need to continue to seek agreement on 
a comprehensive programme for disarmament which will promote 
international peace and security with the least5 diversion for arma
ments of the world’s human and economic resources,

of France [ante, doc. 116] and the proposal of the Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom off Great Britain and Northern Ireland [ante, doc. 117] 
presented at the Geneva Conference of the Heads of Government of the four 
Powers, and relevant proposals of other States”.
3. Reword paragraph 4 of the operative part to read as foUows:

“4. Considers further that the study of methods of control over the execu
tion by States of their disarmament obligations, to be carried out in the 
various countries at the present time, should have as its aim to facilitate 
the solution of the problem of disarmament’’- (A/C.l/L.152/Rev. 1; 
General Assembly Official Records: Tenth Session, Annexes, Agenda Items 17 
and 66, p. 9.)

The First Committee rejected the Soviet amendments on the same day. They 
were then submitted to the General Assembly on Dec. 14 (A/L.207), when the 
U.S.S.R. also proposed to add India and Poland to the Disarmament Commission 
and the Subcommittee (Annexes, p. 12). On Dec. 16 the General Assembly 
rejected the Soviet proposals and approved the Western resolution; the vote on 
the latter was 56-7-0, the Soviet bloc opposing.

2 Ante, doc. 105.
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Welcoming the progress which has been made towards agreement 
on objectives during the meetings in 1955 of the Sub-Committee of 
the Disarmament Commission,

Noting that agreement has not yet been reached on the rights, 
powers and functions of a control system, which is the keystone of any 
disarmament agreement, nor on other essential matters set out in Gen
eral Assembly resolution 808 (IX),

Noting also that special technical difficulties have arisen in regard 
to the detection and control of nuclear weapons material,

Recognizing further that inspection and control of disarmament 
can best be achieved in an atmosphere which is free of fear and 
suspicion,

1. Urges that the States concerned and particularly those on the 
Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission:

(а) Should continue their endeavours to reach agreement on a com
prehensive disarmament plan in accordance with the goals set out 
in General Assembly resolution 808 ( IX );

(б) Should, as initial steps, give priority to early agreement on 
and implementation of:

(i) Such confidence-building measures as the plan of Mr. Eisen
hower, President of the United States of America, for ex
changing military blueprints and mutual aerial inspection,1 
and the plan of Mr. Bulganin, Prime Minister of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, for establishing control posts 
at strategic centres,2

(ii) All such measures of adequately safeguarded disarmament 
as are now feasible;

2. Suggests that account should also be taken of the proposals of 
the Prime Minister of France for exchanging and publishing infor
mation regarding military expenditures and budgets,3 of the Prime 
Minister of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire
land for seeking practical experience in the problems of inspection and 
control,4 and of the Government of India regarding the suspension 
of experimental explosions of nuclear weapons and an “armaments 
truce” 5;

3. Calls upon the States concerned, and especially those on the Sub- 
Committee of the Disarmament Commission, to study the proposal 
of the Prime Minister of France for the allocation of funds resulting

1 Ante, doc. 120.
2 Ante, doc. 112.
3 Ante, doc. 116.
4 Ante, doc. 121.
6 Ante, doc. 146.
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from disarmament for improving the standards of living throughout 
the world and, in particular, in the less-developed countries;

4. Recommends further that scientific search should be continued 
by each State, with appropriate consultation between Governments, 
for methods that would make possible thoroughly effective inspection 
and control of nuclear weapons material, having as its aim to facilitate 
the solution of the problem of comprehensive disarmament;

5. Suggests that the Disarmament Commission reconvene its Sub- 
Committee and that both pursue their efforts to attain the above 
objectives;

6. Decides to transmit to the Disarmament Commission, for its 
information, the records of the meetings of the First Committee at 
which the disarmament problem was discussed during the tenth session 
of the General Assembly, and requests the Disarmament Commission 
and the Sub-Committee to give careful and early consideration to the 
views expressed in those documents.
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150. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Bulganin) to Presi
dent Eisenhower, February 1, 1 9 5 6 1

D ear  M r . P r e s id e n t : Your message of January 27  2 [ 0 5 ] ,  which 
was written in so friendly a tone, could not fail to awaken in me rec
ollections of those sincere and frank conversations which we had 
.with Your Excellency and our other colleagues at Geneva six months 
ago. We may hold different positions, we may defend different 
views, but if we also have good will and a desire to understand each 
other, then such discussions contribute to the strengthening of trust 
and the promotion of friendly relations.

I was gratified by your agreement that the present international 
situation makes it imperative for all states, especially the Great Pow
ers, which bear special responsibility for ensuring the* peace and 
security of nations, to adopt measures which can contribute to a fur
ther easing of international tension and the strengthening of trust 
and cooperation between states.

I was also gratified by your agreement that the historic friendship 
between our nations gives us a basis on which better political relations 
between our countries might be established.

It is precisely because such a basis exists that my colleagues and I 
decided, soon after our nations had welcomed the New Year, to 
address to Your Excellency a proposal to consider jointly concrete 
steps that would permit a substantial improvement in the relations 
between our two countries. In this connection we felt that the future 
peace of the world depended to a great extent on the status of our 
relations.

We believed, and still believe, that the time has come for concluding 
a treaty of friendship and cooperation between our countries. This 
would be an important contribution to , the development of Soviet- 
American relations and, at the same time, would contribute to the 
improvement of relations between your friends and ours in the inter
national field. We can only regret that our proposal did not have 
a more favorable reception on the part of Your Excellency.

1 Department of State Bulletin , Mar. 26,1956, pp. 515-518.
2 Ibid., pp. 191-193. The President's Jan. 28 letter was in reply to Premier 

Bulganin’s letter pf Jan. 23 (ibid., pp. 193-195).
587
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As far as I  was able to judge, Your Excellency is preoccupied by 
the fact that the draft treaty proposed by us1 repeats to a certain 
degree some provisions of the U.N. Charter, which our countries have 
signed. But this fact, it seems to us, not only does not hinder but, 
on the contrary, favors the conclusion of the treaty. The existence 
of the U.N. Charter by no means excludes the possibility of con
cluding any bilateral agreements between members of that organiza
tion that are based on its principles. I t expressly states in the U.N. 
Charter that members of the United Nations are to “establish condi
tions under which justice and respect for the obligations arising from 
treaties and other sources of international law can be maintained.” 2

The United States of America, like many other states, after the 
creation of the U.N. became a party to a large number of both bilat
eral and multilateral treaties and agreements. In this connection 
there has never been nor can there be any doubt as to the incontest
able right of sovereign states, in the interest of peace, to conclude any 
treaties and agreements that regulate their relations with other 
•countries.

Nor can we fail to take into account that the U.N. Charter itself 
cannot be sufficiently effective if the two greatest powers in the 
^vorld—the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A.—do not harmonize their rela
tions. I t  can become more effective if our two countries cooperate in 
fulfilling the aims of the U.N. I think that Your Excellency will 
•agree with this.

As far as I  am able to judge, certain doubts arise in your mind 
because of the fact that we propose to Your Excellency the conclu
sion of a treaty “on a bilateral basis,” whereas the U.N. Charter is a 
“treaty between many states.” But you will agree that the conclusion 
of a treaty of friendship and cooperation between the two strongest 
powers in the world would contribute enormously to a healthier inter
national situation. On the other hand, we are willing to conclude 
similar treaties with other states as well, including the United King
dom and France. Lastly, the proposal to conclude a treaty between 
the two groups of states—those parties to NATO3 and those parties 
to the Warsaw Treaty 4—is still open.

In your message you rightly observe that it is deeds and not words 
that count in the establishment of peace throughout the world. The 
conclusion of a treaty of friendship and cooperation between the 
U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. would be one of the most important concrete 
acts in this respect, in as much as our two countries, once they had

1 Ibid., p. 195.
2 Preamble of the Charter.
3 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents (Department of State 

publication 6446; 1957), vol. I, pp. 812-815, 853-854, and 871-873.
4 Ibid., pp. 1239-1242.
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the very important obligations provided for in the draft treaty, 
would strengthen confidence and would bring tranquillity to the entire 
international situation. This would mean that our countries do not 
confine themselves to verbal assurances of their desire to be friends 
but put into actual practice the obligations which they have assumed.

Incidentally, it may be noted that after the Geneva Conference im
portant steps had already been taken in this direction, contributing 
to a relaxation of international tension, and it is therefore difficult to 
agree with the assertion that the post-Geneva period has not justified 
the hopes of nations.

For its part the Soviet Government has already taken a series of 
steps designed to relax international tension and strengthen confidence 
among states. In this connection I  should like to call to your atten
tion the reduction in the Soviet Union’s armed forces in 1955 by
640,000 men; the reduction in the appropriations for military needs of 
the U.S.S.R. for 1956 by 9.6 billion rubles as compared to 1955; the 
Soviet Union’s withdrawal from its last military base in the territory 
of other states, namely, the military base in Finland-Porkkala-Udd; 
and the initiative of the Soviet Union toward concluding a state treaty 
with Austria,1 which led to the withdrawal of all foreign troops from 
Austrian territory and the assumption by Austria of the obligation 
to pursue a policy of permanent neutrality. Other steps taken by the 
Soviet Union toward easing international tension and improving 
relations among states are also well known.

In the Soviet Union it is thought that other states might also back 
up their declarations with specific deeds. Meanwhile, to be frank, 
Mr. President, it must be said that not only have certain great powers 
failed to take similar action, but on the contrary much is being done 
to increase international tension.

In spite of the positive results of our Geneva meeting, the military 
appropriations of certain Western powers, including the U.S.A., not 
only fail to be reduced but are even being increased. The number of 
American military bases in foreign territories is also being increased ; 
moreover, these bases are located mainly in areas adjoining the borders 
of the Soviet Union. You will agree that this cannot fail to create 
fully understandable apprehension among the Soviet people concern
ing the intentions of the U.S.A.

We cannot but call attention also to the fact that, contrary to our 
mutual assurances of peace at the time of the Geneva Conference, 
Mr. President, certain leading personages of the U.S.A. continue to 
make statements which can in no way be said to conform to the 
“spirit of Geneva.” I t is a well-known fact, for example, that very

1 Concerning this treaty, see The Austrian State Treaty: An Account of the 
Postwar Negotiations Together With the Text of the Treaty and Related  
Documents (Department of State publication 6437; 1957).
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recently a statement was made in the U.S.A. in favor of a policy 
that would keep the country “on the brink of war.” We must also 
call attention to the belligerent statements of a number of military 
leaders of NATO, who openly advocate a continuation of the arma
ments race and the accumulation of stocks of atomic weapons in the 
NATO forces and do not feel any qualms about threatening to use 
them.

In proposing the conclusion of a treaty of friendship and coopera
tion between our countries, we follow the reasoning that the conclusion 
of such a treaty and the improvement of relations between our coun
tries would make it easier to accomplish substantial reductions of 
armaments and armed forces. We could, for instance, seek a reduc- 
tion in the armed forces of five powers to these levels, which have 
been duly agreed to by both the United States and the Soviet Union. 
An agreement on the problem of atomic weapons, the prohibition of 
which is demanded by the nations, would also contribute to it. A 
solution of the problem of establishing an appropriate international 
control would also become easier.

In your message you again called attention to your “open skies” 
proposal, which provides for mutual flights over the territories of 
the Soviet Union and the U.S.A. respectively by American and Soviet 
airplanes for the purpose of aerophotography, as well as for an ex
change of military information.1 My colleagues and I  have already 
had the opportunity to express their attitude on this proposal. I t 
seems to us that in the present international situation and, moreover, 
under conditions of a completely unrestricted armaments race, the 
carrying out of such flights would not only fail to free the peoples 
from the fear of a new war, but on the contrary would intensify that 
fear and mutual suspicion. Judge for yourself, Mr. President: what 
would the military leaders of your country do if it were reported to 
them that the aerophotography showed that your neighbor had more 
airfields? To be sure, they would order an immediate increase in the 
number of their own airfields. Naturally, our military leaders would 
do the same in a similar case. It is not difficult to understand that 
the result would be a further intensification of the armaments race.

It would be a different matter,; if we could agree on a reduction of 
armaments and armed forces. Then, the carrying out of an appro
priate control, the methods of which could be agreed upon, would be 
justified and necessary.

One cannot fail to note also that the obligation of the U.S.S.R. and 
the U.S.A. to solve all questions in dispute between them by peace
ful means alone, which signifies a refusal to use force or the threat 
of force in their mutual relations, including atomic and hydrogen 
weapons, would indeed have a calm effect on the international situa

1 Ante, doc. 120.
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tion and would create more favorable conditions for reaching an 
agreement on other unsettled international problems.

Thus, the conclusion of a treaty of friendship and cooperation be
tween the United States and the Soviet Union would mean that we 
could actually do something, as you say in your message, “to convince 
the world that we had no aggressive purposes against each other.”

As far as the concrete international problems touched upon in your 
message are concerned, I am convinced, as before, that, along with 
the problem of disarmament, the most important is the problem of 
guaranteeing European security. At the Geneva Meeting of the 
Foreign Ministers in the fall of 1955 the Government of the Soviet 
Union introduced a number of concrete proposals for the solution 
of this problem. As before, the Soviet Government considers that 
the problem of an effective guarantee of security in Europe may 
best be solved on the basis of establishing a single all-European system 
of collective security.1

In our proposals we also tried to meet halfway the wishes of the 
three Western powers on many important questions, and we also 
took into consideration concrete ideas in that field which were brought 
forward by the representatives of the Western powers during our 
meeting at Geneva. The proposals of the Soviet Government to 
guarantee European security also take full account of the important 
role which the United States of America plays in the solution of 
European affairs.

However, the governments of the three powers did not agree to 
our proposals and opposed them with a plan that would tend to 
reestablish militarism in all Germany and in addition provide for 
the inclusion of a united Germany in a closed military bloc created 
by the Western powers. I t  is not difficult to understand that such 
a plan cannot serve as a basis for solving the question of guaranteeing 
genuine security in Europe and for settling the German problem.

Inasmuch as in the postwar period in Europe there arose{i and 
were consolidated two German states having different social and eco
nomic systems and developing in different ways, the problem of estab
lishing a unified Germany as a peace-loving and democratic state 
cannot, of course, be solved without an appropriate agreement between 
the Germans themselves—between the German Democratic Republic 
and the German Federal Eepublic.

At the same time, I  am convinced that the normalization of Soviet- 
American relations and, in particular, such a step as the conclusion 
of a treaty of friendship and cooperation between the U.S.S.R. and 
the U.S.A., would be of great positive significance also in establishing 
the necessary prerequisites for the solution of the German problem.

1 Ante, doc. 139.



592 DOCUMENT 150 : FEBRUARY 1, 1956

With regard to your remark concerning the right of the nations 
to choose the form of government under which they wish to live, it 
is necessary to say that the Soviet Union has always maintained, and 
maintains at the present time, the principle that the internal system 
in any state is the domestic concern of its own people. We expect 
that other powers will also be guided by it in their international 
relations.

In your communication you also touch upon the important problem 
of the development of contacts between the East and the West. We 
are entirely in accord with you on the importance of these contacts. 
I t  was for this very reason that the Soviet Union submitted at the 
Foreign Ministers5 Meeting in the fall of last year a proposal de
signed to remove the barriers hindering the development of normal 
commercial and economic relations and broaden contacts in the field 
of culture, science, art, sport, tourism, etc.1 We were all pleased 
to note that definite agreement was noticeable at the meeting on this 
question. At the last moment, however, certain demands were ad
vanced by the delegations of the United States of America and other 
Western powers 2 which were contradictory to the directives given 
by you and me, and by Mr. Eden and M. Faure to our Foreign Min
isters.3 The Soviet Government could not accept these new demands, 
since they envisaged direct interference in the internal affairs of sov
ereign states.

Unfortunately, the practical measures of the Soviet Union for the 
development of contacts between our countries, in particular by means 
of an exchange of delegations, are encountering serious obstacles on 
the American side.

I  believe that by joint effort we shall succeed in liquidating the so- 
called Iron Curtain and in creating conditions for a wide development 
of personal contacts between the citizens of our countries.

1 permit myself to express the hope that you on your part share 
this opinion.

On this question, the conclusion of a treaty of friendship and co
operation between our countries would without doubt also have a 
great positive significance.

These are some of the ideas which I  wanted to express to you, my 
dear Mr. President, in connection with the remarks which you made 
in your message. I  should be very glad if they would help to clarify 
the significance which my colleagues and I  attach to the conclusion of

1 The Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers, October 21-November 16, 1955 
(Department of State publication 6156; 1955), pp. 269-270.

2 For the Foreign Ministers’ discussion of development of contacts between 
East and West, see ibid., pp. 228-283.

8 Ante, doc. 123.
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a treaty of friendship and cooperation between the Union of Soviet- 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America.

For our part we are ready to give the greatest attention to any of 
your thoughts on the provisions of the draft treaty which you may 
deem fit to express.

I  await your further ideas on this subject.
Respectfully,

N . B ulganin

151. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Bulganin), March 1, 19561

D ear M r. Ch a ir m a n : In accordance with my message to you of 
October eleventh,2 I  have now thoroughly reviewed your letter of 
September nineteenth,3 regarding the objective of an acceptable system 
of disarmament which we discussed at Geneva.

I  have noted with satisfaction that you have expressed agreement 
with the importance of providing mutual safeguards against surprise 
attack and with the desirability of reciprocal reductions in arma
ments. You have credited me with a sincere desire to find a way to 
settle the important problem of international control and inspection.

It would appear, however, that you raise the following questions 
with regard to my Geneva proposal.4 You ask whether the adoption 
of my offer would lead to the reduction of armaments, and express 
doubt. You suggest the need of extending the inspection to other 
countries. You raise other points regarding nuclear weapons.

I  am confident that the adoption of my Geneva proposal combined 
with ground inspection teams which you proposed,5 thus reducing 
the danger of surprise attack, will in fact lead to a reduction of arma
ments, the lessening of tensions, and the brightening of the prospects 
of a durable peace. Certainly the United States is fully resolved 
to achieve those ends. My representative on the Subcommittee of the 
United Nations Disarmament Commission will be prepared to help 
develop a program to carry out that resolve, through appropriate 
action by our Governments.

In my judgment, our efforts must be directed especially to bringing 
under control the nuclear threat. As an important step for this pur-

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Mar. 26, 1956, pp. 514-515.
3 Ante, doc. 137.
8 Ante, doc. 134.
4 Ante, doc. 120.
B Ante, doc. 112.
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pose and assuming the satisfactory operation of our air and ground; 
inspection system, the United States would be prepared to work out, 
with other nations, suitable and safeguarded arrangements so that 
future production of fissionable materials anywhere in the world 
would no longer be used to increase the stockpiles of explosive 
weapons. With this could be combined my proposal of December 8, 
1953, “to begin now and continue to make joint contributions” from 
existing stockpiles of normal uranium and fissionable materials to 
an international atomic agency.1 These measures, if carried out ade
quately, would reverse the present trend toward a constant increase 
in nuclear weapons overhanging the world. My ultimate hope is that 
all production of fissionable materials anywhere in the world will be 
devoted exclusively to peaceful purposes.

I  am mindful of the difficulties in this regard, pointed out in your 
Government’s proposals of May 10, 1955,2 arising from the possibil
ities for evading international control and organizing the clandestine 
manufacture of atomic and hydrogen weapons. The risks inherent in 
failing to achieve control, however, make it imperative to overcome 
the difficulties involved and to devise and implement an effective 
system of safeguards. With genuine efforts on both sides, I  feel 
confident we can succeed in this endeavor.

In general, my feeling is that disarmament should be sought 
primarily, though not exclusively, in terms of limitations on arma
ments rather than on men. The former are more subject to super
vision, regulation and control than the latter. In the present state 
of international affairs and especially in the absence of real peace 
in the Far East, I  foresee that it may be difficult to agree on reduc
tions in the general level of armed forces at this time. It should, 
however, be possible now to agree on measures having a stabilizing 
effect, dealing with the control and limitation, under proper safe
guards, of major types of armaments. These measures will be an 
essential part of the comprehensive system required to provide secu
rity to participating states.

If the United States and U.S.S.R. and our associates on the Sub
committee—the United Kingdom, France and Canada—can reach 
a basic agreement, I  am confident that other nations would want to 
join in what they would regard as a favorable development for world 
peace. With the agreement of other nations concerned, the United 
States would expect the agreed system of supervision to apply, in 
an appropriate and effective manner, to forces and facilities which 
we both have outside our borders.

During the early phases of such a program, both the U.S.S.R. and 
the United States would have very extensive military strength, in-

1 Ante, doc. 92.
a Ante, doc. 112.
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eluding stocks of nuclear weapons. I  wish to make it clear that, 
so far as the United States is concerned, we would continue to hold 
such strength, not for aggression, nor for narrow national purposes, 
but as a contribution toward world stability in this transitional 
period.

I  welcome the indication that you are giving major attention to 
this subject which has such extraordinary significance to the peoples 
of our two countries and of the other nations of the world. May I  
assure you and the people of your country that the objective of the 
United States continues to be the attainment of a just and durable 
peace.

I  hope that the coming meeting of the Disarmament Subcommittee 
will succeed in making real progress toward that goal.

I  also wish to take this opportunity to acknowledge receipt of 
your letter of February first1 which replied to mine of January 
twenty-eighth.2 My view remains generally as expressed in that 
letter. But I  shall continue to study the problem with a view to seeing 
whether it seems that any useful new steps can be taken as between 
us. I  may communicate again with you later on this matter.

Sincerely, D w i g h t  D .  E i s e n h o w e r

152. Anglo-French Working Paper Submitted to the 
Disarmament Subcommittee: Proposed Synthesis, 
March 19, 19563

[Editorial Note: The Subcommittee meetings began at London on Mar. 19, 
1956. In his address of welcome Mr. Nutting, the British representative, 
made the following statement: “. . . we in this Sub-Committee are charged with 
finding a solution for only one of the problems which divide the world today. 
Other questions, the reunification of Germany, the problem of European se
curity, and so on, are outside our terms of reference, and before true and total 
confidence can be established between nations a solution must be found for 
these other political issues as weU as for disarmament. Yet let none of us 
forget that if we could reach agreement in this Sub-Committee such an agree
ment would give to the solution of all outstanding issues the greatest hope and 
impetus that can today be found.” (U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.69, pp. 4-5).]

SECTION I 
F ir s t  s t a g e  o f  d is a r m a m e n t

1. On the signature of a disarmament treaty all participating States 
declare that they regard themselves as prohibited, in accordance with

1 Ante, doc. 150.
2 Department of S tate Bulletin, Feb. 6, 1956, pp. 191-193.
8 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/38, Mar. 19,1956 (also doc. DC/83, Annex 2), in Disarma

ment Commission Official Records: Supplement for Jamiary to December 1956, 
pp. 4-6.
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the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, from the use of 
nuclear weapons except in defence against aggression.

2. Meeting of the General Assembly of the International Disarma
ment Organization to designate the non-permanent members of the 
Executive Committee and approve the appointment of the Director- 
general of the Control Organ.

3. Recruitment of the first elements of the Control Organ.
4. Freeze, consisting of:
(a) Initial declaration of the levels of armed forces and conven

tional armaments, including submission of military blueprints and 
relevant budgetary and accounting documents.

(5) Undertaking not to increase beyond declared levels or to exceed 
total declared expenditure.

5. Simultaneously with the entry into force of the freeze, the Con
trol Organ, in order to provide against surprise attack, starts to 
operate by means of aerial surveys and by establishing control posts at 
ports, railway junctions, main highways and airports.

In order to verify the information supplied, the Control Organ 
has the right to send out mobile control teams and financial inspectors.

6. While the Control Organ is building up its efficiency, meeting 
•of the General Assembly of the International Disarmament Organiza
tion to determine levels of armed forces and conventional armaments 
for other participating States, which should be considerably below 
the levels fixed for the five permanent members of the Security 
Council.

7. Report of the Control Organ that it is ready to supervise the 
initial steps in reducing armed forces and conventional armaments.

8. Report is accepted by Executive Committee.
9. Initial steps in agreed reductions by the five Powers, and con

sequential reduction in military budgets.
10. Establishment of special branch of Control Organ which will 

supervise the limitation of nuclear test explosions.
Hote: For procedure for passage from first to second stage see appendix.1

SECTION II  
S e c o n d  st a g e  o f  d is a r m a m e n t

1. Limitation of nuclear test explosions comes into effect.
2. Completion of first half of agreed reductions by the five Powers 

and consequential reductions in military budgets. A proportion of 
the savings would be allocated to improving standards of living 
throughout the world and in particular in the less-developed countries.

1 Note in original.
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3. Continuation and development of the functions and methods of 
control and inspection.

4. Other powers start on first half of reductions to agreed levels.
5. Development of the Control Organ so that it will be able to verify 

the cessation of nuclear production for military uses.
Note: The procedure for passage from second stage to third stage shaU be 

the same as shown in appendix for passage from first stage to second stage.

SECTION III  
T h i r d  s t a g e  o f  d is a r m a m e n t

1. Prohibition, under control, of nuclear test explosions for military 
uses; nuclear explosions directed towards the application of atomic 
energy to peaceful uses may take place under controls, subject to 
the approval of an international scientific committee.

Simultaneously, prohibition of manufacture of nuclear weapons.
2. Carrying out of the third quarter of the agreed reductions by the 

five Powers.
3. On completion of the above-mentioned reductions, a complete 

prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.
4. Other powers start on first half of reductions to agreed levels.
5. Five Powers start on last quarter of agreed reductions; reduc

tions by all participating States to be completed at the same time.
6. Consequential reductions in military budgets and allocation of 

a proportion of the savings towards improving standards of living 
throughout the world and in particular in the less-developed countries.

7. The Control Organ will remain in operation in order to ensure 
Continued observance of the provisions of the disarmament treaty.

SECTION IV  
S u s p e n s i o n  o f  p r o h i b i t i o n s , l i m i t a t i o n s  a n d  r e d u c t io n s

If  the Executive Committee considers that an irregularity which 
is covered by Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter has oc
curred, it shall immediately inform the Security Council or the Gen
eral Assembly, and shall suspend such of the prohibitions, limitations 
and reductions provided for in the treaty as it may consider necessary, 
pending a decision under the Charter by the Security Council or the 
General Assembly.

SECTION V 

F i n a l  m e a s u r e s

1. Convocation by the International Disarmament Organization of 
an international scientific conference to examine the possibilities of 
eliminating stocks of nuclear weapons.
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2. Review by the General Assembly of the International Disarma
ment Organization of possibility of further reduction of armed forces 
and armaments.

APPENDIX
P a s s a g e  f r o m  t h e  f ir s t  to  t h e  s e c o n d  s t a g e  o f  d is a r m a m e n t

1. The Control Organ shall report to the Executive Committee:
(a) When the initial steps of disarmament have been carried out, 

and
(5) Whether it is in a position effectively to supervise the second 

stage of disarmament.
2. If, on the basis of this report, the Executive Committee unani

mously decides:
(a) That the provisions of the first stage have been carried out;
(b) That the Control Organ is in a position effectively to supervise 

the second stage of disarmament, and
(c) That the necessary conditions of confidence exist for embark

ing upon the second stage of disarmament,
the provisions relating to that stage shall take effect.

3. If  the decision of the Executive Committee is not unanimous, a 
period of six months shall elapse before the next stage of disarmament 
begins.

4. Not later than the end of that period of six months, the Execu
tive Committee shall make a further decision. I t  may then unani
mously either:

Decide that the conditions necessary for applying the provisions 
of the second stage have been met, in which case these shall enter into 
force forthwith, 
or

Fix a second period which shall not exceed three months.
5. Failing a unanimous decision, the matter shall forthwith be re

ferred to the Security Council of the United Nations.
6. The matter will similarly be referred to the Security Council if 

at the end of the second period the Executive Committee does not 
unanimously consider that the conditions necessary for applying the 
provisions of the second stage have been fulfilled.
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153. United States Working Paper Submitted to the 
Disarmament Subcommittee: Technical Exchange 
Mission, March 21, 19561

[Note: This document is not binding upon any one of the five Governments and 
is designed exclusively as an informal working paper to facilitate consideration 
by each of the five Governments in the Sub-Committee of the United Nations 
Disarmament Commission.]2

Canada, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 
Kingdom and the United States agree to take a preliminary step 
designed to facilitate the study and negotiation of a disarmament 
agreement, not including or implying thereby any commitment other 
than the matter included within the preliminary step.

1. A technical exchange mission consisting of a limited and agreed 
number of personnel not less than thirty nor more than seventy will 
be carried out at an early date for the purposes of a reciprocal pre
liminary study of the methods of control and inspection and reporting 
which would apply if a disarmament convention between the parties 
and other States were successfully concluded.

2. The members of the technical exchange mission will be selected 
by each country from its own personnel on the basis of their com
petence and suitability for future potential service as senior members 
assigned to control posts and inspection teams.

3. The technical exchange missions will visit the countries con
cerned for a simultaneous period of six months.

4. The access to information and the movements of the technical 
exchange missions will be reciprocally circumscribed and will not in
clude information or areas or facilities of a sensitive or secret nature 
which participating countries are not willing to exchange in the ab
sence of a comprehensive and enforceable disarmament agreement.

5. The technical exchange mission will have such limited privilege 
of movement and will have such restricted access reciprocally to in
formation and facilities as each participating country is willing to 
permit on a reciprocal basis for the purposes of preliminary study 
of methods of control and inspection and reporting in relation to 
armaments, armed forces, and military expenditures.

6. Upon the completion of the period of visitation each technical 
exchange mission will prepare a written report which will be sub

1U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/39, Mar. 21, 1956 (also doc. DC/83, Annex 3), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for "■January to December 
1956, pp. 6-7. Proposed as a working paper of the five Powers: Canada, France, 
the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States of America.

2 Note in original.
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mitted to the Sub-Committee of the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission.

7. The carrying out of the technical exchange mission will not be 
considered as any reason to delay or defer in any manner any other 
negotiations or deliberations on the subject of disarmament.

154. United States Working Paper Submitted to the 
Disarmament Subcommittee: Demonstration Test 
Area, March 21, 19561

[Note: This document is not binding upon any one of the five Governments 
and is designed exclusively as an informal working paper to facilitate considera
tion by each of the five Governments in the Sub-Committee of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission.] 2

Canada, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United Kingdom and the United States agree to take a preliminary 
step designed to facilitate the study and negotiation of a disarma
ment agreement, and not including or implying any commitment other 
than the matter included within the preliminary step.

1. A small demonstration test of control, inspection and reporting 
will be carried out, by appropriate personnel representing the five 
members of the Sub-Committee, within the geographical territory of 
the United States and the Soviet Union.

2. The demonstration test area on each side will be a territory of not 
less than 20,000 square miles and not more than 30,000 square miles 
on which there are not located any especially sensitive or secret 
military or other installations, units or facilities.

3. The demonstration test area on each side will include within it at 
least one port, one airfield, one railway terminal and one major 
highway junction.

4. The demonstration test area shall have located within it at least 
the following:

(a) An army combat unit and its equipment with a minimum 
actual strength of 10,000 personnel and with permanent type army 
installations for such unit;

(&) A permanent naval installation with at least 5,000 assigned 
naval personnel and pier berthing facilities currently being used for 
naval ships;

1U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/40, Mar. 21, 1956 (also doc. DC/83, Annex 4), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for Ja/nuary to December
1956, pp. 7-8. Proposed as a working paper of the five Powers: Canada, France,, 
the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States of America.

3 Note in original.
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(c) An air force unit, either combat or transport, composed of 50* 
or more aircraft with air base installations used by such unit.

5. The demonstration test area shall be accessible from the exterior 
of the country and have yearly average flight conditions which allow 
daylight aerial photography at least 25 per cent of the time.

6. Upon the unanimous agreement of the five Powers of the accept
ability of the designated demonstration test area, agreement shall be 
reached on a date for the beginning and a date for the conclusion of 
the test operation.

7. On an agreed opening date information will be exchanged in 
writing of the identification, strength, command structure and dis
position of military personnel units and equipment which are con
tained within the demonstration test area and of the identity of 
military facilities and their location.

8. On the opening day of the demonstration test a control and in
spection team of agreed reciprocal nature will enter the demonstration, 
test area, establish a control test headquarters, set up control posts at 
one port, one railway terminal, one airfield, and one highway junction,, 
and proceed to take aerial photographs of the demonstration test area.

9. Following the establishment of the control posts and the taking 
of the first pictures, the demonstration inspection teams will be per
mitted to move to and inspect the military units and installations 
within the demonstration test area.

10. Upon the completion of the period for the demonstration test 
each demonstration test team will make a report to the Sub-Commit
tee of the United Nations Disarmament Commission.

155. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Stassen) to the Disarmament Subcommittee: Con
ventional Force Levels, March 22, 19561

I would like to make a brief statement of the United States view 
on another of the important factors in our total considerations in 
these meetings. I would present to my colleagues some information 
on the United States position on the matter of levels of armaments,, 
armed forces and military expenditure.

It is the position of the United States that, assuming that the polit
ical situation is reasonably stable, the levels of armaments, armed'

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.l/PV. 71, pp. 21-24. At the same meeting Mr. Nutting 
stated that the United Kingdom would accept a level of 750,000 if the United 
States, the Soviet Union, and China agreed to force levels of 2,500,000 (ibid.,. 
p. 40). France subsequently accepted a force level of 750,000 (post, p. 609, n.)..
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forces and military expenditure should be reduced in the first stage 
of any disarmament plan. It should be a reduction that is gradual, 
reciprocal and safeguarded.

The question may immediately be asked: What do I mean when 
I say, “assuming that the political situation is reasonably stable”? 
Clearly this is not easy to define in very precise terms. It will be 
noted that I do not say, assuming that all problems and issues are 
solved between the major nations. Perhaps one of the best ways of 
conveying my meaning to my colleagues would be to say, assuming 
that the situation is as stable as it is now, that it is not less stable 
and, on the other hand, that no amazing progress has been made in 
settlement of differences. Hence, for the purpose of informal con
sideration of the views I am going to express, I would say that when 
I speak of the United States viewpoint on a reduction in levels of 
armed forces, armaments and military expenditure in the first stage 
of a disarmament plan, that is based on the assumption that the situa-. 
tion will be as stable as it is now.

Next I would give some background for my comment by recalling 
that at the end of World War II, at the time when victory was 
achieved by the association of the States represented at this Sub- 
Committee, at the time that our associated nations and other nations 
together reached a successful conclusion of World War II, my coun
try had in its armed forces twelve million three hundred thousand 
men. Those are round figures; they include our army, our navy, our 
air force and our marine corps; they relate to that point in 1945 when 
World War II came to a close. It is my impression that at that same 
time the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics had in its armed forces 
approximately eleven and a half million men, including, the army, 
the navy, the air force and the security force of the Soviet Union. 
My information may be somewhat inaccurate; if it is, I would welcome 
any correction of my impressions from the Soviet Union representa
tive. But it is my impression that the strength of the Soviet Union’s 
armed forces was then about eleven and a half million, slightly below 
the twelve million three hundred thousand that the United States 
had at that time.

When the discussions of force levels began in the Disarmament 
Commission—I believe in 1952—my country had approximately 
three million six hundred thousand in its armed forces, again includ
ing the army, the navy, the air force and the marines.

I have just stated the position of the United States; namely, that, 
assuming that the political situation is reasonably stable, the United 
States would be prepared to begin with other nations concerned a 
gradual, reciprocal, safeguarded reduction of armaments, armed 
forces and military expenditure.
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Let me give a specific example. As members know, it is our view 
that the inspection system should include the ground control methods 
of which Premier Bulganin has particularly spoken in certain re
spects,, and should include aerial survey methods which President 
Eisenhower has particularly sought. If these inspection and control 
methods were installed and operating reasonably and satisfactorily, 
the United States would be willing under the circumstances to make 
definite reductions in the first stage in the levels of its armaments, 
including all the major types of armaments that are involved in these 
conventional forces.

In the first stage, then, there would be a decreased level of arma
ments and we would be willing to have the amount of this decrease 
reflect, as a basis of measurement, force levels of two and a half 
million men in the first stage for the armed forces of the United 
States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and of course 
relatively equitable levels for other States that would be concerned* 

The United States, in addition to being willing to reduce arma
ments in a first stage, on the basis of this kind of measurement, is 
also prepared in this first stage to reduce its force levels, its man
power, to two and a half million men in the armed forces, including 
arpay, navy, air force and marines. The United States is willing at 
the same time to reduce its military expenditure in a relative, equi
table and reciprocal manner with the other States concerned; that is, 
to reflect m military expenditure these reductions of armaments and 
of armed forces of which I have just been speaking.

This is a very specific1 indication of the thinking of the United 
States pn this very important matter which I now; give to my, asso
ciates in the Sub-Con^nitt<e$.

- i 1; 11 f \  ■ -  j /  : ‘ . :
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. /  :■ ...... .. ... ^
156.: Soviet Proposal Introduced in the Disarmament 

is Subcommittee: Draft Agreement on the Reduction 
of Conventional Armaments and Armed Forces, 
Msirch 27, 19561

. The General Assembly {The Security Council}, .
,. Seeking to save mankind from a new war and to relieve the peoples 

of the heavy burden of taxation which they; bear as a result of the 
continuing armaments race,

v 1 U.N. ioci DC/SO 1/41 (incorporating doa DC/SC.l/41/Corr. 1), ilar. 27,1956 
(also doc. DO/83, Annex 5), in Disarmament Commission Official Records: 
Supplement for January to December 1956, pp. 8-11.

514543—60—vol. 1----41
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Desirous of ensuring the possibility of resources thus released being 
used to improve the well-being of the peoples and to afford extensive 
assistance to the economically under-developed countries,

Recognizing that, in order to save mankind from the threat of a 
destructive atomic war, it is essential that all States Members of the 
United Nations should reach agreement as soon as possible on the 
complete and unconditional prohibition of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons arid on the elimination of these weapons ftfom the armaments 
of States,

Considering that the execution of measures for the reduction of 
conventional armaments will facilitate the reaching of agreement on 
the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons and their elimi
nation from the armaments of States, : •

Instructs the United Nations Disarmament Commission to draw up 
a draft international agreement on the reduction of conventional 
armaments and armed forces and to submit it for the approval of 
the Security Council.

*

* *
The international agreement on the reduction of conventional arma

ments and armed forces shall contain the basic provisions set forth 
hereunder.
I. Limitation and reduction of conventional armaments and armed

forces ; ' :
The following measures shall be carried out in 1956-1958:
1. During the first three months after the coming into force of the 

agreement the States parties thereto shall carry out measures of a 
stabilizing nature relating to the limitation of the main types of 
armaments and armed forces, and accordingly shall take steps not
to increase their armed forces and conventional armaments above the

1 ■ i

level obtaining on 31 December 1955, and not to increase their ap
propriations for armed forces and armaments above the level of 
the expenditures effected for those purposes during the year ended 31 
December 1955.

2. On the expiry of the period of three months referred to in para
graph 1, the United States of America, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, China, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and France shall proceed to carry out measures for the re
duction of conventional armaments on a scale corresponding to the 
levels to which the armed forces of the said five Powers are to be 
reduced. These levels shall be established at the figures provided for
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in the memorandum of France and the United Kingdom of 29 March 
19551 and in the USSR proposal of 10 May 1955,2 namely:

United States: 1 million to 1.5 million men ;
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: 1 million to 1.5 million men;
China: 1 million to 1.5 million men;
United Kingdom: 650,000 men;
France : 650,000 men.

\ The ^above-mentioned five Powers shall during the period 1956- 
1958 effect a gradual reduction in their armaments and armed forces 
to the level established in accordance with the obligations assumed 
by these. States as set forth hereinabove. The size of the annual 
reduction of armaments and amied forces shall be subject to further 
agreement.

Appropriations by States for armed forces and conventional arma
ments shall be reduced correspondingly.

3. The size of the reduction of the armaments and armed forces 
of the other States shall be determined at a world conference on the 
general reduction of armaments and armed forces, account being 
taken of simple agreed criteria including demographic, geographic, 
economic and political factors, with a view to the strengthening 
of world peace and international security and the diminution of the 
threat of aggression. The levels of the armed farces of the above- 
mentioned States shall not exceed 150,000 to 200,000 men.

4. Funds made available through the reduction of appropriations 
by States for armaments and armed forces shall be used both to im
prove the well-being of the peoples of these States and to furnish 
assistance to the economically under-developed countries.

With a view to promoting the economic development of the under
developed countries, a special Fund for assistance to under-developed 
countries shall be established within the framework of the United 
Nations.
II. Rights and powers of the International Control Organ

With a view to the establishment of effective international control 
over the fulfilment lay States of the above-mentioned obligations with 
respect to the reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces, 
an International Control Organ shall be established, having the 
following rights and powers:

1. In order to prevent a surprise attack by one State upon another, 
the International Control Organ shall establish on the territory of

1 Ante, doc. 109.
2 Ante, docJ 112.
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all the States concerned, on a basis of reciprocity, control posts at 
large ports, at railway junctions, on main motor highways and at 
aerodromes. The task of these posts shall be to see to it that there is no 
dangerous concentration of land, air or naval forces.

The agreed system of supervision shall be duly and effectively 
applied, with the consent of the other States concerned, to such armed 
forces and material as the States parties to the agreement may possess 
outside their own frontiers.

A list of points where control posts are established shall be annexed 
to the agreement.

2. The Control Organ shall exercise control, including inspection 
on a permanent basis,* to the extent necessary to ensure implementa
tion of the agreement by all States.

3. The Control Organ shall have permanently in all States parties 
to the agreement its own staff of inspectors, recruited on an interna
tional basis, having, within the bounds of the control functions which 
they exercise, unimpeded access at all times to all objects of control.

The objects of control are: military units; stores of military equip
ment and ammunition; land, naval and air bases; factories manu- 
facturiiig conventional armaments and ammunition.

4. At a specified stage of the execution of the general disarmament 
programme, when confidence among States has been strengthened, the 
countries concerned shall consider the possibility of using aerial pho
tography as one of the methods of control.

5. The Control Organ shall have unimpeded access to records re
lating to the budgetary appropriations of States for military needs, 
including all decisions of the legislative and executive organs oil the 
subject.

6. The Control Organ shall establish in the capitals of States parties 
to the agreement branches whose functions shall include maintain
ing liaison with the governmental organs of States, directing the 
work of the control posts and inspectors operating in the territory 
of the State concerned* and analysing the information furnished by 
States. -; r. :r;( , t(.:.

7. The International Control Organ shall be established j^ithin the 
two montlis following the entry into force of tjie agreement. It 
shall establish its local branches, set up the control posts and position 
its inspectors in good time to ensure that they are able to begin carry
ing out their functions at the moment when States begin the execu
tion of the measures provided for in the agreement.

8. The Control Organ shall make recommendations to the Security 
Council on measures of prevention and suppression with regard to 
violators of the agreement on the reduction of conventional arma
ments and armed forces.
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r 9. The States parties to the agreement shall submit to the Inter
national Control Organ within one month after its establishment com
plete official figures of their armed forces, conventional armaments 
and expenditures for military requirements.

IH. Creation m Ev/rope of a zone of limitation and inspection of
armaments

It is considered desirable, as an important step towards solving the 
problem of disarmament, that a zone of limitation and inspection of 
armaments should be established in Europe, including territory of 
both parts of Germany and of States adjacent to them.

1. In the agreement between the appropriate States regarding the 
zone, provision shall be made for ceilings to the forces of the United 
States, the USSR, the United Kingdom and France stationed in the 
territory of other States in the zone. The question of these ceilings 
shall be examined by the States concerned.

2. The agreement shall provide that the stationing of atomic mili
tary formations and the location of atomic and hydrogen weapons of 
any kind in the zone shall be prohibited.

3. With a view to the fulfilment of the obligations concerning the 
limitation of armaments in the territories included in the zone, joint 
inspection of the armed forces and armaments of the States parties 
to the agreement shall be instituted.

4. It is hoped that, pending the conclusion of an agreement on the 
subject of the zone, the four Powers which have forces in German 
territory will take urgent steps to reduce those forces to a figure to be 
determined by each of them at its own discretion.

IV. Execution of partial measures in the field of disarmament
Independently of the attainment of agreement on the problems of 

disarmament, it is considered desirable that States should agree to 
carry out partial measures in this field, as follows:

1. To discontinue forthwith tests of thermonuclear weapons.
2. To ensure that no atomic weapons are included in the armaments 

of troops in German territory. The States concerned shall take the 
necessary measures to carry out this provision within three months.

3. To reduce the military budgets of States by up to 15 per cent 
as against their military budgets for the previous year.

*
* *

The question of the obligations of China under the agreement for 
the reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces shall be 
examined with the participation of the People’s Republic of China.
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157. United States Draft Working Paper Submitted to 
the Disarmament Subcommittee: First Phase of 
a Comprehensive Agreement for Disarmament, 
April 3 ,1 9 5 6 1

[Note: This document is not binding upon any one of the five Governments 
and is designed exclusively as an informal working paper to facilitate the con
sideration by each of the five Governments in the current meetings of the Sub
committee of the United Nations Disarmament Commission. Account has been 
taken in the preparation of this draft working paper, however, of relevant por
tions of the working paper of France and the United Kingdom presented on 
19 March 1956 by Mr. Jules Moch and Mr. Anthony Nutting;3 of the statements 
of Prime Minister Anthony Eden of the United Kingdom and of Prime Minister 
Guy Mollet of France; of the proposal of the Soviet Union of 27 March 1956 
presented by Mr. Gromyko;3 of the statements of Mr. Bulganin, Chairman of 
the Council of Ministers of the USSR, and Mr. Khrushchev; of the position 
expressed by Mr. Lester Pearson, Secretary of State for External Affairs and 
by Mr. Robertson of Canada; of the proposals made by President Eisenhower 
at the Conference of Heads of Government of the four great Powers, held at 
Geneva from 18 to 23 July 1955,4 and in his letters to Mr. Bulganin; of the 
statements of Secretary Dulles at the Conference of the Foreign Ministers of 
the four great Powers, held at Geneva from 27 October to 16 November 1955; 
and of discussions in the Sub-Committee and in the Disarmament Commission.] B

The five Powers represented in the Sub-Committee—Canada, 
France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United King
dom and the United States of America—agree upon the first phase 
of a comprehensive programme for disarmament.

I
The objectives of the first phase are the following:

1. Decrease the nuclear threat over the world;
2. Reduce the burden of armaments;
3. Provide against surprise attack;
4. Increase economic development;
5. Lessen tensions;
6. Prevent a future arms race of either a conventional or nuclear 

nature;
7. Prepare for further stages of a comprehensive programme for 

disarmament; and

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/42, Apr. 3, 1956 (also doc. DC/83, Annex 6), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for January to December 
1956, pp. 11-15.

2 Ante, doc. 152.
3 Ante, doc. 156.
4 Ante, doc. 120.
6 Note in original.
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8. Improve the prospects for a just and lasting peace.

II

The five Powers agree to take promptly the following two prelim
inary steps, not making or implying thereby any commitment other 
than the matter included within each preliminary step:

1. To conduct a limited technical exchange mission for the analysis 
of problems of control and inspection of conventional armaments, 
designed to facilitate the study and negotiation of a disarmament 
agreement and to prepare the exchange personnel for service in inspec
tion team leadership in a subsequent agreed system.

2. To carry out a small demonstration test of control and inspec
tion, including ground posts and aerial survey in a limited non-sensi
tive area in the United States and the USSR of 20,000 to 30,000 square 
miles, including at least one port, one airfield, and one railroad ter
minal, designed to facilitate the study and negotiation of a disarma
ment agreement.

III

1. Without delay and pending the report on the preliminary steps, 
the five Powers members of the Sub-Committee, while continuing 
their work in the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission 
of the United Nations, agree to organize a Preparatory Armaments 
Regulation Commission. All decisions of the Commission shall be 
taken by unanimous vote.

2. The Preparatory Armaments Regulation Commission shall agree 
upon the reduced level of conventional armaments, armed forces and 
military expenditures of the five members to be accomplished in the 
first phase.

(a) The reduced level of armaments shall be fixed by an agreed 
application of the manpower levels as a basis for measurement applied 
to all conventional armaments.

(b) The reduced manpower level at the first phase for illustrative 
purposes shall be:

France: 750,000;1
USSR: 2.5 million ;
United Kingdom: 750,000;
United States: 2.5 million;

(<?) The application of the manpower measurement to the com
position of the arms of each State shall be at the discretion of the 
State involved, but such application as is decided upon by the States 

x - --------------- —

1M. Moch, the French representative, had privately told Mr. Stassen that 
France would accept this level (DC/SC.1/PV.75, p. 38).
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shall be communicated to the Preparatory Armaments Regulation 
Commission prior to the beginning of any reductions.

(d) The reduced level of military expenditures shall be an agreed 
reflection of the reduced level of armaments and manpower.

3. A control and inspection plan will be agreed upon which will 
include the Geneva proposals of the President of the United States1 
and of the Chairman of the USSR,2 and will include ground control 
posts at ports, railway terminals, airfields and main highways; aerial 
survey; mobile units; and an effective communications method. This 
control and inspection system shall be reciprocally extended in an 
appropriate and effective manner with consent of the States concerned 
to forces and facilities which the five Powers have outside their own 
borders. This control and inspection system shall be designed to be 
capable of providing against surprise attack by any State and to be 
capable of verifying the agreed levels of conventional armaments, 
armed forces and military expenditures.

4. A committee of jurists shall be appointed to prepare a draft 
treaty to carry out the first phase of a disarmament programme and 
to prepare for subsequent phases. The draft treaty will include a 
clause for suspension, partial suspension, countering steps, or termina
tion in the event of violation or upon the occurrence of circumstances 
adverse to the continued successful operation of the treaty. The 
draft treaty will also include a clause for appropriate reports to the 
United Nations Security Council and General Assembly.

5. The Preparatory Armaments Regulation Commission will pre
pare for the control and inspection responsibilities principally through 
the use of member States as executive agents designated for specific 
assignments. The executive agents, in the carrying out of their 
assignments, shall use the nationals of at least five States of which at 
least one State shall not be associated in any mutual defence agree
ments with the executive agent. Sixty per cent of the personnel used 
by an executive agent on an assignment may be nationals of the exec
utive agent’s State. The assignments as executive agent shall be 
made with the consent of the State to be inspected and of the execu
tive agent to be designated.

6. An effective world-wide control communications network shall be 
established with major control communications centres.

7. Upon the agreement of the members of the Preparatory Arma
ments Regulation Commission on the reduced level of conventional 
armaments and armed forces and military expenditures to be accom
plished in the first phase; and upon agreement on the system of control 
and inspection to be installed to provide against surprise attack and to 
verify reductions in levels of armaments, armed forces, and military

1 Ante, doc. 120.
2 Ante, doc. 119. See also docs. 112 and 134.
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expenditures; the following three steps will be taken interdependently 
and concurrently:

(a) Each State will provide to the Preparatory Commission a “blue
print” of its military establishments consisting of the identification, 
strength, command structure, and disposition of personnel units and 
equipment of all major land, sea, and air forces including organized 
reserves and para-military; and a complete list of conventional mili
tary plant facilities and installations with their locations; and the 
relevant budgetary and appropriation documents for the year ended 
31 December 1955 and for the current year.

(&) Each State will carry out measures of a stabilizing nature 
relating to the limitation of the main types of armaments and armed 
forces, and accordingly will take steps not to increase ijts appropria
tions for armed forces and armaments above the level of the expendi
tures effected for those purposes during the year ended 31 December
1955.

(e) The installation of the inspection and control system will be 
initiated and expeditiously completed.

8. The Preparatory Armaments Regulation Commission will notify 
the member States when the control communications centres are pre
pared to function and thereafter each member State will give 
advance notice to the communications centres of all projected move
ments of land, sea, or air armed forces through international air or 
water or over foreign soil. The method and extent of the notice will 
be in accordance with detailed reciprocal arrangements drawn up for 
the purpose of increasing the effectiveness and reliability of the 
safeguards against surprise attack by any State upon any other State,

9. The Disarmament Commission of the United Nations will be 
requested to invite other States having a significant military potential 
to join in an Armaments Regulation Organization.

(a) In each instance an agreed first phase reduced level of arma
ments, armed forces, and military expenditures will be established, 
which should be considerably below the levels fixed for the four 
major members of the Preparatory Armaments Regulation Commis
sion, account being taken of agreed criteria including demographic, 
geographic, economic and political factors, and providing that the 
first phase levels of the armed forces of these States shall not exceed
500,000 men unless special circumstances require an agreed exception,1

1 Mr. Nutting wondered whether the smaller states, especially those bordering 
on the U.S.S.R., would accept the force levels of 200,000 proposed by the Soviet 
representative (Gromyko) on Mar. 27 (ante, doc. 156). Mr. Moch agreed 
the Soviet figure was too low but did not immediately accept this aspect of 
the U.S. proposal (DC/SC.1/PV.75, pp. 13, 39).
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and except that the first stage level of the armed forces of China shall 
not exceed 2,500,000 men.

(5) Each State will be required to take appropriate correspond
ing obligations for inspection, control, limitation, and reporting in 
all respects similar to the obligations taken by the members of the 
Preparatory Commission.

10. An Armaments Regulation Organization will be established, 
with an Armaments Regulation Council including all signatories, an 
Executive Committee consisting of permanent and non-permanent 
elected members, and a Director-General. All decisions of the Execu
tive Committee will be taken by a unanimous vote of the permanent 
members plus a majority vote of the non-permanent members.

Upon the establishment of the Armaments Regulation Organiza
tion the Preparatory Armaments Regulation Commission will trans
fer all of its functions and activities to the appropriate bodies of the 
Organization and will cease to exist.

11. All signatory States will report to the Director-General in the 
affirmative or negative on the folloVing four points:

(a} The possession of fissionable materials ;
(b) The production of fissionable materials;
(c) The possession of nuclear weapons;
(d) The planning of tests of nuclear weapons.
12. The control and inspection system will be expanded so that it 

becomes capable of accounting for future production of fissionable 
materials and of monitoring the future testing of nuclear weapons.

13. Upon the report of the Director-General that the system is 
prepared to verify the reductions in levels of armaments, armed forces, 
and military expenditures, and is prepared to provide against sur
prise attack; and upon the acceptance of the report of the Director- 
General by the Executive Committee; and upon the adherence to the 
treaty of the States considered by the Executive Committee as essen
tial for a sound system; the first phase reductions will be carried 
out in all signatory States in accordance with an agreed and parallel 
time schedule.

The destruction of existing armaments required by each State to 
reduce to the agreed first phase levels will be done under the super
vision of the inspectors of the armaments regulation organization, 
and the salvage material will be used for peaceful national purposes.

14. Appropriations by States for armaments and armed forces 
will be reduced correspondingly to reflect in an agreed manner the 
first phase reductions, and the funds available through this reduction 
shall be used both to improve the well-being of the peoples of these 
States and to furnish assistance particularly to the economically 
less-developed countries.
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15. Upon the report of the Director-General that the inspection 
and control system is prepared to account for future production of 
fissionable materials, and upon the acceptance of this report by the 
Executive Committee, all signatory States agree that future produc
tion of fissionable materials will not be used for the manufacture 
of explosive weapons.

16. AH signatory States possessing nuclear weapons will begin to 
make agreed regular reciprocal and equitable transfers from past 
production of fissionable materials over to the use of such trans
ferred material for exclusively peaceful purposes, thereby progresr 
sively reducing the amount of fissionable materials available for 
nuclear weapons purposes.

17. The testing of nuclear weapons will be limited and monitored 
in an agreed manner under the control of the Armaments Regulation 
Council.

18. Upon a repprt of the Director-General that the first phase of 
the disarmament programme has been successfully completed, and 
upon the acceptance of this report by the Executive Committee, the 
Executive Committee -will call a plenary session of the Armaments 
Regulation Council. The Council will appraise the status of world 
tensions, review the situation affecting major issues between the 
States, consider the feasibility of further reductions of armaments, 
armed forces, and military expenditures, study the possibilities for 
further decreasing or eliminating the nuclear threat, and make recom
mendations to the Executive Committee for further phases in a 
comprehensive disarmament programme.

19. The Executive Committee will take account of the recom
mendations of the Armaments Regulation Council, consider scien
tific, military, economic, and political factors, and decide upon further 
phases of a comprehensive disarmament programme, which will best 
serve the objective of a just and durable peace, for recommendation 
to the signatory States.

158. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Gromyko) 
to the Disarmament Subcommittee, April 26, 1956 1

It has been alleged on occasion during the discussions in the Sub- 
Committee that the Soviet Union has latterly been underestimating 
the significance of the prohibition of atomic weapons.

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/43, May 3, 1956 (also doc. DC/83, Annex 7), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for January to December 
1956, pp. 15-16. Statement made at the 83d meeting.
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We have already pointed out that such assertions are far removed 
from the truth. The Soviet Government has attached great im
portance to the question of the prohibition of atomic weapons in the 
past and continues to attach great importance to it. In submitting 
a proposal concerning the reaching of an agreement on the question 
of conventional armaments, our sole motive was one we have indicated 
on many occasions in the past, namely, to facilitate the reaching of 
the necessary agreement between us on this important question.

Furthermore, as the Soviet delegation has more than once pointed 
out, our earlier proposals of 10 May 19551 still stand, and these 
proposals relate to the question of the reduction of conventional 
armaments and armed forces and also to that of the prohibition of 
atomic weapons and the elimination of the threat of a new war.

With a view to promoting such agreement on both these questions— 
the question of conventional armaments and that of atomic weapons— 
we have no objection to our Sub-Committee considering the question 
of the prohibition of atomic weapons simultaneously with the ques
tion of the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments. 
Accordingly, we are prepared to consider the question of possible 
additions to our latest proposals.2

But the Soviet Government takes the view that agreement on con
ventional armaments must not be made contingent on agreement on 
atomic weapons.

Accordingly, we are prepared to consider proposals on conventional 
armaments and the question of the prohibition of atomic weapons in 
the Sub-Committee simultaneously, provided however that agreement 
on conventional armaments is in no circumstances made contingent 
upon agreement on atomic weapons. For if we once again lump these 
two questions together, then the difficulties we have met with hitherto 
will be bound to arise, but in an aggravated form, since—as we have 
already pointed out—the proposals that have so far been made by 
the Western Powers are not only no advance but, on the contrary, in 
many respects represent a retrogression, a step backwards.

1 Ante, doc. 112.
2 Ante, doc. 156.
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159. News Conference Remarks by the First Secretary of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Khru
shchev): Arms Shipments to the Middle East, April 
27 ,19561

Q. . . . Will the Soviet Union reduce or influence friendly gov- 
ernments to reduce arms shipments to the Middle East?

A. That’s a very difficult question, but we do not want to bypass it. 
As a matter of fact, we in our own country do not ship arms to any
body, and we would like that there would be no shipments at all, but 
such shipments are taking place. I think we would answer wrongly 
if we were to say we would not sell arms to states which urge us to do 
so, and the reason for that is that shipments are being made by other 
countries. If it were possible to agree through the United Nations or 
otherwise that this would not take place, we would welcome that and 
we would be prepared to take part in such an undertaking which 
would bring about peaceful conditions in troubled areas of the world.

160. Anglo-French Working Paper on Control, Sub
mitted to the Disarmament Subcommittee, May
3, 19562

: SECTION I
.Mr.o’i : >ir S t r u c t u r e , a d m in i s t r a t io n  a n d  p e r s o n n e l  o f  t h e  

I n t e r n a t io n a l  D i s a r m a m e n t  O r g a n iz a t io n

1. The International Disarmament Organization shall consist of 
the following bodies :

{a) A General Assembly, consisting of all participating States;
(6) An Executive Committee,-consisting of China, France, the 

Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States of America, 
which shall be permanent members of the Committee; and of ten other 
States whicK shall be elected by the General Assembly for a two- 
year term. Five of the nonpermanent members shall be replaced by 
election each year;

1 New York Times, Apr. 28, 1956, p. 4. The news conference was held at 
London following a meeting among Premier Bulganin, Prime Minister Eden, 
and Mr. Khrushchev.

2 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/44, May 3, 1956 (also doc. DC/83, Annex 8), in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for January to December 
1956, pp. lfr-21.
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(c) A Director-General, and a secretariat which shall be inter
national in composition;

(d ) Regional centres, to be established in each major State, and 
as may be convenient to cover groups of smaller States;

(e) Control posts, mobile inspection teams, financial controllers, 
aerial survey teams.

2. The General Assembly shall meet as soon as the disarmament 
treaty comes into force, and thereafter annually, or in special session, 
if required.

3. The Executive Committee shall be in permanent session. It 
shall:

(a) Formulate instructions for the guidance of the Director- 
General ;

(b) Report annually (or more frequently as circumstances may 
require) to the General Assembly;

(c) Consider reports on matters relating to the execution of the 
treaty.
The Executive Committee shall take its decisions by simple majority, 
except where the disarmament treaty may provide otherwise.

4. The following shall be included among the functions of the 
Director-General:

(а) To seek and receive from the participating States all appro
priate declarations, and arrange for their circulation and publica
tion when necessary;

(б) To establish regional centres, and .give their directors guidance 
as to the programme of inspection in accordance with the instructions 
of the Executive Committee or, in the absence of such instructions, 
in accordance with the terms of the treaty ;

(c) To receive the reports of the regional centres, and arrange for 
their circulation and publication as necessary;

(d) To supervise the conduct of the staff of the Organization;
(e) To submit reports to the Executive Committee.
5. The directors of the regional centres shall be responsible for 

organizing control posts, mobile inspection teams, aerial reconnais
sance and financial control. They will undertake the administration 
of all control activities in their regions. Directors will be responsible 
to the Director-General.

6. The Director-General, the regional directors and the majority 
of the staff of the secretariat and the regional centres will be inter
national civil servants like the members of the United Nations Secre
tariat. It will, however, be necessary, at least in the initial stages, 
for the inspection teams to be staffed chiefly by loan from national 
armed forces or civil services. This shall not prejudice the right of
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the Director-General to detail “international” staff for those tasks 
for which he considers them suitable.

7. Inspection units shall be responsible to the regional director. 
They will furnish a written report to him on each task of inspection 
entrusted to them, which should be signed by each inspector in the 
unit. If any member of an inspection unit is unwilling to sign the 
report, fee shall submit his own report indicating his reasons for dis
sent. When there is a difference of opinion expressed by such a 
minority report, the regional director shall communicate to the Direc
tor-General, who shall in turn circulate to the Executive Committee 
copies of the relevant report giving both the majority and the 
minority view.

8. All members of the staff of the Organization, whether on long
term contract or on loan, shall, while serving the Organization, enjoy 
such privileges and immunities as are necessary for the independent 
exercise of their functions.
? 9. From the entry into force of the treaty they will enjoy the 
rights enumerated in section II, and will be under the obligations 
enumerated in section III.
, :10. In order to ensure that inspection and control are efficient, it 
will be necessary to provide:

(a) Generally, that inspections in the territories of Powers which 
are members of regional defence pacts will be carried out by teams 
made up mainly of nationals of other groups;

(5) Specifically, that each team is made up with reference to the 
type of inspection it will be concerned with, will contain the neces
sary experts, and will be accompanied by:

(i) An interpreter, who will be designated by the regional centre,
and not by the host country;

(ii) A liaison officer who will be provided by the host country.

SECTION II  

R ig h t s  o f  t h e  O r g a n iz a t io n

In order that it may fulfil its dual function o f:
(a) Supervising and verifying the strict observance of disarma

ment obligations entered into by participating States, and
(b) Giving warning against surprise attack, 

the Organization shall enjoy the following rights:
1. In stage I

(i) Unrestricted freedom of movement by air, land and water
for its personnel and equipment to, from and across all participating
States.
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The staff will have the right to use the transport system of all 
participating States and likewise to possess and use their own 
transport, including aircraft of all types.

(ii) To use the postal, telegraphic and radio systems of partici
pating States and to operate independent communication channels 
of its own.

(iii) Inviolability for its personnel, its premises, communica
tions, property and archives (including freedom from arrest in 
respect of acts committed in the course of the performance of official 
duties).

(iv) To establish regional centres.
(v) To establish observation posts at specific points (e.g., rail

way junctions, ports, highways and airfields).
(vi) To operate mobile inspection teams.
(vii) To send financial inspectors to check military expenditure.
(viii) To conduct aerial surveys over any participating State.
(ix ) Access by all authorized inspecting personnel to all declared

objects of control described in section IV, A.
(x) To make surprise visits to any object of control to the ex

tent necessary for the fulfilment of its tasks. Such visits must be 
individually authorized by a regional director.

(xi) To use such technical devices as will assist the inspectors in 
the exercise of their functions.

(xii) To seek and receive such information relevant to the ob
jects of control as may be necessary to clarify the declarations for 
which the treaty provides.

(xiii) On the start of the reduction phase, to establish fixed 
teams at points where armaments are being destroyed.

2. In stage II
In addition to the rights in paragraph 1 above, the Organization 

shall have the right:
(i) To take appropriate measures for supervising such limita

tions of nuclear test explosions as may have been agreed;
(ii) To inspect all factories of types included in the list of ob- 

j ects of control in section IV, B ;
(iii) To establish resident inspection teams at certain installa

tions and factories;
(iv) To request information about and to visit, after due notice, 

other installations which in the opinion of a regional director ap
pear to fall within the specified categories.
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3. In stage III and so long as the treaty remains in force
In addition to the rights in paragraphs 1 and 2 above, the Organ

ization shall have the right:
(i) Of access to information and installations described in sec

tion IV, C to the extent which may have been agreed as necessary 
to verify the prohibition of the manufacture of nuclear weapons;

(ii) To set up such additional controls as may be necessary to 
detect violations of the prohibition of military nuclear test 
explosions.

SECTION III  

O b l ig a t io n s  o f  t h e  s t a f f  o f  t h e  O r g a n iz a t io n

1. The staff of the organization shall undertake to use such informa
tion as they obtain solely for the exercise of its duties, which shall con
sist of supervision of the freeze and disarmament, and the provision 
of warning against surprise attack. It will not communicate such 
information to persons not members of the Organization.

2. The staff of the Organization will not engage in any political 
or commercial activities in the countries in which it may be stationed.

3. Participating States will have the right to appeal through the 
Director-General to the Executive Committee regarding the behaviour 
of any of his staff.

SECTION IV  

O b l ig a t io n s  o f  p a r t ic i p a t in g  S t a t e s

1. Assistance and 'protection
Participating States shall give the staff of the Organization all 

necessary assistance and protection for the discharge of their duties.
2. Disclosure

Participating States will make available to the Organization any 
information it may require to clarify the declarations of their military 
potential provided for in the treaty. For the system of supervision 
to be effective, the information provided at the outset must be exten
sive, including a description of the command structure of the forces 
of each signatory Power; the disposition of all forces; the location of 
all armaments, depots, installations, plants and factories in the cate
gories specified below; and details of all stocks of weapons, muni
tions and equipment, which by virtue of the treaty are subject to 
control. Declarations must be kept up to date by reports of all 
changes and movements of major military units. The information 
must cover the following:

514543—60—vol. 1------ 42
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A. OBJECTS OF CONTROL IN  STAGE I  OF DISARMAMENT

(i) All armed forces, including para-military and security forces 
(see note below, at the end of section IV).

(ii) Conventional armaments and chemical and bacteriological 
armaments (see note below).

(iii) All military establishments and installations which use 
or store conventional, chemical or bacteriological araiaments.

(iv) All merchant vessels above an agreed speed and size.
(v) All civil aircraft above an agreed speed and size.
(vi) All documents such as estimates and accounts, necessary 

to verify expenditure on armed forces, and on conventional, chem
ical and bacteriological armaments.

B. OBJECTS OF CONTROL IN  STAGE II

Those included in stage I, plus the following:
(i) Factories, shipyards and other installations in which arma

ments (other than nuclear weapons and equipment peculiar to 
their maintenance, handling and exploding) are being manufac
tured or assembled, or in which essential components are being 
manufactured, or which can be readily adapted to the manufacture 
of such armaments or components (see note below, at the end of 
section IY).

(ii) Merchant vessels under construction, which are above an 
agreed speed and size.

(iii) Civil aircraft under construction, which are above an 
agreed speed and size.

(iv) Nuclear test explosions.

C. OBJECTS OF CONTROL IN  STAGE III AND SO LONG AS THE 
TREATY REMAINS IN  FORCE

Those included in stages I  and II, with, in addition, the 
following:

(i) Establishments in which nuclear material is produced.
(ii) Establishments in which nuclear material is being used.
(iii) Any stocks of nuclear material of weapons grade not made 

up into weapons.
(iv) Establishments designed for the manufacture of nuclear 

weapons.
Note: (1) A definition of armed forces, para-military and security forces will 

have to be agreed.1

1 Note in original.
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(2) A definition of armaments will have to be agreed but it may 
be expected to include all warships, all military aircraft, tanks and 
armoured cars, guns and rocket launchers, rockets, guided weapons, 
bombs and equipment for discharging or disseminating chemical or 
bacteriological substances.

(3) Definition of essential components will have to be agreed, but 
it may be expected to include major components of armaments which 
are manufactured elsewhere than at the place of assembly of the 
whole armament, such as explosives, propellents and the filling of 
chemical or bacteriological weapons.

SECTION V 
B r e a c h e s  o f  t h e  t r e a t y

1, Should any inspection unit conclude that a breach of the treaty 
has taken.; place, it shall immediately inform the regional director, 
and the responsible party concerned. In such circumstances, an in
spection unit may give instructions to the responsible party concerned, 
both to cease the alleged malpractice and pending investigation to 
maintain in existence the conditions on which the allegation depends.

The regional director shall:
(a) Inform the Director-General and the Executive Committee 

and simultaneously;
(&) Notify the Government of the State concerned that he has 

done so, request an explanation and require the cessation of the 
alleged malpractice: pending investigation;

(c) Give such publicity to his action as he considers appropriate;
(d) Conduct such further investigation as may be appropriate;
(e) Submit a report of his findings to the Director-General, who 

will communicate it to the Executive Committee with his 
recommendations.

. 2. The Executive Committee shall have power to consider any 
alleged breach. If it considers that an irregularity which is covered 
by Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter has occurred, it shall 
immediately inform the Security Council or General Assembly, and 
shall suspend such of the prohibitions, limitations and reductions 
provided for in the treaty as it may consider necessary, pending a 
decision under the Charter by the Security Council or General As
sembly. If it does not consider that an irregularity under Chapter 
VII has occurred, it shall make such recommendations as it considers 
appropriate.

3. The Executive Committee may equally suspend such of the pro
hibitions, limitations and reductions as it may consider necessary if
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it decides on the basis of a report from the Director-General that a 
participating State is markedly and consistently late in fulfilling its 
obligations.

SECTION VI 

W a r n i n g  o f  a t t a c k :

1. To avoid misunderstandings as to their intentions, participating 
States or groups of States must formally notify the regional directors 
concerned, and the Director-General, of all intended military exercises 
and major movements of forces as far in advance as possible. This 
shall apply to movements of major units of sea, land and air forces 
both within the territory of the States concerned and beyond their 
frontiers and territorial waters.

2. Should any inspection unit conclude (e.g., from troop concentra
tions, unusual activity of aircraft, warships or civil defence organiza
tions not notified as part of an exercise) that an attack is being pre
pared, it shall immediately inform the regional director. If, however, 
a surprise attack has been launched or appears to be imminent, an 
inspection unit discovering this shall immediately inform the Gov
ernments of the permanent members of the Executive Committee and 
of any States which appear to be threatened by this attack, as well as 
the regional director.

3. The regional director shall immediately:
(a) Inform the Director-General and the Executive Committee 

simultaneously;
(&) Notify the Government of the suspected State that he has 

done so, request an explanation and require the cessation, pending 
investigation, of the activity that has caused him to take action;

(<?) Give full publicity to his action;
(d) Conduct such further investigation as may be appropriate;
(e) Submit a report of his findings to the Director-General.
4. On receipt of the regional director’s warning, the Director- 

General shall immediately inform the Security Council of the United 
Nations.

5. The Director-General shall as soon as possible furnish a full 
report to the Executive Committee with his recommendations.

6. If the Executive Committee considers that an irregularity which 
is covered by Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter has 
occurred, it shall immediately inform the Security Council or General 
Assembly, and shall suspend such of the prohibitions, limitations and 
reductions provided for in the treaty as it may consider necessary, 
pending a decision under the Charter by the Security Council or 
General Assembly. If it does not consider that an irregularity under 
Chapter YII has occurred, it shall make such recommendations as it 
considers appropriate.
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161. United States Summary Memorandum Submitted 
to the Disarmament Subcommittee, May 3, 1956 1

The following eight interrelated points reflect the basic policy of 
the United States Government on disarmament:

1. An immediate beginning on important, gradual, multilateral re
ductions in armaments, armed forces and military expenditures can 
be made under a sound disarmament agreement with adequate in
spection; for example, as a basis of measurement and in a specific 
manner to be mutually agreed, reducing of force levels to 2.5 million 
men for the USSR and the United States.

2. Comprehensive disarmament and drastic reductions can only be 
carried out safely as parallel progress is made in the solution of im
portant political issues in the world, as otherwise the dangers of 
war would be increased.

3. The nuclear threat can be brought under control and this can 
be facilitated on a scientifically feasible basis by working out suitable

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/45, May: 3, 1956 (also doc. DC/83, Annex 9), in Disarma
ment Commission Official Records: Supplement for January to December 1956, 
pp. 21-22. In introducing the summary memorandum, Mr. Stassen made the 
following remarks:

“It has seemed to the United States delegation desirable to submit a sum
mary memorandum to this eighty-fifth meeting of the Sub-Committee. I would 
emphasize that this document is not intended to indicate any change at this 
time in the United States Government’s policy. Rather, it is to be regarded 
as a further indication that the United States Government is not rigid in its 
attitude and that the working paper submitted on 3 April, as stated in the 
paper itself, did not represent an inflexible position.

“That working paper resulted in some valuable discussions. On the other 
hand, the comment was made that the paper was too complicated and that 
the organization described in it seemed to rival the United Nations. Other 
similar points were raised.

“We have emphasized that we are simply seeking a way towards action, 
in contrast to the past years of discussion. For example, the summary 
memorandum which I am submitting today makes no reference to a preliminary 
armaments regulation commission. That does not mean that we do not 
continue to think that some preliminary organization might be advisable. 
It does mean, however, that we do not have rigid ideas on just how to move 
towards action.

“Furthermore, we have not gone into much detail in our summary memo
randum. This does not mean that our ideas have changed. As I have said, 
this document indicates, in a summary form, some of the most evident and 
important reasons—restated in slightly different language from that which 
we have used before—far the position of the United States Government.

“That is the sense in which I present the summary memorandum today, for 
inclusion in the record of this series of meetings of the Sub-Committee.” 
(U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.85, p. 4.)
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and safeguarded arrangements so that future production of fissionable 
materials anywhere in the world would not be used to increase the 
stockpiles of explosive weapons, and so that, in addition, joint and 
repeated transfers of fissionable materials from existing stockpiles 
would be made for peaceful purposes.

4. An adequate and effective disarmament inspection system, in 
this age of swift jet planes and nuclear weapons, and in view of the 
vast territories involved in the world, must include effective aerial 
inspection, as well as ground and financial inspectors; should en
compass forces and facilities maintained outside of their own national 
borders; and must constitute a system to provide against great sur
prise attack; and such an inspection system is essential for a sound 
agreement. An unsound agreement would soon be a source of sus
picions, doubts, charges and counter-charges and would increase 
tensions.

5. The objectives of the first practical steps of a disarmament plan 
should be:

(a) To decrease the nuclear threat over the world;
(h) To reduce the burden of armaments;
(c) To provide against surprise attack;
(d) To increase economic development;
(ie) To lessen tensions;
(/) To prevent a future arms race of either a conventional or 

nuclear nature;
(g) To prepare for further stages of a comprehensive programme 

for disarmament; and
(h) To improve the prospects for a just and lasting peace.
6. Preliminary steps of a small-scale demonstration of inspection 

methods and technical exchange of inspection teams would be de
sirable to facilitate joint study of the practicable problems involved 
and to advance the negotiations for a prospective sound agreement.

7. The implementation of President Eisenhower’s* proposal of 21 
July 1955, at the Conference of Heads of Government of the four 
great Powers held at Geneva,1 would prove to be a beginning for a 
significant move toward disarmament and a lasting peace.

8. Within the foregoing broad concepts and for the purpose of 
advancing the stated objectives, the United States Government con
tinues to be ready and willing to move to meet the views of other 
Governments. Accordingly this summary may be considered in 
place of the draft working paper proposals of 3 April 1956 2 which 
were submitted to facilitate study in the current series of Sub- 
Committee meetings. The United States Government reaffirms that

1 Ante, doc. 120.
2 Ante, doc. 157.
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it will actively, patiently and persistently seek a sound agreement 
on a comprehensive disarmament plan including effective measures 
of inspection and control.

162. Declaration by the United States, the United King
dom, France, and Canada, Made in the Disarma
ment Subcommittee, May 4, 19561

I. In order to promote peace, security and prosperity through dis
armament, the delegations of Canada, France, the United Kingdom 
and the United States reaffirm their determination to seek agreement 
on a developing; programme of disarmament in accordance with their 
mandate from the United Nations. This programme should begin 
without delay , and should include measures, under effective inter
national control, to end the present competition in armed forces and 
armaments of all kinds.

(1) The programme should proceed by stages. Progress from one 
stage to another must depend upon the satisfactory execution of the 
preceding stage and upon the development of confidence through the 
settlement of major political problems.

(2) The programme should begin, under effective international 
control, with significant reductions in armed forces, to such levels as 
are feasible in present unsettled world conditions. There should be 
corresponding reductions in conventional armaments and in military 
expenditures. Further reductions would be carried out as world con
ditions improved.

(3) The programme should provide that, at an appropriate stage 
and under proper safeguards, the build-up of stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons would be stopped and all future production of nuclear ma
terial devoted to peaceful uses.

(4) The programme should provide for a strong control organi
zation with inspection rights, including aerial reconnaissance, oper
ating from the outset and developing in parallel with the disarma
ment measures. The control measures should also provide against 
major surprise attack. This is particularly important so long as it 
is impossible to account for past production of nuclear material.

"UJS', doc. DC/SC.1/46 (incorporating doc. DO/SC.l/46/Corr. 1), May 4, 1956 
(also doc. DO/83, Annex 10), in Disarmament Commission Official Records: 
Supplement for January to December 1956, p. 23.
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(5) Preliminary demonstrations of inspection methods on a limited 
scale would help to develop an effective control system and could bring 
nearer an agreement on a disarmament programme.

(6) Provision should be made for the suspension of the programme, 
in whole or in part, if a major State failed to carry out its obligations 
or if a threat to peace under Chapter VII of the United Nations 
Charter should occur.

II. The proposals introduced in the Sub-Committee of the Disarma
ment Commission by the delegations of France, the United Kingdom 
and the United States1 are inspired by these principles. The Soviet 
delegation did not accept these proposals. The differences between 
the position of the Soviet delegation and those of the other four dele
gations were not reconciled in the meetings of the Sub-Committee.

III. The four delegations recognize that in accordance with the in
structions of the Disarmament Commission it is now time to report 
to the Commission. They express their conviction that a reconcilia
tion of the opposing points of view is poissible and necessary and they 
reaffirm their determination to continue their efforts within the United 
Nations, and particularly in the Disarmament Commission and its 
Sub-Committee, to seek agreement on disarmament in accordance with 
the desire of the peoples of all nations.

163. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Stassen)"to the Disarmament Subcommittee, May
4, 19562

Peace, a just and lasting peace, is the objective of the peoples of 
the entire world. It is the objective of President Eisenhower, of the 
United States Government and of the American people. Our ap
proach, in this Sub-Committee and elsewhere, to the question of poli
cies, plans and programmes of disarmament has been directed to
wards the brightest possible prospects for such a peace. Thus, Mr. 
Gromyko’s concluding statement moves me to make the following 
comment.

Mr. Gromyko has stated in effect that he felt that during the series 
of meetings his delegation had moved towards the position of the 
Western Powers and that the Western Powers had moved away. I 
realize that Chairman Bulganin and Mr. Khrushchev of the Soviet 
Union have recently made similar statements about the work of the

1 Ante, docs. 152, 153, 154, 157, 160, and 161.
2 U.N. doc. DO/SC.1/PV.86, pp. 21-26. 'See also statement of Apr. 23, 1956, 

by tbe British representative regarding the relationship between political 
settlements and reduction of forces (DC/SC.1/PV.82, pp. 38-39).
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Sub-Committee. If such statements are. made simply as part of a 
public debate, that is one thing. If it is not realized, however, that 
they are not correct statements, that is- something else; The best 
prospects of reaching agreement will flow from the realization of 
the points where our respective Governments have moved towards 
each other and the points where they have not.; .̂Therefore, I  should 
like to invite the attention of the Soviet Government to what 
we consider to be the present situation as regards this question of 
disarmament. ^

It has been the consistent view of the United States Government 
that- for the best prospects of a just and lastiiig peace, in the mutual 
interests of all nations, solutions of major political differences must 
of necessity progress together with any comprehensive, far-reaching 
or drastic reductions in armaments and armed forces. If they do not, 
the danger of war will be increased.

I understood from the simultaneous interpretation that the repre
sentative of the Soviet Union referred in his statement today to the 
question of force levels in 1952. He said that the Korean war was 
going on in 1952 and asked how the situation at that time could have 
been less tense than it is today. But, according to the summary rec
ord of the proceedings in the United Nations Disarmament Commis
sion from 22 May to 1 October 1952, the representative of the United 
States said:

“The proposed reductions depended upon the settlement of the 
Korean conflict and upon some progress toward the establishment 
of peaceful conditions throughout the world. The relationship of 
the ceilings on armed forces to existing tensions was clear. The 
basic purpose of those ceilings was to avoid a dangerous disequilib
rium of power and to minimize the danger of war.” {Disarma
ment Commission, Official Records, Special Supp. No. 1, Second 
Report of the Disarmament Commission, page 106, para. 397.) 
Paragraph 399 of the same document contains a similar statement.1
In President Eisenhower’s address of 16 April 1953, he cited eight 

steps towards peace in terms of specific issues, including Korea; Indo- 
China; Malaya; true and total peace throughout Asia and through
out the world; Austria; a broader European community; a free and 
United Germany; and full independence for-the Eastern European 
nations. And he said: “As progress in all these areas strengthens 
world trust, we could proceed concurrently with the next great work, 
the reduction of the burden of armaments now weighing upon the 
world: To this end we would welcome and enter into the most 
solemn agreements.” 2

1The verbatim text of this statement is quoted ante, p. 365.
* Ante, doc. 86.
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It will be found by anyone who wishes to study the record of 
statements of United States representatives, of the President, or of 
the Secretary of State, that it has been our consistent position that 
progress in the settlement of major political issues must accompany 
and move parallel with reductions in armaments.

Our firm view upon this is further influenced by a bit of recent 
history. As is well known, after World War II the United States 
rapidly reduced its armed strength. Its armed forces in 1945, at the 
time of the successful conclusion of that tragic war, numbered
12.300.000 men. That number was sharply reduced—to 3,300,000 
in 1946; 1,500,000 in 1947; 1,400,000 in 1948; 1,600,000 in 1949; and
1.400.000 in 1950. During 1948,1949 and 1950 no political settlements 
were arrived at. In fact, some adverse developments as regards 
world peace and the freedom of mankind occurred. The Korean 
war broke out, carrying with it a grave danger of spreading into a 
world conflict.

It is the United States view that low force levels and drastic reduc
tions in armaments—even though carried out under an armaments 
agreement—would not, if they were not accompanied by progress in 
the settlement of the major political issues* be in the interest of any 
country represented at this Sub-Committee table. These reductions 
would increase the danger of the outbreak of war at some point in 
the world, and of such a war in turn spreading to involve all nations  ̂
particularly major nations.

When, therefore, the Soviet Union speaks in its proposals of force 
levels that had been suggested under one set of conditions, which it 
says specifically it does not accept, it has not moved to meet the United 
States in any real sense.

Furthermore, it has always been the United States position that, 
if a disarmament agreement were to prove to be of true value to those 
who signed it, it must be covered by a thorough and effective inspec
tion system. The Soviet Union has not moved to accept what we 
consider to be the minimum elements of a thorough and effective in
spection system. If the Soviet Union, in fact, had moved towards the 
position taken by the United States on the matter of a thorough and 
effective inspection system, including—because of the vast territories 
involved, the speed of jet aeroplanes and the power of modem 
weapons—the essential component of aerial inspection, along with 
ground and financial inspection, then a major agreement, mutually 
desirable to all, would have been near at hand.

Nevertheless, I would agree that the Soviet Union has made signifi
cant moves as regards some aspects of its disarmament policy. I  
agree that we have come closer together. The United States has 
endeavoured to make a contribution to such a rapprochement. 
When the Soviet Union placed great stress on ground control posts
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and on specifying the location of those posts, the United States agreed 
to meet the Soviet Union in that respect. When the Soviet Union 
emphasized the necessity of extending the implementation of the be
ginning stage of a disarmament agreement to overseas bases—to 
forces and facilities outside national borders—the United States 
recognized the validity of this concern on the part of the Soviet Union 
and agreed to include such a provision. When the Soviet Union 
emphasized its wish that reductions should begin in advance of politi
cal settlements, when its representative at the New York series of 
meetings of the Sub-Committee asked what would lie beyond the gate
way—that is, what would follow the initiation of the system—we 
endeavoured to indicate the definite reductions which would be set in 
motion in respect of our conventional armaments, armed forces and 
military expenditures in advance of political settlements. But, at the 
same time, we emphasized that to go beyond a first phase or a first 
stage it was necessary—not only in the interests of the United States, 
but also in the interests of the Soviet Union and of all other nations— 
that political solutions of the major political difficulties in the world 
should be achieved.

We have also emphasized that our concern should not be limited to 
the relation between the nations represented in the Sub-Committee, 
but should be directed toward the establishment of a sound and com
plete system that would appeal to the other nations of the world as a 
■durable foundation for a lasting peace, as the key to lessening ten
sions and facilitating political settlements which would make possi
ble more rapid economic progress for the peoples of all nations.

Before concluding I would say this: We have emphasized the 
necessity of doing what can be done on a sound scientific basis to 
reduce the future nuclear threat. I believe that the first annex to the 
Sub-Committee’s report reproduces President Eisenhower’s letter of 
1 March to Chairman Bulganin.1 Knowing full well how difficult 
and complex our problem was, we presented early in this series of 
Sub-Committee meetings some optional proposals for extremely lim
ited preliminary steps. One was for a small test demonstration area/ 
and the other was for a technical exchange mission.3 We thought 
that, through these preliminary steps, we might move away from the 
ten-year deadlock and begin to act together, rather than only to talk 
together. It is unfortunate that it has not even been possible during 
this series of the Sub-Committee’s meetings to attain agreement upon 
these very small steps.

We in the United States, however, are fully aware of the great com
plexity of the problem of which the Sub-Committee is seized, as well

1 Ante, doc. 151.
2 Ante, doc. 154.
3 Ante, doc. 153.
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as of the extreme necessity for a mutual solution. Therefore, after 
this series of meetings has adjourned, the1 United States delegation 
will return to its national capital and will suinmon together the ex
perts within its country who have agreed to devote their time to the 
most thorough and continuing study of this matter. We shall review 
the proposals of each Government, and we shall seek new ways in 
which a sound agreement might be reached, in the interest of each 
country represented on the Sub-Committee and in the interests of the 
peoples of all nations.

164. Statement by the Soviet Government on the Dis
armament Problem, May 14, 19561

1. It is now generally recognized that there has recently been a 
lessening of tension in international relations. The focal points of 
war, which only a short time ago threatened to lead to a new world 
conflict, have been eliminated. Definite results have been attained 
in settling some unresolved political problems in Asia and Europe. 
All this has been achieved by means of negotiations between the 
States concerned.

2. There has recently been a considerable expansion of relations 
between States, and the statesmen of the great Powers have resumed 
meetings and contacts with each other. Lately, these meetings have 
been devoted to the discussion of important international problems, 
including controversial questions, and a greater effort has been made 
to find means of reconciling the views and positions of States with 
different political systems.

3. The partisans of international co-operation have been gaining 
ground in all countries. A vast peace zone has been formed, a zone 
comprising large and small States and encompassing the majority of 
the world’s population.

4. All this has contributed to the easing of international tension 
and the strengthening of peace. It has not been achieved through the 
activities of Governments alone. An immense part has been played 
by the growing strength of the peoples and their desire for peace 
and peaceful co-existence. This important result is due to the re

1U.N. doc. DC/84, May 23,1956, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: 
Supplement for January to December 1956, pp. 38-46. Transmitted to the 
United Nations Secretary-General on May 19 (i b i d p. 38) and to President 
Eisenhower on June 6 (post, doc. 166). Cf. comments by Secretary of State 
Dulles (post, doc. 165).
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peated efforts of the peoples to strengthen.' the peace and to ensure a 
development of international co-operation in the interests of peaceful 
construction and improving the general welfare.

5. We must not, however, rest upon our laurels. Tension in inter
national relations.has not yet been completely eliminated; the nec
essary confidence between States has not yet been established, and 
aggressive elements in some States are still endeavouring to pursue 
their old line, which is hostile to the interests of peace.

6. The main obstacle in the way of a further easing of international 
tension is the continuation, of the, armaments race. Despite the un
deniable improvement in the international atmosphere, which has 
recently been achieved, States are still maintaining inflated armed, 
forces. The stockpiling of atom and hydrogen bombs is continuing. 
Millions of young men have been removed from peaceful constructive 
labour and put into uniform.
. ,7. The continuation of the armaments race and the growth of mili
tarism are in the interest of those influential circles—first and foreT 
most, the large monopolies—which manufacture and make enormous 
profits on; supplying, armaments. These aggressive groups which 
wield great influence in some countries, are now, endeavouring to pre
vent a further relaxation of tension in international relations and to 
maintain an artificially, fostered war atmosphere.
... 8. It is to the operations of these groups that we owe the continua
tion of such activities as the “cold war5’, including the establishment 
and expansion of aggressive military blocs in many parts of the world, 
the construction of; military bases on foreign territories and the adop
tion of inflated military budgets. , 
i 9. Naturally, such’ a situation enables the large monopolies to reap 
fantastic profits, but it is incompatible with the vital interests of the 
popular masses. The present disproportionately large military budg
ets of the capitalist States mean high taxes on the earnings and in
come, of the workers, further rises in the prices of consumer goods, 
and; a deterioration in the levels of; living of the masses. The more 
is spent on increasing armaments, the less is left for peaceful con
struction, economic/ development, educational and health needs, and 
aid to under-developed, countries and regions.

10. The, peoples QflJinot tolerate such a situation : the result of the 
increasingly heavy burden of militarism imposed upon them, a mili
tarism which ha,s be§n allowed to assume monstrous proportions.
> 11. When the armaments race, rather than peaceful needs, becomes 
the basis of economic development, when an increasing share of a 
State’s wealth is expended on its inflated armed forces and many 
thousands of millions are spent annually merely to replace armaments 
which were manufactured ; only yesterday and have already become 
obsolete, the national economy rests on a shaky and unstable founda-
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tion. It bears within it the*seeds of possible collapse, of economic 
catastrophe.

12. It will be remembered that, in the past, armaments races ended 
in war. The First and Second World War are cases in point. The 
peoples bore the brunt of these wars, which caused the loss of many 
millions of human lives, inflicted untold suffering, and resulted in 
the demolition of thousands of cities and tens of thousands of villages 
in Europe, Asia and Africa and in the destruction of wealth built up 
by the toil of many generations. Fought under modern conditions, 
when such weapons as atom and hydrogen bombs are available and 
such means of delivery as long-range bombers and rockets which can 
carry them to any point on the earth’s surface, a third world war 
would result in far greater losses of human lives, in incomparably 
greater damage, in the annihilation of the largest cities and industrial 
centres and in the devastation of whole districts and regions, espe
cially in industrially advanced countries with a high population 
density.

13. This situation makes it incumbent upon the peoples and the 
Governments responsible for their countries’ destinies to take effective 
measures to put an end to the armaments race and to prevent the 
possibility of the outbreak of a new war. The international situation 
can and must be further improved, first and foremost, by a reduction 
of armaments and the implementation of effective measures for dis
armament. Where the Soviet Union is concerned, immediately after 
the end of the Second World War, it carried out several measures 
drastically reducing its armed forces from their wartime level by 
demobilizing men in thirty-three age groups from the Soviet Army.

14. Furthermore, throughout the post-war period, the Soviet Union 
has been persistently striving to achieve international agreement on 
disarmament questions in the United Nations and has made appro
priate proposals to that end.

15. It was on the proposal of the Soviet Union that, as early as 
1946, the General Assembly adopted a resolution on the general re
duction of armaments and the prohibition of atomic weapons.1 Un
fortunately, this resolution has not yet been given practical effect. 
When it came to working out specific measures for its implementation, 
the Western Powers proceeded to advance various objections.

16. The USSR Government has consistently held that any solution 
of the disarmament problem must provide for the prohibition of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons and a drastic reduction of conventional 
armaments and armed forces. It has always urged that States should 
carry out all these measures under appropriate international control. 
The USSR Government proposed the establishment of international 
control at all large aerodromes, railway junctions, ports and impor-

1 Ante, doc. 9.
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tant intersections on motor highways, in order to prevent a surprise 
attack by an aggressor.1

17. Considering that in the present circumstances an atomic war 
would be particularly disastrous to the peoples, the USSR Govern
ment attaches the utmost importance to the prohibition of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons. This is why we maintain our proposal that an 
immediate decision should be taken to prohibit atomic and hydrogen 
weapons completely, to discontinue their production and to destroy 
existing stocks of such weapons, so that mankind’s great discovery— 
atomic energy—may be made to serve peaceful uses only. This 
USSR proposal met with objections from the United States of 
America and other Western Powers. These objections were repeated 
over and over again, under the pretext that agreement could not be 
reached on the establishment of international control, despite the fact 
that the Soviet Union, far from opposing international control, 
insisted on the need for its establishment. There has also been a 
refusal to accept the Soviet Union’s proposal on the prohibition of 
tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons.

18. As everyone knows, the Soviet Union did not confine itself to 
submitting a proposal concerning a complete and unconditional pro
hibition of atomic weapons and their elimination from the armaments 
of States. Seeing that the United States and other Western Powers 
were unwilling to follow this course, the USSR Government pro
posed that a first step, at least, should be taken in that direction. The 
USSR Government submitted a proposal to the effect that the great 
Powers should solemnly declare that they would not make use of 
atomic weapons but would renounce their use.2 The assumption of 
such a commitment by the great Powers would be equivalent to a 
moral and political condemnation of atomic weapons. Such a com
mitment could be undertaken forthwith and would certainly do much 
towards removing the threat of an atomic war.

19. This proposal of the USSR, which was wholeheartedly sup
ported by China, Poland, Czechoslovakia and other People’s Democ
racies, as well as by a number of other States, was in line with the 
internatioDLal agreements3 concluded by many States after the First 
World War, whereby they undertook to abstain from the use of 
chemical and bacteriological weapons—an agreement which, as is well 
known, had favourable effects and exerted a Restraining influence 
on the use of weapons of this type.

20. There can be no doubt that an undertaking to abstain from the 
use of atomic weapons would be in the interests of all peoples, and

1 Ante, doc. 112.
2 E.g., in the Soviet proposals of May 10,1955 (cmte, doc. 112).
3 Geneva Protocol of 1925 (94 LNTS 65; Disarmament and Security: A 

Collection of Documents, 1919-55, pp. 169-170).
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the* assumption of such an obligation by States^—and, particularly, 
by the great Powers—would serve to improve the international 
atmosphere.

21. However, the Western Powers did not accept this proposal 
either, although in this case they could not invoke the difficulties of 
establishing international control, seeing that what was involved was 
only a moral and political commitment and the conclusion by all the 
great Powers, without further delay, of a first agreement condemning 
atomic warfare.

22. All this shows that the Soviet Union has been consistently 
working for an immediate solution of the question of the prohibition 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons and for the adoption of the initial 
steps in this direction without delay.

23. So far, it has not been possible to arrive at an agreement on 
these matters, because of the unfavourable attitude of the United 
States and its Western partners. -

24. To justify their refusal to take steps towards the prohibition 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the Western Powers have asserted 
that the Soviet Union had am advantage over them where conventional 
armaments were concerned and that they could not; consider the 
prohibition of atomic weapons until there had been a sizeable reduc
tion of conventional armaments. To this end, they submitted a pro
posal concerning the establishment of maximum levels for the armed 
forces of the five great' Powers, namely, from 1 to 1.5 million men 
in the case of the USSR, the United States and China and 650,000 
men in the case of the United Kingdom and France.1;
I 25. Anxious not-to delay the solution'of disarmament problems and; 
to ensure that at least some important steps be taken towards discon
tinuing the armaments race, the Soviet Union expressed agreement 
with this proposal of the Western Powers. A definite agreement now 
seemed to be within reach. However, it turned out otherwise. No 
sooner had the Soviet Union agreed to this proposal than the Western 
Powers began to repudiate it, inventing every possible pretext to 
shelve their own proposal. ;*• t ;

26. In the autumn of last year, at the Conference of the Foreign 
Ministers of the four great Powers held at Geneva, the Western 
Powers proposed that attempts to solve the disarmament problem 
should begin with a reduction of conventional armaments, which 
should not be linked with the prohibition of atomic weapons. That 
was the United Kingdom proposal.2 The Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the United Kingdom made the sam<e proposal in

1 Ante, doc. 109.
2 See Foreign Secretary Macmillan’s remarks of Nov. 10, 1955 (ante, doc. 

142) in introducing the tripartite proposal (ante, doc. 143).
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the House of Commons in February 1956. The Soviet Union agreed 
to this proposal also.

27. When the Sub-Committee of the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission met in London5 about two months ago, the USSR Gov
ernment submitted for its consideration a plan for the reduction of 
conventional armaments and armed forces.1 This plan could 
be carried out without waiting for agreement to be reached 
oh the question of atomic weapons  ̂inasmuch as the divergent views 
of the USSR and the Western Powers on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons formed the main obstacle to such an agreement. However, 
this USSR proposal too met with opposition from the Western 
Powers. What happened was that the Western Powers urged that 
priority should be given to the reduction of conventional armaments 
for as long as they thought that the USSR would reject such a pro
posal. As soon as we submitted a specific plan for the reduction of 
conventional armaments, the Western Powers, including the United 
Kingdom, which had been the first to make such a proposal, beat a 
retreat and refused to accept proposals tti implement these measures. 
This time they proceeded to take the line that the question of the 
reduction of conventional armaments could not be considered until 
the question of atomic weapons had been solved, thus contradicting 
what they themselves had just been saying. As a result, tlie dis
armament question again became involved in a vicious circle s6 that 
no progress is now being made towards solving either the question 
of the prohibition of atomic weapons or that of the reduction of 
conventional armaments and armed forces. It is therefore not to be 
wondered at that the work of the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament 
Commission should have been entirely barren. The Sub-Committee 
was established under the resounding title of the Disarmament Sub- 
Committee. In point of fact, it has become merely a screen to cover 
up the armaments race. It is obvious where the responsibility for 
this situation lies. '

28. New reasons are now constantly being invented for the Sub- 
Committee’s taking up any subject rather than the ending of the 
armaments race or the reduction of armaments. There is, for ex
ample, much talk about its being premature to put an end to the 
armaments race, because so many political problems remain unsettled.

29. It is openly stated in this connexion that there can be no end 
to the armaments race until the German question, the problems of 
the Near East, the Middle East and those of the Far East have first 
been settled. The Soviet Union is, of course, ready to continue to 
co-operate actively in the settlement of these and other political 
problems. It is not the fault of the Soviet Union that the German

1 Ante, doc. 150.
514)543— 60—vol. 1------ 43
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•problem, as well as a number of other international problems, have 
not yet been settled. In these circumstances, the fact that the West
ern Powers are making the solution of the disarmament problem 
contingent upon the settlement of the German question, after hav
ing already begun to re-establish militarism in Western Germany, 
shows that they are using the question of Germany as an artificial 
bargaining counter in order to free their hands to carry out their 
plans for the rebirth of German militarism and for the incorpora
tion of a united Germany in their own military alliances. Obviously, 
this kind of approach cannot contribute either towards the settle
ment of the German problem or towards the termination of the 
armaments race.

30. There is much talk of so-called aerial photography, in which 
certain intelligence services are interested; but it is quite clear that 
this aerial photography has no connexion whatever with the re
duction of armaments or with the establishment of control over the 
reduction of armaments. On the contrary, it can only heighten the 
apprehensions of the peoples in regard to the plans of aggressive 
circles and result in a further intensification of the armaments race.

31. The futility of the work of the Sub-Committee of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission is due in no small measure to the 
fact that, with the exception of the USSE, all the participants are 
active members of the “Atlantic bloc”. As the session of the Council 
of the “Atlantic bloc” held in Paris from 3 to 5 May 19561 has shown, 
what the chief members of that bloc are doing is to agree among 
themselves not to permit any reduction of armaments, to add atomic 
weapons to the armaments of the bloc’s army and to take steps to 
secure a further increase in armaments. This being the policy they 
are pursuing in practice, the Powers of the Atlantic bloc obviously 
consider that their task in the Sub-Committee is to disguise that 
policy and also to prevent agreement being reached among States 
on disarmament questions. Thus, the Sub-Committee machinery 
grinds uselessly on, while disarmament problems remain at a 
standstill.

32. The Government of the Soviet Union considers that the time 
has come for the United Nations Disarmament Commission to un
dertake a review of the results of the Sub-Committee’s work, a review 
to which wide publicity should be given in order to make it clear to 
everyone who is assisting and who is hindering the termination of 
the armaments race, and that the Commission should work out meth

1 See North Atlantic Council communique of May 5, 1956 (Department of 
State Bulletin , May 21, 1956, pp. 836-837) and address of May 8, 1956, by Sec
retary of State Dulles (ibid., pp. 831-835).
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ods for giving practical effect to the decisions on disarmament taken 
by the General Assembly ten years ago.

33. The existing situation in regard to disarmament is out of line 
with the present state of international relations and with the de
mands of the peoples, who are vitally interested in further relaxation 
of international tension. It is also evident that the attempts of cer
tain powers to force a high level of military expenditure on other 
States, including small and underdeveloped countries, are alien to 
the interests of peoples and of strengthening universal peace.

34. The Government of the Soviet Union will continue to press 
insistently for the attainment of a' mutually acceptable international 
agreement on the reduction of the armed forces of States and an 
agreement on the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen (thermo
nuclear) weapons. At the same time, the Soviet Government con
siders that, in present conditions, the prime need is for practical 
action that might contribute towards a solution of the problem of 
securing a substantial reduction of the armaments of States and the 
termination of the armaments race.

35. In present circumstances, such practical action by States, which 
would remove the question of the reduction of armaments from the 
plane of general and sterile discussions to that of the specific prob
lems involved in the reduction of armed forces, is the best method 
of achieving a further relaxation of international tension and a 
growth of mutual confidence among States,

36. The. peoples of the Soviet Union are engaged in peaceful, con
structive labour. They are anxious that their energies, endeavours 
and material resources should, to the greatest extent possible, be 
devoted to the construction of new factories, plants, power stations, 
mines, housing, hospitals, schools and universities. As they make 
increasingly intensive use of the vast wealth of their immense country, 
the Soviet people seek to live in peace and friendship with all their 
neighbours and with all the peoples of the world. They are confident 
that all peoples will benefit from the universal development of peace
ful constructive activity.

37. Upholding the cause of peaceful co-operation among States, the 
Soviet Union stands for the broadening of international economic and 
commercial relations. It stands for the elimination of all those arti
ficial obstacles which have been set up by certain Powers and which 
act as a brake on the development of trade among States. We are 
confident that this is in the interests not only of the Soviet Union 
but also of all other countries and peoples, since the cessation of the 
armaments race and the broadening of international commercial and
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economic relations among countries would open up great opportuni
ties for increasing the prosperity of the peoples and would promote 
the establishment of friendly co-operation among all nations, great 
and small.

88. For its part, the Soviet Union is prepared to extend its com
mercial relations of every kind with other States, on the basis of 
reciprocal advantage and the removal of the existing restrictions.

39. Desiring to make a further contribution to the question of 
disarmament and the maintenance of peace, and concerned to estab
lish even more favourable conditions for peaceful economic and 
cultural construction in the Soviet Union, the Government of the 
USSR has taken the following decision:

1) To carry out, within a period of one year ending on 1 May 
1957, a further and still more substantial reduction in the strength 
of the armed forces of the Soviet Union, namely, a reduction of
1,200,000 men, over and above the reduction of 640,000 men in the 
armed forces of the USSR effected in 1955.

2) In consequence of the foregoing: (a) to disband sixty-three 
divisions and independent brigades, including three air divisions 
and other military units with a strength of over 30,000 men now 
located in the territory of the German Democratic Republic; (&) to 
close some of the military training establishments of the Soviet 
Army; (c) to place 375 warships of the naval fleet in reserve.

3) In conformity with the above decision, to reduce the arma
ments and military equipment of the armed forces of the USSR 
and also the expenditure of the Soviet Union for military pur
poses, under the State budget.

4) To facilitate the employment in industry and agriculture of 
the military personnel discharged from the armed forces.

40. In making this further extremely substantial reduction in the 
strength of the Soviet armed forces and armaments, the USSR Gov
ernment’s purpose is to assist the cause of the practical implementa
tion of the disarmament programme under consideration by the 
United Nations. This further reduction in the strength of the Soviet 
armies and armaments indicates more clearly than any words could do 
that the Soviet Union is a true and faithful advocate of peace, a true 
and faithful advocate of the relaxation of international tension.

41. In taking this decision, the Government of the USSR has 
regard to the fact that, so far as Europe is concerned, neither the 
French people, nor the British people, nor the peoples of the Soviet 
Union and of other peace-loving European States, desire war, the grim
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consequences of which they are still experiencing to this day, and that 
they are anxious for improved relations among States for the uni
versal development of international co-operation.

42. Other governments, including the Governments of the United 
States of America, the. United Kingdom and France, cannot but fol
low this example if they sincerely wish to contribute towards the 
strengthening of peace.

43. The Government of the Soviet Union will be prepared to con
sider a further reduction in the armed forces of the USSE if the 
Western Powers—the United States of America, the United Kingdom 
and France—will, for their part, carry out a corresponding reduction 
in their own armed forces and armaments.

44. The implementation of such measures would be an important 
step towards the implementation of a universal disarmament pro
gramme, and would provide an effective basis for an accelerated 
solution of the problem of the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons.

45. In taking this decision, the Soviet Government is motivated by 
the fact that the demobilization and return to peaceful, socially-useful 
labour of 1,200,000 Soviet citizens will be another vast contribution 
to the development of all branches of the national economy of the 
USSE and will greatly promote the formation of material and cul
tural assets for the benefit of our socialist society.

46. At the same time, a further reduction of military expenditure 
under the State budget of the USSE will make it possible to release 
funds for peaceful constructive activity, so that the far-reaching 
plans for the socialist development of our country and for increasing 
the prosperity of the Soviet people will be carried out with even 
greater success.

47. In effecting this further large-scale reduction of the USSE 
armed forces and armaments, the Government of the Soviet Union 
is guided by the view that the forces of peace have now gained con
siderable ground, are better organized and have sufficient resources 
at their disposal to enable them to repulse any attempt to disturb the 
peace. At the same time, the Government of the USSE expresses 
its confidence that the armed forces of the Soviet Union can be relied 
upon to defend the peaceful labour of our people, and that the Soviet 
people and the peace-loving peoples of other countries will not relax 
tlieir vigilance and will be on their guard against the machinations 
of forces hostile to the cause of peace and of peaceful co-operation 
among peoples.
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165. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Dulles Regarding Reduction of Soviet Forces (Ex
tract}, May 15, 1956 1

Tile United States welcomes the Soviet announcement of its inten
tion to reduce its armed forces by 1,200,000 men within the next year, 
if this proves to be evidence of an intent to forego the use of force 
in international affairs. However, the obvious explanation is a need 
for greater manpower in industry and agriculture. I pointed this 
out last week before the House Foreign Affairs Committee2 and 
forecast that the Soviet Union would probably shift a considerable 
body of manpower from the armed forces to the farms and factories.

The United States since World War II has reduced its own forces 
by more than 9 million, from a level of 12,300,000 to under 3 million. 
We have already proposed at the disarmament discussions in London 
that an inspection system be established to provide for immediate re
duction of Soviet and United States armaments to a basis of 2,500,000 
men each, as part of a disarmament program that would include re
ductions of armaments and major restrictions in the nuclear field as 
well.

It should be noted that there will be no verification of actual re
duction in the Soviet Union from the now estimated level of more 
than 4 million men, since there will be no inspection of the proposed 
reductions. The large forces of Communist China remain. More
over, the Soviet reductions deal largely with men rather than arma
ments, and there is nothing to prevent the speedy recall and equipping 
of large units of thoroughly trained reserves. In addition, the 
U.S.S.R. and its allies are free to move their forces throughout their 
central land territory and bring the threat of armed force to bear at 
any point around the rim of Communist-held territory. The 
free world, however, must be prepared to defend the outer edge of 
this area and depend on shifts of forces along long lines of communi
cation, the maintenance of which requires large forces.

Despite these factors, the United States has proposed the kind of 
reductions in manpower and armaments, and restrictions in nuclear 
capabilities, which can be taken now under the present circumstances, 
and which go beyond what the Soviet Union has proposed.

A real disarmament program should include a system for guarding 
against great surprise attack. It should provide reductions in weap-

1 Department of State press release 255, May 15,1956.
2 Department of State Bulletin, May 28,1956, pp. 871-874.
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ons, which can be more effectively controlled than manpower, as 
trained men can be rapidly shifted back to arms, if arms exist. It 
should also include an effective system for verifying these reductions. 
We continue to believe that it should comprehend effective measures 
to halt the nuclear armaments race as proposed by President Eisen
hower on March 1 to Premier Bulganin.1

The United States is always ready to join with the Soviet Union 
and other nations in a program which allows the world to reduce 
further the burden of armaments in safety and security, bring under 
control the nuclear threat, minimize the danger of surprise attack 
by the President’s “open sky” plan 2 as well as by other checks, and 
release more economic resources for peaceful purposes.

Do you have any questions?
Q. Mr. Secretary, do I understand the burden of what you are say

ing is that, if the Soviets are serious about reducing weapons, they 
should reduce nuclear weapons as well as manpower?

A. What I had in mind in that connection was what is illustrated 
by the Brussels Treaty for Western European Union, which sets up 
what is today the most effective and embracing system of control of 
armaments that the world has yet known.3 Under that treaty the 
emphasis is placed upon the control of weapons rather than upon the 
control of men. There is a premise that there shall be in each country 
a certain number of divisions. Then from that premise it is assumed 
that would require a certain number of weapons, and then the control 
and verification relate primarily to the weapons rather than to the 
men.

Military manpower is the most illusive thing in the world to con
trol. The effectiveness of your manpower depends upon the length 
of training, which in the Soviet Union is 36 months, so that they have 
a very thorough training system, and their system of reserves, and 
the training that is given in schools, and the like. Experience, partic
ularly under the Treaty of Versailles,4 shows how illusive it is to 
have an effective control if you think primarily in terms of the num
bers of men. Therefore, modern thinking is in terms more of reduc
tion of the weapons which the men could use.

To take a great simplification—if you are thinking only in terms 
of riflemen, if you only have one million rifles it doesn’t do you much

1 Ante, doc. 151.
2 Ante, doc. 120.
3 See Paris Protocols III and IV (American Foreign PoHoy, 1950-1955: Basic 

Documents, vol. I, pp. 979-989) to the Brussels treaty (ibid., pp. 968-971).
4 See arts. 159 ff. of the Treaty of Versailles, annotated in Foreign Relations 

of the United States, 1919: The Paris Peace Conference, vol. XIII, pp. 301 ff.
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good to have two million men who are trained to shoot. But if you 
have two million men that are trained to shoot and you have two 
million rifles, and then you say, “I will take one million of these men 
out of the army and send them into the factories,” they can come 
back on a few days’ notice as long as they have two million rifles. 
But if you cut down on the number of rifles, that is a far more effec
tive control than cutting down ostensibly what is the number of men 
in the armed forces. I think perhaps that makes clear the point 
I was trying to make.

Q. Is the President's “open shy” proposal a precondition to the 
negotiations on the disarmament question?

A. It certainly is not a precondition to negotiations because we 
have been having very intensive negotiations. We have continued 
to urge that the “open sky” proposal should be accepted because 
we believe that it is the most effective proposal yet made to dissipate 
the fear that there could be a massive surprise attack. And we be
lieve that if that fear can be dissipated then there will come about 
almost automatically a reduction of armaments.

As I said at the United Nations, I think at the opening last fall,1 
it is very difficult to bring about reductions of armaments when 
people are afraid and think that armaments may be needed for their 
self-preservation. As the need for armaments seems to diminish, 
then the possibility for reduction of armaments greatly increases. 
So we believe that the effect of the President’s “open sky” proposal 
would be to create conditions of greater confidence which would then 
make it easier to bring about reductions. Indeed, that was the ex
pressed purpose of the proposal when it was made, and we do not 
believe any good substitute for that has been found.

Q. Mr. Secretary, where do we stand on that proposal now? Does 
it apply to our overseas bases?

A. We have not in any way sought to limit the scope of our pro
posal to our own territorial areas. The Soviets have indicated that 
they might like to have it extended,2 and we said: We are quite pre
pared to have it extended in any way.3

1 “Long experience makes it apparent that, when there is a sense of insecurity, 
when there is an ominous unknown, then arms seem needed and limitation of
armament becomes virtually unattainable. Reductions of armament occur when 
fear is dissipated, when knowledge replaces exaggerated speculation, and when 
in consequence arms seem less needed.” (Address of Sept. 22, 1955, at the 
518th plenary meeting of the General Assembly; American Foreign Policy, 
1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, p, 379.)

3 See Foreign Minister Molotov’s statement of Nov.10, 1955 {ante, doc. 140).
8 See Secretary of State Dulles’ statement of Nov. 11, 1955 (ante, doc. 144).
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Q. Does the executive brcmch of the Government have authority 
to do that or does it require legislation?

A. It would require negotiation with other countries, but we have 
no doubt that, as part of a general scheme, their consent would be 
obtained.

Q. I mean within our own country.
A. I believe that it would probably require a treaty which would 

be consented to by the Senate. I doubt whether the President would 
do this entirely by executive action.

Q. Have the Brussels Treaty allies succeeded as yet in setting up 
machinery for carrying out their agreed limitations?

A. They have machinery which is, I think, adequate to the present 
state of affairs. Of course, that machinery in considerable part is de
signed to relate to the new forces which would be brought into being 
as a result of the Federal Republic of Germany joining, and those 
forces have actually not as yet been brought into being in any appre
ciable degree; so there is not required the full measure of control 
machinery which would be required later on.

166. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Bulganin) to 
President Eisenhower, June 6, 19561

D ear Mr. P resident: I think you will agree with me that at the 
present time the problem of disarmament continues to be one of the 
most important and urgent international problems.

After the end of the Second World War, which caused innumerable 
sacrifices and great material losses to humanity, all of us were de
termined to do everything possible in order not to allow a third world 
war to break out. It was with this aim in mind that after the Second 
World War the nations began negotiations on the reduction of arma
ments and the prohibition of atomic weapons. Unfortunately, these 
negotiations have not as yet produced any positive results. I believe 
that you also share the opinion that the appearance of new types of 
weapons for mass destruction, such as atomic and hydrogen weapons, 
makes the necessity of solving the problems of disarmament par
ticularly urgent. I need not give more details to you, who are an 
outstanding military man and who were so close to the events of the 
past war.

1 Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 20, 1956, pp. 300-301. For the text of 
the Soviet statement of May 14, transmitted as an enclosure to this letter, see 
ante, doc. 164. The President replied on Aug. 4 (post, doc. 175).
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You will recall, Mr. President, that at the Meeting of the Heads 
of Government of the Four Powers at Geneva, of which we still re
tain the warmest recollections, all participants, including you on 
behalf of the Government and people of the United States, expressed 
the common desire to eliminate the threat of war and to diminish the 
burden of armaments.

The Soviet Government directed particular attention to the study 
of how the disarmament talks could overcome the deadlock in which 
they find themselves at present. The facts show that the negotiations 
on the question of disarmament which were conducted in the U.N. 
subcommittee have not given positive results. Recently these ne
gotiations have become extremely complicated. Actually, the activity 
of the subcommittee on disarmament is retarding progress in this 
matter. Under such conditions it is difficult to expect the U.N". talks 
to lead to concrete results in the area of disarmament in the very 
near future.

Taking this circumstance into consideration, the Soviet Govern
ment decided to make a new approach to the solution of the disarma
ment problem. We should like to have this aspiration of the Soviet 
Government correctly understood.

We have become deeply convinced that now, when a definite easing 
of international tension is taking place and the “cold war” is becom
ing a thing of the past, there are more favorable conditions for 
stopping the armament race and for taking disarmament measures. 
Under these conditions we believe that until such time as an inter
national agreement on the disarmament problem is reached, the 
efforts of states should be directed toward each one’s taking concrete 
measures for reducing armaments, which measures could be carried 
out without waiting for the conclusion of an international agreement 
on disarmament. The execution of such measures would undoubtedly 
contribute to further lessening of international tension and to 
strengthening of mutual trust among the nations, which in turn would 
lead to the creation of more favorable conditions for the realization 
of an all-embracing universal program of disarmament.

I trust, Mr. President, that you will agree that an initiative of the 
Great Powers, including the Soviet Union and the United States, 
which have at their disposal the greatest armed strength and material 
resources would be of decisive importance in this respect.

Guided by the high aims of strengthening peace among peoples, 
the Soviet Government decided to take the initiative and, without 
waiting for a disarmament agreement, make a large cut in the armed 
forces of the Soviet Union, amounting to 1,200,000 men, this in ad
dition to the 1955 cut of 640,000 men. The armaments and combat 
materiel of the armed forces of the U.S.S.R., as well as the military



DOCUMENT 167 : JULY 3, 1956 645

expenditures of the Soviet Union in the U.S.S.E. state budget, will 
be cut accordingly.

In line with this decision, 63 divisions and separate brigades are 
being demobilized, including three air divisions and other combat 
units numbering over 30,000 men stationed on the territory of the 
German Democratic Eepublic. We of course understand that the 
withdrawal from Germany of the said number of Soviet troops does 
not solve the question entirely. This measure of the Soviet Govern
ment is only the first step. However, we base our thinking on the 
premise that if the Governments of the United States, England, and 
France, which have their troops on German territory, would for their 
part also take steps to reduce their armed forces in Germany, then 
this would undoubtedly prepare the ground for more decisive, steps 
in this matter. At the same time we have in mind that such measures 
on the part of the governments of the four powers could later lead 
to an agreement on a sharp reduction in the foreign armed forces 
in Germany or the withdrawal of foreign armed forces from German 
territory.

My colleagues and I express the hope that the Government of the 
United States and that you personally, Mr. President, will carefully 
examine the enclosed statement of the Soviet Government on the 
question of disarmament dated May 14, and that on your part you 
will make a significant contribution to the cause of ending the arma
ments race, and to the cause of a further easing of international 
tensions and strengthening of universal peace.

Appropriate steps by our states would undoubtedly be supported 
by other countries, which would mark the beginning of a practical 
realization of the all-embracing program of disarmament mentioned 
above.

With sincere respect,
N. B ulganin

167. Draft Resolution Introduced in the Disarmament 
Commission by the United States, the United King
dom, France, and Canada, July 3, 19561

The Disarmament Commission,
Having studied, the third report of the Sub-Committee of the Dis

armament Commission (DC/83),

1 U.N. doc. DC/87, July 3, 1956, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: 
Supplement for January to December 1956, pp. 48-49.



646 DOCUMENT 167 : JULY 3, 1956

Recording its appreciation of the Sub-Committee’s efforts,
Noting that major difficulties remain to be solved before agree

ment is reached on an international disarmament programme with 
safeguards which will ensure the faithful observance of the pro
gramme by all States,

Affirming the importance of making further efforts to reach agree
ment on a developing programme of disarmament which should begin 
without delay and should include measures, under effective interna
tional control, to end the present competition in armed forces and 
armaments of all kinds,

Urges the members of the Sub-Committee to continue their search 
for agreement, paying due regard to the following guiding principles:

1. The disarmament programme should proceed by stages. Prog
ress from one stage to another must depend upon the satisfactory 
execution of the preceding stage and upon the development of con
fidence through the settlement of major political problems.

2. The programme should begin, under effective international 
control, with significant reductions in armed forces, to such levels 
as are feasible in present unsettled world conditions. There should 
be corresponding reductions in conventional armaments and in mili
tary expenditures. Further reductions would be carried out as world 
conditions improved.

3. The programme should provide that, at an appropriate stage 
and under proper safeguards, the build-up of stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons would be stopped and all future production of nuclear ma
terial devoted to peaceful uses.

4. The programme should provide for a strong control organiza
tion with inspection rights, including aerial reconnaissance, operating 
from the outset and developing in parallel with the disarmament 
measures. The control measures should also provide against major 
surprise attack. This is particularly important so long as it is im
possible to account for past production of nuclear material.

5. The programme might also include preliminary demonstrations 
of inspection methods on a limited scale as a help in developing an 
effective control system and as a means of bringing nearer agreement 
on a disarmament programme.

6. Provision should be made for the suspension of the programme, 
in whole or in part, if a major State failed to carry out its obligations 
or if a threat to peace under Chapter VII of the United Nations 
Charter should occur.
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168. Soviet Proposal Submitted to the Disarmament 
Commission: Draft Declaration of States Regarding 
Measures To Strengthen Universal Peace and the 
Security of Peoples, July 3, 19561

The General Assembly (The Security Council),
Bearing in mi/nd that the main task of the United Nations is the 

maintenance of international peace and security and the strengthen
ing and developing of friendly relations among peoples and co
operation between them in the solution of international problems by 
peaceful means,

Noting with satisfaction the substantial relaxation of international 
tension in recent times, which provides a propitious opportunity for 
a further improvement of the international situation and a strength
ening of confidence among States,

Bearing in mind, further, that negotiations for the conclusion of 
a convention on disarmament providing for a substantial reduction 
in armed forces and conventional armaments and the prohibition of 
atomic weapons have not yet led to any positive results,

Considering that the rejection by States of war or threat of war 
as an instrument of their policy and their rejection of the use of 
nuclear weapons could contribute towards a further improvement 
of the international situation and a further relaxation of international 
tension,

Guided by the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United 
Nations,

Declares that in the interests of the maintenance of peace and the 
security of peoples all States Members of the United Nations hereby 
assume a solemn obligation to refrain in their international relations 
from the use or the threat of force and the use of atomic or hydrogen 
weapons.

*
* *

The General Assembly (The Security Council),
Bearing in mind the great importance of the solemn obligations 

of States Members of the United Nations, proclaimed above, for the 
maintenance of peace and the security of peoples,

Calls upon all States which are not Members of the United Nations 
to join in this Declaration.

XU.N. doc. DC/88 (incorporating doc. DC/88/Corr. 1), July 3, 1956, in Dis
armament Commission Official Records: Supplement for January to December 
1956, p. 49.
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169. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the Disarmament Commission, July 3, 
19561

We meet today in the hope that the human race, regardless of the 
differences in the way in which parts of it are governed and the con
flicting views about the nature of man, can avoid becoming the help
less victim of the weapons which science has created. We meet at a 
time when the Governments of the States possessing the most power
ful armed forces have said that a major conflict waged with the full 
force of modern weapons can gravely jeopardize if indeed not ac
tually destroy our very existence.

The Governments represented here also recognize that the piling 
lip of arms in a divided world can create the kind of fear and the kind 
of suspicion which in the past have led to conflict. Having, we hope, 
this much understanding in common, we meet to review the work un
dertaken by our Sub-Committee in London pursuant to resolution 914 
(X) of the General Assembly of 16 December 1955.2 Let me recall 
that that resolution urged the nations concerned, while continuing to 
work on a comprehensive disarmament plan, to give priority to Presi
dent Eisenhower’s plan for reciprocal aerial inspection,3 and to Mr. 
Bulganin’s proposal for establishing control posts at strategic cen
tres.4 It urged action “on all such measures of adequately safeguarded 
disarmament as are now feasible”.

Fifty-six of the countries represented in the General Assembly 
voted for the resolution. Every Government represented at this table 
except the Soviet Union supported that resolution. My colleagues in 
this Commission and public opinion, wherever in the world such a 
thing exists, will measure the report of the Sub-Committee against 
these aspirations of the General Assembly, which are those of the 
peoples of the world.

The United States Government believes that the Sub-Committee 
meetings held in London did some good; at least the atmosphere in 
which they proceeded appeared to us to be generally constructive. 
But far more could have been accomplished had the Soviet Union 
been able to agree to the standards for disarmament accepted by the 
great majority. As the Governments of Canada, France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States stated in their joint declaration of
4 May 1956,5 we believe that the differences must be and can be recon-

1 Disarmament Commission Official Records: 51st Meeting, pp. 10-20.
2 Ante, doc. 149.
3 Ante, doc. 120.
* Ante, doc. 112.
5 Ante, doc. 162.
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ciled. In this spirit we note that the Soviet Union did not reiterate 
its usual demand for the unverifiable elimination of atomic weapons 
as a prerequisite to the regulation and reduction of armaments, and 
that for the first time it was willing to tell the Sub-Committee, al
though, only in the most general terms, what things would be subject 
to international inspection under its proposals. However the stark 
fact must be set down that our disagreements do loom larger than our 
agreements.

In the report the basic position of the various Governments is set 
forth—on the one hand in the Soviet paper of 27 March 1956,1 and 
on the other in the working papers presented by the Governments of 
France and the United Kingdom,2 and by the Government of the 
United States;3 and finally in the joint declaration of 4 May 1956 
introduced by the representative of Canada on behalf of his Govern
ment, France, the United Kingdom and the United States.

President Eisenhower’s letter to Mr. Bulganin of 1 March 1956 
is a part of the record.4 It presents important proposals for brings 
ing the nuclear threat under control? ’The Soviet Union has not re
plied to this letter. However, on 6 June 1956, Mr. Bulganin sent a 
further communication to President Eisenhower,5 which has a bear
ing on the position taken by the Soviet Union at London.

From all these documents four important propositions emerge. 
They are: first, that we must curb the menace of nuclear weapons— 
and here again President Eisenhower suggested a way in his letter 
of 1 March to Mr. Bulganin; second, that the quota of conventional 
armaments and armed forces should be fixed by negotiation and veri
fied by inspection; third, that we should carry out the reduction of 
armaments by stages, hating in mind the realities of world political 
conditions; and fourth, that there must be an inspection device which 
will assure each side that the other is actually doing whatt it promised 
to do. The world has acclaimed President Eisenhower’s open-skies 
plan; as such a device and the world waits for Soviet acceptance of it.

Let me discuss these four propositions in that order. The first prop
osition which emerges from the record of the Sub-Committee'is "on 
the control of nuclear weapons. The peoples of the entire world 
know that there can scarcely be a greater threat tor the future than 
an uncontrolled nuclear arms race developing ever-more terrible wea
pons and spreading to more areas of the globe where it could more 
easily ignite a nuclear conflagration. The'Four-Power Declaration 
of 4 May 1956 provides that “at an appropriate stage and under proper
} 1 Ante, doc* 156. ... • ,, .s .. * . • ■ . r. • .. . -iT

2 Ante,_ docs. 152 and 160. f >;s . , :r r r , ,
3 Ante, d o c s . 153,154, a n d  161. " „ . ; , /  r ■

7 4Ante, d o c . 151. :
5 Ante, d o c . 166. 4 ;rf. •»
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safeguards the build up of stockpiles of nuclear weapons would be 
stopped’’—stopped, that is the word—“and all future production de
voted to peacef ul uses”.

In his letter of 1 March 1956 President Eisenhower said: The United 
States would join with other nations to work out “suitable and safe
guarded arrangements so that fissionable material anywhere in the 
world would no longer be used to increase stockpiles of explosive weap
ons.” He proposed further to combine these arrangements with 
the programme of contributions from existing stockpiles to the inter
national atomic energy agency when it is established. The President 
hopes in this way, and I am quoting again, “to reverse the trend to
ward a constant increase in nuclear weapons overhanging the world”.

In contrast to this universal concern, the Soviet Union, in its pro
posals of 27 March 1956 and again in Mr. Bulganin’s letter of 6 June 
1956, deals only with conventional forces and armaments. It makes 
no provision at all for bringing the nuclear threat under control. The 
Soviet proposals thus fail to come to grips with those elements of 
military strength which are today most significant and most feared 
in the world. The Soviet Union does claim that the reduction of 
conventional weapons will facilitate the prohibition and limitation 
of atomic weapons. For our part, while we offer to work for control 
and limitation of atomic weapons, we believe that their elimination 
is impractical because we know, as the Soviet Union pointed out 
most cogently in its paper of 10 May 1955,1 that there is no way to 
verify by any presently known scientific means of inspection that 
they have in fact been eliminated. There is agreement on that.

The Western representatives in the Sub-Committee did urge that 
a convention should include the obligation upon participating States 
not to use nuclear weapons except in accordance with the Charter 
of the United Nations. The Soviet Union opposed this undertaking. 
We would not mislead world opinion by proposing a ban on weapons 
which could not be securely enforced. Nor will we make any com
mitment which will prevent their use in the defence of democratic 
nations against assault by armies with vast reserves of disciplined 
manpower at the command of powers which would themselves be able, 
at any time, to turn to the use of atomic weapons.

Now let me come to the second proposition which concerns the 
ceilings which should be applied to armaments and armed forces. In 
their joint declaration of 4 May 1956, Canada, France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States stated their belief that a disarma
ment programme should begin under international control, with sig
nificant reduction in armed forces to such levels as are feasible in 
present unsettled world conditions. There should be corresponding 
reductions by the various Powers in conventional armaments and

1 Ante, doc. 112.
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military expenditures. Further reductions would be carried out as 
world conditions improved.
• At London, the United States advanced, a figure/for purposes of 
illustration, of 2.5 million for the United States, the .Soviet Union 
and China; 750,000 for France and #ie United KJingdqm; and not 
more than 500,000 for the forces of other countries, to be attained 
in a first stage of disarmament.1 Such figures as these would not 
pnly apply cjirectly to men under arms; they would also be used as 
the ba$is of measurement for reduction in armaments and military 
expenditures.

The United Kingdom and French proposals are in the, form of a 
three stage programme without specific figures,2 but we believe that 
the views of the three countries regarding the levels to be reached 
in a first stage are generally similar. The 27 March 1956 plan of 
the Soviet Union provides ceilings for the United States, the Soviet 
Union and China of 1.5 million; 650,000 for the United Kingdom 
$nd France; and 150,000 to 200,000 for other States, with correspond
ing reductions in conventional armaments and budgets, all to be at
tained by the end of 1958.3 We should note in this connexion the 
Soviet Union’s announcement on 14 May 1956 that it intends to reduce 
its armed forces by 1,200,000.4 It does not say from what figure 
this reduction would be made, nor does it say what the number will 
be after these reductions are made, if they are made.

In comparing these various proposals, the Commission should con
sider these facts: first, that the United States has already drastically 
reduced its armed forces from a level of 12,300,000 in 1946 to about
2,900,000 at present. In 1949 our forces were down to about 1,600,000* 
men and we only increased them in response to the call of the United 
Nations to repel flagrant and brutal communist aggression in Korea. 
The contemplated reductions in Soviet forces would bring them, it 
appears, approximately to the levels which the United States reached 
some time ago. Secondly, Soviet forces in Europe are stationed 
close to their bases of supply and can be reinforced quickly, and even 
after their cuts are completed, if they are, the Soviet Union will have 
the strongest land forces in the world and in addition will be a 
nuclear power of the first rank.

However much, therefore, we may value a cut in Soviet forces* 
assuming that there really is one, as an indication of good intentions,, 
the United States does not consider that unilateral and unverified 
changes in the size of standing armies is responsive to the urgent 
need for reciprocal regulation of armaments under a reasonable sys-

1 Ante, doc. 157.
* Ante, doc. 152.
9 Ante, doc. 156.
4 Ante, doc. 164.
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tern of inspection. Those are two entirely distinct propositions. The 
Soviet Union has also at various times proposed measures which 
would reduce the foreign troops in Germany or would limit their 
weapons capabilities. The United States is particularly concerned 
that the Soviet proposals appear to contemplate continuing the divi
sion of Germany despite the vows for its reunification which were 
made at the Conference of Heads of Government of the four great 
Powers at Geneva in 1955.1 Obviously the restoration of German 
unity in peace and freedom would reduce international tension and 
thus bring closer the achievement of the regulation and reduction 
of all armaments and armed forces.

Now I come to the third proposition, which is the staging of a 
programme for disarmament and its relation to political settlements. 
The true meaning of all these different proposals on levels of forces 
can best be understood in this connexion. In the course of the dis
armament debates over the last five years or so the United States 
and its allies have always discussed disarmament in the context of 
the settlement of political issues. Indeed the General Assembly 
directs us to proceed in this way. Resolution 715 (VIII) adopted 
by the General Assembly on 28 November 1953 contains the following 
paragraph in its preamble:

“Mindful that progress in the settlement of existing international 
disputes and the resulting re-establishment of confidence are vital 
to the attainment of peace and disarmament and that efforts to 
reach agreement on a comprehensive and co-ordinated disarmament 
programme with adequate safeguards should be made concurrently 
with progress in the settlement of international disputes.” 2
Many other statements about the connexion between solving inter

national disputes and the development of disarmament have been 
made in the United Nations, and elsewhere, by statesmen of the west
ern countries. The reductions which the United States suggested at 
the Sub-Committee meetings in London in 1956 could be accomplished 
in the near future without Waiting for settlement of political dis
putes. We do not believe, however, that drastic reductions could 
be undertaken unless and until there has been progress towards the 
settlement of the major political issues which still divide the world. 
Especially is this true when no inspection system, or only an inade
quate one, is used to verify that reductions have in fact been 
accomplished.

Now I come to the final and most vital’proposition; and that is in
spection. That is what we must deal with successfully if we are to 
make progress. We could devise the most perfect answers to the

1 Ante, doc. 123.
* Ante, doc. 91.
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other three questions, the most important agreement about how much 
we could reduce our armed forces, by what stages we would do it, 
how we would move from one stage of reduction to the next; but with
out an adequate inspection system, the whole "thing would be but a 
chimera, a dream. Inspection which is adequate must be able to en
sure that what is promised is actually performed. Inspection which 
is adequate must also provide against surprise attack. Unless we can 
agree on inspection which does these two things, we will defeat the 
whole purpose of arms limitation and control, because that purpose 
is to increase and not to decrease the security of nations. The pur
pose of disarmament is to provide real security and not false security. 
The purpose of disarmament is to build trust, not distrust. Perhaps 
that seems obvious, but there are moments when it is a good thing to 
state the obvious.

There is some hope in the fact that the Soviet Union has adopted 
the view, long urged by other delegations, that there must actually, 
physically, be international inspection on the spot in all the affected 
countries before any reduction of armaments under a disarmament 
programme is begun. But the time allotted by the Soviet Union to 
recruit, organize and train these inspectors and to put them to work 
is very brief. Furthermore, under the Soviet Union plan the inter
national control organization is weak. If the inspectors reported a 
violation of the disarmament agreement, the control organ would 
have to refer the matter—where? To this room here—to a decision 
of the Security Council where, of course, it would be subject to the 
veto. That is not inspection. That is not disarmament. That is 
politics.

Under the United States proposals, aerial inspection as proposed by 
President Eisenhower would be an integral part of a plan for the re
duction of armaments. This kind of inspection is absolutely necessary 
over vast territories like the United States and the Soviet Union, es
pecially as the reductions progress past the initial stage.

The United States would also accept the proposals of Mr. Bulganin 
for ground observers as a necessary part of the plan. Unfortunately, 
the Soviet Union appears still to be intransigent on aerial inspec
tion—I say it “appears” because I still hope that it really is not. It 
will say only that “at a specific stage of the execution of the general 
disarmament programme, when confidence among States has been 
strengthened,” it “will consider the possibility of using aerial photog
raphy as one of the methods of control”. That is a quoted statement 
of the Soviet Union.1 This Soviet attitude not only casts doubt on 
the efficacy of an eventual agreement to reduce arms; it also deprives 
the world of a most important safeguard,against surprise attack.

1 Ante, doc. 156.
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Let us be candid. Nobody claims that aerial inspection could pre
clude every form of surprise attack every where in the world; but it 
could help anywhere in the world, and it could undoubtedly detect 
the ibig preparations—the big preparations—without which a major 
effort cannot" be. made. That much can be said for it, and that is a 
great deal, . If something like that had been in effect in the last fif
teen years, there would probably have been no Japanese attack on 
Pearl Harbor, no communist attack on Korea, and no Hitlerite attack 
on the Soviet Union, or on Belgium, or on France, or on the United 
Kingdom, or on Yugoslavia-—to mention nations whose representa
tives are at this table today. That is not going too far. If it were in 
effect today, it would lower to the vanishing point the chances of an 
outbreak of the kind of war from which the world has most to fear: 
a nuclear war between the Soviet Union and the United States. God 
help us.
u The Soviet Union now seems to have even less faith in international 

inspection than it showed in London in the Sub-Committee. Mr. Bul
ganin’s recent letters to a number of heads of States proposed a series 
of unilateral reductions in armed forces; but in these also Mr. Bul
ganin makes no mention of inspection whatsoever. Does this mean 
that the Soviet Union has abandoned the idea of “adequately safe
guarded” disarmament urged by the General Assembly? Does the 
Soviet Union really expect each country to lower its guard in a still 
dangerous world without positive knowledge that other countries are 
doing likewise, and without regard to the disastrous f ailures, marked 
in history, of efforts at disarmament without inspection ?

The United States has engaged in unilateral disarmament without 
any international inspection. We did it after World War I, and we 
did it after World War II, and we do not intend to do it again. In 
fact, a good case can be made for the fact that if the United States 
had not disarmed unilaterally without international inspection after 
World War I, World War II might not have taken place, with all the 
tragedy that it caused for everybody in the world, including the So
viet Union. s A good case can be made for the fact that if we had not 
disarmed unilaterally and without international inspection at the end 
of World War II, we would not have had the dreadful fighting in 
Korea. It is not unreasonable to set that down.

Here, then, are the propositions which we confront as they have 
been developed within the last year, particularly in the Sub-Commit
tee, and I should like to sum up.

On inspection: the Soviet Union, in its proposal of 27 March 1956, 
offers something and we welcome that fact. But it is still too little. 
Then, in its proposal of 6 June, it does not mention inspection at all. 
On the strength of armed forces, the Soviet Union proposes only the 
thinning out of the mass of men in uniform and the scrapping of
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equipment—which may be obsolescent inany event. It does not tackle 
at . all the questions of regulating and reducing nuclear weapons.

On the matter of the stages of reduction, the Soviet Union would 
oblige countries, not so powerful as it is or so strategically situated, 
to reduce their armed forces drastically within a period of two or 
three years, with inadequate inspection and without conditioning these 
reductions upon the faithful performance by all the participating 
States. Furthermore, the Soviet Union would have countries di
minish their defensive powers, whether or not any settlement of the 
major political issues have taken place. And it presents, its plan as 
one which would ultimately lead to elimination of atomic weapons, 
although the Soviet Union itself has stated more clearly than any 
other power the scientific reasons why, as technology stands today, 
this elimination cannot be verified.

The position of the United States is opposed to that of the Soviet 
Union on these major points. It is summed up in the joint draft 
declaration of Canada, France, the United Kingdom and the United 
States of 4 May 1956. The four countries stand for moves to reverse 
the trend towards accumulation of nuclear weapons. They stand for 
a programme of disarmament to be accomplished in stages, each stage 
to depend on the satisfactory completion of the preceding phase and 
to be linked with orderly progress towards the settlement of political 
differences. They would provide genuine inspection, which would 
justify the confidence of participating nations in the disarmament 
programme, including the modern method of inspection from the air. 
They would provide the most effective safeguard against surprise 
attack which has yet been developed, by taking air power and turning 
it into peace power.

That is our platform for peace through disarmament. But we are 
not inflexible; we are not rigid, and we are not devoted exclusively to 
all-embracing programmes.

The United States representative in the Sub-Committee, Mr. Har
old E. Stassen, has suggested that the Soviet Union and the United 
States should each conduct a trial inspection of a typical area—20,000 
square miles in each country—and that the United States and the 
Soviet Union should exchange missions in order really to identify 
some of the problems of inspection.1 We have received no reply to 
those suggestions.

On 21 July 1955, President Eisenhower proposed that the United 
States and the Soviet Union should agree to establish aerial sentinels 
in an open sky. One purpose was to make a big start towards a real 
inspection system. That was one purpose, and quite sufficient in 
itself. But there was another purpose: to protect those countries’.of

1 Ante, docs. 153 and 154.
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the world which do not live under totalitarian government from sur
prise attack, from aggression which they, owing to the nature of their 
popular institutions, would never commit. Months have now gone 
by, and the Soviet Union has but increased its opposition to President 
Eisenhower’s proposal.

Let me note the arguments which the Soviet Union has given 
against that proposal. On 4 August 1955, Mr. Bulganin told the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR that:

“aerial photography could not produce the desired results, since 
both our countries cover a vast area in which anything could be 
hidden”.1

In other words, we are told that the open-sky plan is ineffective be
cause the inspecting aircraft could not see anything.

Then, on 23 January \February 1~\ 1956, Mr. Bulganin said the 
following in a letter addressed to President Eisenhower:

“Such flights would not free the peoples from the fear of another 
war; on the contrary, they would intensify that fear and foster 
mutual suspicion. Judge for yourself, Mr. President: what would 
the military leaders of your country do upon receiving a report 
that aerial photography reconnaissance revealed that your neigh
bour possessed more airfields? They would most certainly order 
an immediate increase in the number of airfields”.2

In other words, the open-sky plan is too effective because the inspect
ing aircraft could see too much.

The first of the Soviet Union’s arguments is fallacious, as we showed 
conclusively when we held the “Mutual Inspection for Peace” exhibit 
at the Carnegie Endowment Building across the street from the Head
quarters of the United Nations from 3 December 1955 to 30 January
1956, displaying the astonishing capabilities of modern aerial photog
raphy; many of the representatives seated at this table saw that 
exhibit. The Soviet Union would surely discover for itself the falla
ciousness of the argument if it would participate in the trial inspec
tion that the United States has proposed.

The second argument is also fallacious. It is not knowledge that 
fans fear and suspicion: it is ignorance. It is not disclosure that 
creates international tension: it is a passion for concealment and 
secretiveness.

The truth is that both arguments are fallacious; and the arguments, 
incidentally, contradict each other.

Four questions, therefore, arise. I should like to put them to the 
Soviet Union representative today in earnestness and hopefulness, 
animated by a strong desire for peace.

1 Ante, doc. 125.
2 Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 26,1956, p. 517.
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First, what are the Soviet Union’s real reasons for opposing reason
able aerial inspection ?

Second, is not the Soviet Union aware that many peoples the world 
over will think that its opposition to aerial inspection is based on 
the fact that the Soviet Union has something to hide ?

Third, or is it that the Soviet Union, for reasons of its own, is not 
willing to apply itself this great safeguard against war ?

Fourth, why does the Soviet Union disparage the work of the 
United Nations, this work towards disarmament on which all of us 
in this room are engaged ?

These are serious questions; I  do not deny it. An inability to 
answer them would be damaging to any government. I  put the ques
tions in a spirit of helpfulness. I  put them because I wish to see the 
tension between the Soviet Union and the rest of the world reduced- 
To reduce tension, to advance towards peace, I urge the Soviet leaders 
not to expose themselves to suspicion. I  urge them to work with us 
to develop a thorough inspection system in the air, so that air power 
will in truth become peace power.

In closing, I should like to reaffirm the American people’s faith 
in the efforts of the United Nations to find the way to peace through 
disarmament. The Soviet Union Government seems to believe that 
the United Nations has only retarded mankind’s efforts to master the 
tools of destruction. If progress has been slow, the members of this 
Commission—and, may I add, the public throughout the world— 
know where the responsibility lies. But we do not despair. I  say 
this candidly: Despite all setbacks, an objective and fairminded 
estimate will show that the United Nations has worked to narrow the 
gap. We have not solved the problem. There are hospitals in the 
world where researchers have still not found cures for some of the 
most deadly diseases, but they are making progress. We here in the 
United Nations are making progress towards disarmament; we have 
narrowed the gap. This is no time to be cynical or contemptuous 
about the work of the United Nations. I would add this: Our present 
approach to the problem, an approach based upon a search for im
mediate steps that can be taken, offers promise that the gap may be 
still further narrowed. I  believe that every person seated at this 
table knows in his own heart that that is true. He has seen the pro
gress that has been made here since the war. More than once, we 
have seen the Soviet Union come round to a view which it had con
sistently rejected. That is an element of hope. In that way, the 
Soviet Union has shown that, like all nations, it responds to the world
wide expressions of hope and fear which are concentrated upon it..

Precisely because the Soviet Union and the United States control 
most of the destructive power of the world and so much of the poten
tial for good—and let us not forget that fear and greed are not the*
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only inotives that animate human beings; faith in the future, hope 
in the great things that could be done by men working constructively 
together: those are strong motivations, too—we owe it to each other 
and the world to take account of the fears of millions, expressed in 
this great United Nations organization, and to find a way to curb the 
rising menace of armaments.

This Commission can help in that great work by judging the issues 
presented to it and by recommending that the Sub-Committee should 
■continue its deliberations in accordance with the principles of the 
•declaration of 4 May 1956 by Canada, France, the United Kingdom 
rand the United States.

170. Statement by the French Representative (Moch) to 
the Disarmament Commission (Extract}, July 10, 
19561

Just as, in my view, it would be a mistake to deal separately with 
the two types of armaments, so also it would be equally wrong to 
•extend nuclear armament controls beyond what at present is feasible. 
I t is now established that past production cannot be checked with 
•sufficient accuracy. As long ago as 1952, that is during the early 
months of the thermo-nuclear age, I  estimated that such a check 
•could not be more than 80 or even 70 per cent accurate; the rapid 
growth of stocks, already foreseeable even then, must therefore by 
now have converted the margin for error into complete and total 
uncertainty. Two considerations arise in this connexion.

The delegation of the Soviet Union, while recognizing the futility 
of trying to check existing stocks, has nevertheless been insisting, right 
up to its most recent proposal, on the unconditional prohibition of 
nuclear weapons and on the conversion of military stocks for peaceful 
purposes even though such conversion cannot be verified. I t tells us 
that it adheres to its proposals. I  grant that its intention is generous 
and originates in the same spirit as did the unilateral reductions 
proclaimed by its Government on two occasions.2 This kind of 
method, however, regards as solved the very problem which is crying 
for solution; it assumes that confidence exists whereas the problem 
is to create confidence. If each Power could rely on the others 
for the verification of the undertakings they had signed, the under
takings themselves would be superfluous, and the security of all would

1 Disarmament Commission Official Records: 55th Meeting, pp. 5-9.
3 Ante, docs. 126 and 164.
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then depend on the good faith of each. But so long as that good faith 
is not clearly apparent, security can be created only from the cer
tainty, confirmed by control, that the undertakings of each have been 
duly carried out. Mr. Martin, the representative of Canada, has 
already stressed this point sufficiently1 so that I  need not dwell on 
it further, and Mr. Abdoh, the representative of Iran, has done the 
same2 with a mastery of the French language for which I  should 
like to congratulate him most heartily.

The second method is to restrict measures of a contractual nature 
and those which at the present time are genuinely capable of being 
checked. A modest solution, certainly, but a safe solution, and one 
which is bound to create confidence in time. It is a solution that 
would make it possible to put a stop to the nuclear arms race im
mediately by freezing stocks, but not by eliminating or converting 
them, for that will still be impossible to check. Mr. Nutting and I 
hesitated for a long time before we admitted in March 1956,3 as I  
had foreseen six months before, this logical consequence of the fact 
that stocks cannot be effectively checked. We have agreed to resign 
ourselves to it so as to remain in the sphere of reality, on solid ground.

Nevertheless, we wanted to make a concession, which some of my 
friends considered excessive, to the Soviet idea; we agreed to the un
conditional prohibition of nuclear weapons towards the end of the 
disarmament process. We knew, of course, that the prohibition was 
purely moral because it was not subject to check. We accepted it, but 
on condition that it would become effective only when each State 
would, under a system of strict supervision, have given ample proof 
of its good faith, first, by freezing its entire strength in conventional 
armaments and then by allowing the international control system to 
be set up throughout its territory; by executing three-quarters of the 
reductions in the conventional field; by first limiting and then pro
hibiting experimental explosions for military purposes; and by ceas
ing, under the system of supervision, all nuclear production for mili
tary purposes. We felt that in those conditions, when the treaty 
would have been implemented as to four-fifths or more, the moral 
prohibition could be promulgated.

But the military stocks of nuclear materials would remain in the 
hands of their owners. I t will be said that that is a contradiction. 
Not so, for the nations must get used to security. Those stocks, which 
could neither grow nor be used, would still remain as a sort of safe
guard, a safeguard which would, however, soon be seen to be unneces
sary in a world almost completely disarmed where confidence con
tinued to grow. It would also rapidly become clear where the interests

1 Disarmament Commission Official Records: 5Sd Meeting.
2 IMd., 54th Meeting.
* Ante, doc. 152.
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of holders of nuclear stocks lay. Free to choose between, keeping 
them enriched but unusable and making them, to a large extent, 
profitable by converting the explosive into an impure, non-explosive  ̂
mixture capable of producing energy, they would, not hesitate for 
long. The elimination of stocks would follow the prohibition of use, 
and would be required by economic considerations in a world finally 
filled with peace' and confidence. But this distant development is 
^conceivable only if strict supervision has previously led to a rebirth of 
confidence.

I  come finally to one of the most delicate points in my statement— 
the question of our mistakes in the matter of control. I  fully realize 
that some advance has been made on the Soviet side, and that the old 
and altogether inadequate ideas about control have been modified and 
brought nearer to the point of view we have always maintained. But 
I  have two complaints to make about the present Soviet attitude.

The first is its slowness in changing. The USSR seems to be resign
ing itself reluctantly to control whereas it should accept it eagerly 
since control will convince it beyond a doubt that we are not planning 
any act of aggression against the USSE, and give it access to all our 
installations, even the most secret ones. I  shall not go back over the 
various attitudes which the Soviet Union has taken up on the matter 
of control since 1946; all I  want to say is that even the interpretation 
given to control today by the USSE seems to us inadequate. The 
USSE is now prepared to agree to the creation of fixed control posts 
at the main centres of communication, the examination of military 
blueprints and budgetary documents and inspection of military estab
lishments, on condition that the necessary organs are set up before 
the control measures are applied. This, I  repeat, represents an ad
vance on previous proposals, but it is still not enough.

The f act is—and this brings me to my second point—that in the first 
place no provision is made either regarding industrial concerns which 
•'could be working for defence when not supposed to be doing so, or 
regarding stocks hidden away in places far removed from military 
^establishments. In the second place only the Western Powers have 
attempted, in their various documents, to specify the structure, func
tions and powers of the international control organ both for the pur
poses of regular inspection and in the event of disclosure of a violation 
of the treaty. Nothing comparable has been put forward by the 
'delegation of the USSE. It has refused to discuss our proposals al
though they have been worked out in great detail, but has clung to a 
few bold formulas which seem to me inadequate because every positive 
•Statement they make is followed by a reservation.

Let me quote just one of the many examples: “The Control Org^n 
shall have permanently in all States parties to the agreement its own 
staff of inspectors, recruited on an international basis, having”—and
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exercise, unimpeded access at all times too”—and this, too, I  would 
stress—“all objects of control”:1 At first sight the formula seems 
satisfactory. But we soon see that the list of installations which will 
be subject to control is not complete; it includes only military estab
lishments and factories manufacturing war materials but not plants 
which might be secretly manufacturing or stocking such materials. 
We see, too, that the “bounds of the control functions” of the inspec
tors are nowhere defined, any more than their powers, and so we are 
regretfully compelled to be a little sceptical about what the Soviet 
Union’s concessions are really worth.

I  shall not linger over these differences of presentation, as I would 
rather dwell on the fundamental divergence between our views on the 
matter of control. I cannot help feeling that for our Soviet colleagues 
control is a purely secondary affair. They accept the idea within nar
row limits only. They accept it mainly in order to accommodate our 
views; they do not themselves attach any vital importance to it and 
are even apprehensive about some of its aspects. I shall not seek the 
reasons for this antipathy. It may be due to what I would consider 
an exaggerated sense of national independence, to a spy phobia, a fear 
of too many contacts or the desire to avoid what is thought to be over- 
inquisitiveness. It matters little to us at the present time. The main 
thing is this tendency to minimize the importance of control. To us, 
on the other hand, control is a vital matter. Control is the key to the 
simultaneous restoration of security with disarmament and interna
tional confidence. Without control there can be no certainty of peace 
and consequently no real easing of tension. With control functioning 
properly, everything becomes possible almost overnight. We person
ally have no preconceived ideas as to good faith or bad faith. We 
need to be convinced of the one as of the other, and to have irrefutable 
proof. Control alone makes that possible. That, basically, is the 
philosophical aspect of the main divergence between our views.

Our difference of view over the matter of aerial inspection is per
haps the most dramatic clash of opinion. I was present at the Con
ference of Heads of Government of the four great Powers in Geneva 
in July 1955 when President Eisenhower first put forward this idea,2 
and I was deeply moved by the President’s impassioned utterance, 
his burning zeal for peace and by the nobility of his sentiments; but 
I was at once assailed by doubts as to the chances of success of such 
an enterprise and I  did not conceal them from our American friends. 
Events have confirmed my fears. The Soviet reception of the “open- 
sky” principle was no doubt polite, but it was cool, and the initial 
reserve has gradually changed more and more to open hostility. I

1 Ante, doc. 156.
2 Ante, doc. 120.
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am afraid that by now the debate has moved from the technical to 
the emotional level. Aerial inspection is believed by one side to have 
every conceivable virtue and to be the ideal method of investigation; 
it is thought that it should be introduced right away and on a world
wide basis; it is regarded almost as an essential feature of any dis
armament treaty. By the other side it is believed to have every 
possible drawback: to provide an excellent means of espionage, to be 
a source of anxiety and insecurity and almost of itself to engender 
conflict.

The adoption of such an attitude destroys all hope of compromise 
and will probably prevent any progress towards disarmament for a 
long time to come. May I  give an example? Mr. Martin and Mr. 
Brilej have brilliantly championed, at the 53rd meeting, the theory 
of the partial plan. The representative of Canada sees aerial inspec
tion as one of the important features of such a plan, but this alone, 
it seems to me, is likely to deter the Soviet Union from accepting his 
scheme. Our Yugoslav colleague would shelve the difficulty: he pro
poses only such control as is strictly necessary for supervising the 
measures which are immediately acceptable, but he fails to define 
such control in detail. If  we were to adopt his method, we should 
find conflict arising again the moment we tried to get down to the 
details of this control. Some would maintain that it should be based 
on aerial inspection; others would rule this out.

Personally I  should like to try to get rid of the emotional element* 
I believe that aerial inspection is neither wholly good nor wholly bad- 
In some instances it would be a useful means of investigation, but in 
others it would have little value.

In the first place, as was demonstrated to the uninitiated by the 
exhibition organized in December 1955, as mentioned by Mr. Lodge,1 
and also by the reconstruction of my country almost entirely on the 
basis of surveys made by means of aerial photography, there is no 
doubt that if aerial inspection is regular and sufficiently frequent, it 
is possible to detect any sizable concentration of conventional equip
ment, either military, naval or air. I t would thus be an excellent 
adjunct to the system of fixed control posts proposed by Mr. Bulganin 
and hag the advantages over the latter of mobility and greater effec
tiveness. More exactly, it would be equivalent to our having fixed con
trol posts in such numbers as could never be established for lack of 
experts, linguists and funds.

There is also no doubt that since any atomic factory, whether used 
for military or peaceful purposes, discharges radioactive substances, 
however small in quantity, into the atmosphere, these can affect and

1 Ante, doc. 169.
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cloud suitably emulsified photographic plates. Aerial inspection 
would thus .make it possible to identify nuclear establishments and 
to distinguish them from others similar in appearance but Hot han
dling radioactive materials. Aerial inspection would not, however, 
enable us to detect stocks of nuclear material kept elsewhere than at 
the producing factories and enclosed in airtight containers, nor the 
launching platforms for short-, medium-, and long-range, rockets if 
they were suitably camouflaged underground or in buildings with 
movable roofs.

Let us leave, aside for the moment the question of drawing up a list 
•of atomic factories for peaceful and for military purposes, which 
it would in some instances be difficult to distinguish one from the other 
by photography. Such a list would undoubtedly be useful but it 
is not so important as to warrant our risking the failure of the whole 
disarmament plan. That was apparently not its main object, to 
j udge by the statements on the subj ect made here.

There remains, then, the question of detecting, concentrations of 
conventional armaments. This calls for several remarks: first while 
no one today maintains the theory, prevalent in the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries, that the infantry decides the battle, many people 
still cling to the idea that war is inconceivable without an accumula
tion of conventional weapons. It is indicative that the representatives 
of the United States and of the Soviet Union are agreed on this theory, 
which is still held by the majority of general staffs. Personally I  
think that its validity is declining daily. To cling to conventional 
weapons means inevitably to revert to the pre-nuclear period. The 
more efficient the new weapons and the means of carrying them— 
inter-continental guided rockets—become, the more surely will war 
take the form of virtually total destruction of life over immense areas 
without any need for subsequent occupation by large numbers of con
ventional forces.

If  this brief analysis is correct, there are two conclusions to be 
drawn. One is that the value of aerial inspection declines rapidly 
as war becomes more and more a matter of wholesale annihilation. 
The other is that, so long as this method remains effective, it must 
be used primarily in those “sensitive” sectors where concentrations 
of conventional forces would normally be expected; this would mean 
regular flights over Western Europe and along the frontiers between 
the two camps in Scandinavia, Thrace and the Middle East. I f  we 
add, in the interests of reciprocity rather than of usefulness, an area 
in the United States equal in size to the small part of the Soviet 
Union included in the sensitive sectors, there is room for a deal be
tween those in favour of “everything” and those who favour “no
thing”, with the possibility of an extension, as time goes on, of the 
area to be photographed.
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171. Yugoslav Draft Resolution Introduced in the Dis
armament Commission: Partial Disarmament Meas
ures, July 10,19561

The Disarmament Commission,
Hawing studied the third report of the Sub-Committee of the Dis

armament Commission (DC/83),2 
Noting that, while no agreement has so far been reached on a com

prehensive disarmament plan, a substantial measure of progress has 
been achieved with regard to certain aspects of the disarmament 
problem,

Noting further that there has been a considerable improvement in 
the international situation,

Considering that in these circumstances a limited initial agreement 
has become possible in the field of disarmament and could be put into 
effect without being made conditional upon subsequent agreements in 
this field,

Considering also that such an agreement, even if on a limited basis, 
would contribute to a continued improvement of the international sit
uation and facilitate further progress towards general disarmament, 

Bearing in mind the goals set out in General Assembly resolutions 
808 (IX) and 914 (X) of 4 November 1954 and 16 December 1955  ̂

Urges the members of the Sub-Committee:
1. To continue their endeavours to reach agreement on general 

disarmament;
2. To seek an early agreement on and implementation of such, 

initial disarmament measures as are now feasible and such forms and 
degrees of control as are required for these measures, more particu
larly with regard to :

(a) A reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces, 
(&) The cessation of experimental explosions of nuclear weapons, 

as well as other practicable measures in the field of nuclear armaments,
(c) A reduction of military expenditure.

1U.N. doc. DO/92, July 10,1956, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: 
Supplement for January to December 1956, pp. 50-51.

2 Ibid., pp. 1-2.
* Ante, docs. 105 and 149.
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172. Indian Proposal Introduced in the Disarmament 
Commission: Cessation of Nuclear Weapons Tests,, 
July 12, 1956 1

1. Cessation of all explosions of nuclear and other weapons of mass, 
destruction.

This proposal is advanced for the following reasons:
(a) I t is universally admitted that the effects of experimental ex

plosions are incalculable in their consequences. Many authorities are 
apprehensive that the continuance of these explosions would consti
tute a grave danger to the health and well-being of both the present 
and future generations. The consequences of the release of stron
tium 90 into the upper atmosphere are particularly menacing. They 
are long-lasting, uncontrollable and tend to spread even to areas 
remote from the scene of explosion. While there may be certain au
thorities who may not feel fully convinced that experimental ex
plosions on the present scale will cause serious danger to humanity, 
it is evident that no risks should be taken when the health, well-being 
and even survival of the human race are at stake. The responsible 
opinion of those who believe that nuclear tests do constitute a serious 
danger to human welfare and survival must, therefore, be decisive 
in such a context.

(5) The cessation of explosions would serve as an important initial 
step in nuclear disarmament which might make subsequent steps, 
less difficult.

(c) The cessation of explosions would have a profound political 
effect and a deep impact on world opinion in general, and particularly 
in Asia and the Pacific area where opinion is strongly in favour of 
a cessation of these tests and apprehensive of the consequences of 
continued explosions.

(d) In a measure, international tensions will thereby be relaxed 
and suspicions diminished.

(e) Other countries would thus be prevented from acquiring the 
facilities for establishing, through tests, the production of nuclear 
weapons. The diffusion of the capabilities for testing such weapons 
can only increase world-wide insecurity.

(/) Both international law and international morality are violated 
by the pollution of oceans and of the atmosphere consequent on such 
explosions.

1U.N. doc. DC/98, July 31,1956, in Disarmament Commission Official Recordsr 
Supplement for January to December 1956, pp. 52-54. Following an inquiry 
from the Indian representative to-the United Nations, the Commission (July 3) 
invited India to present its view s; see note verbal? of July 13 from the Indian 
representative to the chairman of the Commission (U.N. doc. D C /95;ibid., p 51).
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(g) Contrary to all past practice, these war preparations affect 
neutrals and consequently offend against the accepted canons of inter
national law.

(h) Since the existing stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction 
are sufficient to destroy the world there would seem to be no utility 
even from, the military point of view, in further experimental 
explosions.

(i) The prohibition of further explosions would be to a large 
extent self-enforcing. The question of controls and of national sov
ereignty would not be involved at this stage, and the available evi
dence indicates that with proper utilization of monitoring devices no 
^evasion of significance would be possible.

The Government of India further proposes that the following 
initial steps in nuclear disarmament be taken:

2. Prohibition of the further use of fissionable material for mili
tary purposes.

3. Prohibition of the transfer of fissionable material from civilian 
to military stocks.

4. An agreement by those powers most advanced in the production 
of weapons of mass destruction to dismantle in public, as a token 
of their will towards disarmament, a limited number of atomic or 
hydrogen bombs and to make available for peaceful purposes the 
fissionable material contained in these weapons.

These proposals, if adopted, would lead to the reversing of the 
nuclear armaments race and make a profound impact upon world 
public opinion. These measures are immediately possible.

In addition to the cessation of explosions and the initial measures 
for nuclear disarmament proposed above, the Government of India 
further proposes that the following steps should be taken to halt 
competitive armament:

5. The military budgets of all countries should be reduced even if 
the reductions are initially small.

6. There should be voluntary submission to the United Nations of 
details of armament expenditure so that such information could be 
internationally held.

7. There should be no export or conveying of nuclear weapons to 
other countries by those countries at present manufacturing such 
weapons.

8. With reference to the Disarmament Commission itself the Gov
ernment of India proposes that the Commission and its Sub-Com- 
mittee be reconstituted and enlarged to make them more representa
tive of the world both geographically and politically, thus providing 
more facilities for adjustment of major differences. The Govern
ment of India also holds the view that the work of the Commission
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would be facilitated if  the two principal nuclear powers were to 
enter into direct talks without prejudice to the functions of the Com
mission or its Sub-Committee.

173. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Gromyko) 
to the Disarmament Commission, July 12, 19561

The Disarmament Commission of the United Nations will soon be 
completing the work entrusted to it by the General Assembly. I t will 
have to give the United Nations, and also the peoples of all countries, 
an account of its achievements. The United Nations Disarmament 
Commission and its Sub-Committee have met on many occasions here 
in New York, in London and again here. We have examined many 
different plans, discussed not a few proposals and counter-proposals, 
and listened to many speeches and observations. But the peoples who 
follow our work with keen attention and interest expect from us, not 
generalities and nebulous promises, but specific acts which would dem
onstrate that the Disarmament Commission’s efforts have not been 
in vain.

Until agreement has been reached on the reduction of armaments 
and the prohibition of atomic weapons, the danger of war will persist, 
and with it the fear that the real threat of war inspires. The nations 
have a very clear idea of the human suffering and colossal material 
destruction which a new war would inflict on all mankind. Modern 
technology, with its vast potentiality of destruction, virtually erases 
the distinction between the front and the rear; military conflict will 
inevitably claim as its victims millions of civilians—children, women 
and old men—in town and country alike. The partisans of the arma
ments race forget that war under modern conditions will be universal 
in scope and will have particularly grave consequences for highly 
industrialized and densely populated countries.

Realizing this danger, the peoples of the whole world have placed 
their hopes in the work of the United Nations Disarmament Commis
sion and its Sub-Committee. With the bitter lessons of the recent past 
in their minds, they rightly believe that a settlement of the disarma
ment question would contribute in no small measure to a solution of 
the problem of the future course of international relations—the prob
lem of whether history is to unfold in the direction of peace or in 
that of war. There is no more important problem at the present time 
than the problem of disarmament.

disarm am ent Commission Official Records: 57th Meeting, July 12, 1956, pp. 
1-16.

514543— 60—vol. 1------ 45
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In our day, disarmament has ceased to be the business of diplomats 
and Governments alone. It is no longer possible to disregard the 
demands of the peoples, who have acquired sufficient political maturity 
and understand the diplomatic tricks of those ruling cliques more 
concerned with the interests of imperialist monopolies than with the 
future of mankind. The broad masses of the peoples demand an end 
to the dangerous policy of the armaments race, the prohibition of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons and the reduction of armaments and 
armed forces.

The history of post-war disarmament negotiations already covers 
more than ten years and could serve as the subject of a weighty mono
graph. If such a work is ever written, its patient readers, after 
plodding through thousands of pages of speeches and documents, will 
in their perplexity undoubtedly ask these reproachful questions: how 
did it happen that, after discussing a problem of vital importance 
to all mankind for a total of ten years, those taking part in these 
negotiations were, not nearer to, but possibly even farther away from, 
its practical solution than at the outset of their work and what ac
counted for this? Neither we nor you can evade these questions, to 
which we must give direct and honest answers. I t goes without saying 
that neither time, effort nor patience should be spared in dealing with 
such an important matter, provided there is some assurance that 
progress is being made and some sort of positive results are being 
achieved. No such claim can, however, be made for the work of the 
United Nations Disarmament Commission.

Indeed, we all recall -that, as early as its first session on 24 January 
1946, the General Assembly adopted a resolution concerning the 
establishment of a Commission instructed to prepare proposals “for 
the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons and of 
all other major weapons adaptable to mass destruction”.1 In De
cember of the same year the Assembly adopted resolution 41 (I) 
concerning the necessity for the general regulation and reduction of 
armaments and armed forces and the urgent prohibition of the atom 
bomb.2 That was in 1946. And now—in 1956—Mr. Lodge, the rep
resentative of the United States of America, tells us this: “For our 
part, while we offer to work for control and limitation of atomic 
weapons, we believe that their elimination is impractical . . .  Nor 
will we make any commitment which will prevent their use . . .”.3 
Mr. Francis O. Wilcox, the Assistant Secretary of State of the 
United States, used no less categorical terms in his recent state
ment that even the very word “disarmament” should be avoided,

1 Ante, doc. 3.
2 Ante, doc. 9(A ).
8 Ante, doc. 169.
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since the United States was striving only for the “limitation, 
regulation and control of arms”.1 It is evident that the United 
States Government, which in 1946 voted for both the General 
Assembly resolutions,2 has radically altered its viewpoint. Our 
failure to reach agreement so fax is mainly ascribable to this very fact.

Everybody knows that, in contrast to the Western Powers, the 
Soviet Union has not changed 'by one iota the principle on which its 
approach to the disarmament problem is based: it has stood and still 
stands for the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons and 
the drastic reduction of armed forces and armaments. Further, in 
its endeavour to bring about agreement on this matter as soon as 
possible, the Soviet Union has repeatedly gone half-way to meet the 
Western Powers by accepting their proposals. Then what has hap
pened? No sooner have we given our consent than, every time, our 
partners have exclaimed in unison: No, we abandon that position I

It is common knowledge, for example, that for several years the 
Western Powers have persistently rejected, and still reject, all Soviet 
proposals for the prohibition of nuclear weapons. Their representa
tives have stubbornly maintained that armed forces and conven
tional armaments are the main threat to peace, while, according to 
them, the atom bomb practically represents a beneficent safeguard 
of peace. Faced with persistent opposition from the Western Powers, 
and seeking a way out of the impasse, the USSR accepted their pro
gramme giving first priority to the reduction of armed forces and 
conventional weapons. The Soviet Union took the line that it would, 
of course, be better to settle the matter of prohibiting atomic weapons 
without delay but, as the others do not agree to this, let us at any 
rate come to terms on the reduction of conventional armaments.

1In his address of June 29, 1956, Assistant Secretary of State Wilcox said:
“In speaking to you tonight about disarmament, I should purposely avoid 

use of that term for the most part. Rather, I should speak of the limitation, 
regulation, and control of arms. My reason is that ‘disarmament’ is a word 
which can have misleading and inaccurate connotations. To some people it may 
present an image of a world without arms and therefore at peace. This, of 
course, is an oversimplification of the problem at least in two respects.

“In the first place, the word ‘disarmament’ as used in our negotiations does 
not mean and has never meant, even to its most enthusiastic proponents, the 
abandonment of armed forces. The maintenance of substantial armed strength 
is essential for internal security, for the fulfillment of international commit
ments, and for carrying out responsibilities in connection with the maintenance 
of international peace and security under the U.N. Charter.

“In the second place, the relationship of disarmament to peace is a complex 
one. Indeed the possession of arms, under conditions of limitation and control,, 
is probably the surest guaranty of peace. Weakness invites aggression. It is; 
not the absence of arms but an effective system of limitation and control that 
we seek.” (Department of State Bulletin, July 16, 1956, p. 97.)

2 Ante, docs. 3 and 9(A ).
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Then what happened? No sooner had the Soviet Union accepted 
this plan, urged with such insistence by the Western Powers, than 
those Powers immediately beat a retreat. Making a right-about turn, 
and showing a strange forgetfulness, the representatives of these 
Powers are now almost acting the part of accusers, levelling at the 
Soviet Union the reproach that it, and not the Western Powers, is 
refusing to prohibit nuclear weapons.

Mr. Nutting, the representative of the United Kingdom, now seeks 
to convince us that “this new Soviet proposal jettisoned nuclear dis
armament altogether and concentrated solely upon reductions in con
ventional armaments and armed forces”.1 This statement by Mr. 
Nutting distorts the position of the Soviet Government. I  declare 
once again from this table that the Soviet Union is prepared here 
and now to join in the immediate prohibition of nuclear weapons. 
I have no assurance that Mr. Nutting and Mr. Lodge will not make 
another about-face and accuse us again of attempting to gain an 
advantage in conventional armaments. I  am confident that just as 
clear and unequivocal statements as my own will be made on this 
matter by Mr. Nutting and Mr. Lodge.

With regard to conventional armaments and armed forces, it is a 
known fact that the Soviet Union accepted the Western Powers’ 
proposal as to the levels to which they should be reduced, namely 
to between 1 million and 1.5 million men for the United States, the 
People’s Republic of China and the USSR, and 650,000 men for 
the United Kingdom and France.2 But it was enough that we 
accepted this proposal for the Western Powers immediately to aban
don their own proposal. Now they have put forward new figures 
increasing the ceiling for the USSR, the United States and China 
from 1.5 million to 2.5 million men and for the United Kingdom and 
France to 750,000 men.3

I am authorized to state that the Soviet Union is prepared to accept 
these new levels as a first step and to conclude an agreement to* that 
effect, although we would have preferred to make a far greater reduc
tion in armed forces. But what guarantee is there that the Western 
Powers will not again abandon their scheme and propose new, even 
higher levels ?

Concerning the levels of the armed forces of States other than the 
great Powers, a truly remarkable transformation has taken place. 
Formerly, certain representatives of the Western Powers expressed 
themselves in favour of limiting the strength of the armed forces of 
other States to a maximum of 150,000 to 200,000 men. We accepted 
these figures. Then what happened? Now our fellow participants

1 Disarmament Commission Official Records: 51st Meeting, p. 4.
2 Ante, docs. 109 and 112.
3 Ante, doc. 157.
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say: “No, let us double or even triple this maximum. Let these States 
have up to 500,000 other ranks and officers.” Bearing in mind that 
the Bonn agreements provide for the establishment of a 500,000-man 
Wehrmacht for West Germany, it is not hard to guess where this new 
figure came from. Where are the sponsors of the new Western pro
posals trying to lead us? Is it not clear that, behind the fagade of 
concern to reduce armaments, they are proposing that we should take 
decisions which will increase armed forces and intensify the armaments 
race?

I  have one more question. In their statements to the Commission, 
the representatives of the United Kingdom and of the United States 
again seek to reduce the whole problem of disarmament to the problem 
of control, representing the Soviet Union as desiring “disarmament 
without control”. I  must therefore state yet again that the Soviet 

vUnion firmly adheres to the view that it is necessary to establish an 
effective system of international control over the implementation of 
an agreement on disarmament and the prohibition of nuclear 
weapons. You remember full well that the Soviet Union proposed 
a carefully worked-out system for such control which provided re
liable safeguards against a surprise attack by an aggressor. The 
Soviet Government proposed the institution of international control 
at all large aerodromes, and at railway junctions, ports and major 
junctions on main motor highways as a means of forestalling a sur
prise attack by an aggressor.1

But what do the Western Powers propose? They reduce the whole 
matter to the carrying out of aerial photographic surveys and the 
establishment of trial areas “in order to identify some of the problems 
of inspection”. The purpose of this proposal has been sufficiently re
vealed. First of all, the proposal for aerial photographic surveys has 
nothing whatever to do with the reduction of armaments, and its 
implementation will not reduce the armed forces of States by a single 
man or their armaments by a single rifle. We have repeatedly stated, 
and continue to state, that aerial photographic surveys, flights carried 
out over territories are conducive only to the inflaming of warlike 
passions and war psychosis and to further intensification of the arma
ments race. Is it not clear that information obtained by aerial pho
tographic surveys at a time when the armaments race is continuing 
may be used to select the most favourable moment and area for a 
surprise attack? It is no secret that certain reconnaissance services 
are extremely interested in aerial photographic surveys. Moreover, 
the true purpose of this proposal is to use the question of aerial 
photographic surveys to distract the attention of nations from the real 
tasks of reducing armaments and prohibiting atomic and hydrogen 
weapons.

1 Ante, doc. 112.
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Furthermore, the proposals of the United States completely ignore 
the question of carrying out aerial photographic surveys on territories 
outside the United States of America. I t is, however, well-known 
that a large number of United States military bases are situated out
side the confines of the United States itself.1 This once again dem
onstrates the worthlessness of the aerial photographic survey plan, 
which removes the question of reducing armaments to a completely 
different plane. The attempt by Mr. Lodge, the representative of 
the United States, to find some sort of alleged contradiction in the 
Soviet Union’s position on the question of aerial photographic sur
veys cannot but be a source of surprise.

In this connexion, the statement of Mr. Moch, who frankly expressed 
doubt as to the value of the aerial photographic survey method, is 
worthy of notice. Mr. Moch did not, of course, say everything that 
should be said about aerial photographic surveys, but what he did/ 
[s]ay in his statement of 10 July is highly indicative.2

Is it not clear from the foregoing that our fellow-participants are 
making more effort to use the vitally important problem of disarma
ment for propaganda purposes than to find a practical solution for 
it? Is it not clear also that such an approach not only does not 
make for the success of our work, but is resulting in a deadlock ?

Meanwhile, the need to put an end to the armaments race, which 
is abhorrent to the peoples, is now more acute than ever before. The 
recent slackening of tension in international relations is an evident 
fact. The “cold war” is yielding more and more ground to the de
velopment of inter-State relations based on the principles of peaceful 
co-existence, co-operation and friendly contacts. The stormclouds 
of war, which until quite recently were casting their shadow over the 
international scene and threatening international peace and security, 
have been dispersed. Definite progress has been made in the settle
ment of a number of important political problems which had been 
disturbing relations between States. Thanks to all these develop
ments, the possibility now exists of embarking on a practical solution

1In his statement of Nov. 11, 1955 (ante, doc. 144), Secretary of State Dulles 
stated: “The Governments of France and the United Kingdom hav§ already 
associated themselves with the Eisenhower proposal [ante, doc. 120]. Further
more, if  the Eisenhower proposal is accepted by the Soviet Union the United 
States would 'be prepared to proceed promptly, so far as it is concerned, to ne
gotiate both with other sovereign States involved and with the Soviet Union, 
for the appropriate extension on a reciprocal, equitable 'basis of the Eisenhower 
proposals and the Bulganin control posts [ante, doc. 112] to overseas bases, 
and to the forces of other countries.”

2 Ante, doc. 170.
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of the problem of disarmament, and of relieving the peoples of the 
world of the burdens imposed on them by the armaments race.

In view of this situation, and knowing that the position taken by the 
Western Powers was hampering the conclusion of an agreement on 
disarmament, the Soviet Union and other democratic States decided 
to take unilateral action to pave the way to the practical settlement 
of the disarmament problem as a whole. As you know, these State^ 
have made substantial reductions in their armed forces, armaments 
and military expenditure, thus setting an example for the Western 
Powers.

As you will undoubtedly remember, the USSR has decided to make 
a further reduction of 1.2 million in its armed forces by 1 May 1957, 
over and above the reduction of 640,000 men that was carried out in 
1955.1 Accordingly, the Soviet Union is disbanding sixty-three 
divisions and independent brigades, closing some of its military 
schools and decommissioning 375 warships. Corresponding reductions 
are being made in armaments and military equipment of the Soviet 
armed forces and also in Soviet expenditure for military purposes 
under the State budget.

It should be noted however, that even this important step taken by 
the Soviet Union and other democratic States, a step which has been 
warmly acclaimed by all peoples, has produced a reaction among 
certain official circles in Washington which is, to say the least, peculiar. 
While some representatives of these circles try to convince public 
opinion that the Soviet Union’s reduction of its armed forces is 
increasing its military strength even further, others openly complain: 
What’s all this? What right had the Soviet Union to disarm 
unilaterally? Apparently some politicians, in their efforts to prove 
at any cost that black is white and white is black, have become so 
confused that they themselves do not realize the unfavourable light 
in which they have placed themselves by protesting that the Soviet 
Union is not arming but disarming.

Let me point out the fallaciousness of two arguments usually em
ployed by the representatives of certain Western countries in their 
efforts to justify the Western Powers’ refusal to reduce their armed 
forces and their rejection of previous levels proposed by the Western 
Powers.

The first argument is that in deciding to carry out a further large 
reduction in its armed forces, the Soviet Union has embarked on a 
path which the Western Powers travelled long ago. But this argu
ment is unfounded, because the reduction carried out by the Soviet 
Union in its armed forces after the end of the Second World War

1 See ante, doc. 164.
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greatly exceeded;—I repeat, greatly exceeded—the reductions made by 
the Western Powers in their armed forces. Why then, it may be 
asked, is this argument used ? Obviously, because there are no other 
more convincing arguments available. Evidently, those who use 
this argument reason that although what they are trying to prove 
does not correspond to the facts, there may nevertheless be some people 
who, being unfamiliar with the facts, will believe such assertions.

The second argument is that if the Western Powers, following the 
example set by the Soviet Union, reduced their armed forces, they 
might be endangering their security. Elaborating this idea—as has 
been done in this Commission, for example, by Mr. Martin, the rep
resentative of Canada—they argue that if the Western Powers 
were to take measures of this kind at the present time they 
would be undermining the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO), weakening its military strength. The representative of 
Canada went so far as to put the point as follows: how can the 
Western Powers, the members of NATO, reduce their armed forces 
when so much effort and money has been spent on the creation of these 
armed forces, particularly those in Europe.1 But if we are to reason 
in this way then we might just as well acknowledge quite frankly 
that the disarmament negotiations are being conducted merely as a 
blind. Surely the object of disarmament negotiations cannot be to 
strengthen military groupings which were created during the arma
ments race, at the height of the “cold war”? We cannot accept this 
idea; it is inconsistent with the task of ending the armaments race.

I shall not linger on the argument that the maintenance of inflated 
armed forces by the members of the Atlantic “bloc” is necessary for 
the security of the States concerned. No one, I  think, can take such 
arguments seriously, for they are inconsistent with the facts. The 
contrary is true: the cause of European security and international 
peace calls for practical measures of disarmament, not only by the 
Soviet Union but by the Western Powers too.

Of course, the unilateral reduction of armed forces and armaments 
in no way eliminate [s] the need for international agreement on dis
armament, including the prohibition of nuclear weapons, given some 
signs at least that such an agreement can be reached and that it will in

1Mr. Martin had said: “The NATO forces now in Western Europe were 
organized belatedly to meet what appeared to many sober-minded people to be 
a threat of imminent aggression. I need not remind this Commission of the 
difficulties which have attended the raising and equipping of this relatively 
modest defence force by countries striving at the same time to restore their 
war-shattered economy. I know what this has meant in my own country. Even 
after the reductions have been carried out, the Soviet Union will retain forces 
available for operations in Europe many times greater than the NATO forces 
stationed there now.” (Disarmament Commission Official Records: 58rd Meet
ing, July 5,1956, p. 14.)
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fact bring about a reduction in armaments. The Soviet Union will 
continue its efforts to achieve general agreement on disarmament.

In the view of the Soviet Union, the present international situation 
offers States the opportunity, pending the conclusion of an inter
national agreement on the problem of disarmament, to take practical 
steps to reduce their armaments and armed forces. Such action would 
undoubtedly help to bring about a further relaxation of international 
tension and to increase confidence between States; and that would 
certainly create more favourable conditions for the settlement of 
important international political problems and the implementation 
of a comprehensive disarmament programme. The Soviet Union 
will sincerely welcome any action taken to this end by other States, 
in particular by the great Powers, which maintain the largest armed 
forces and possess the largest human and physical resources. The 
peoples of the world judge the sincerity of those who profess their 
devotion to the cause of disarmament not by their words but by their 
readiness to take practical steps in the matter.

In only one respect have our meetings of the past ten years not 
been in vain. Some Western diplomats have acquired considerable 
experience in giving the impression, with the help of verbal argu
ments, that they support disarmament, although in fact they do 
everything in their power to hamper agreement on disarmament and, 
particularly, to obstruct any practical measures designed to reduce 
armed forces and armaments. Apparently this strategy succeeds 
in pulling the wool over some people’s eyes. Let us consider one of 
the most recent examples of these verbal stratagems used by the repre
sentatives of certain Western Powers whenever the subject of dis
armament is under consideration.

It is well known that the patient and consistent efforts of the Soviet 
Union to bring about agreement on the disarmament problem have 
deprived the West of most of its arguments against the Soviet pro
posals. But now an artificial argument has been put forward; now 
we are told that before the problem of armaments reduction can be 
solved we must first solve the international issues which remain in 
dispute.

I t is now stated in the Western Powers’ proposals that disarma
ment must proceed by stages, depending on the settlement of po
litical differences on the outstanding international problems. Are 
these differences then, also to be settled by stages? How much time 
is to be allotted for the settlement of this or that problem ? How is 
it proposed to establish the order in which problems are to be settled? 
To draw up a time-table for the settlement of all international prob
lems, to provide in advance for all the stages of political settlement, 
is an impossibility. To base the stages of disarmament on the “stages”
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of a political settlement would be to doom the disarmament problem 
in advance to a single stage—the stage of insolubility.

That of course in no way means that in dealing with disarmament 
problems, we wish to neglect the settlement of the critical problems 
of international relations. Not at a ll! We still believe, as we always 
have, that we must apply ourselves both to disarmament and to the 
settlement of the outstanding international problems. I wish merely 
to emphasize that they are completely different matters, and that to 
confuse them would only be to lump everything together and thus 
unnecessarily complicate the task both of disarmament and of settling 
outstanding political questions.

The Soviet Union has always been in favour of the settlement of 
the critical political problems, it has always worked towards the crea
tion of the necessary confidence between States. We consider that 
Governments, particularly the Governments of the great Powers, 
should consistently work for the settlement of outstanding inter
national questions, with a view to achieving confidence, understanding 
and co-operation between the States and peoples of the world. This 
goal should be achieved through negotiations, including meetings be
tween Heads of Governments or Ministers and the discussion of prob
lems within the United Nations.

The USSE stands for the establishment of normal relations between 
all States. The Soviet Government has given an example of the reso
luteness and consistency with which this goal should be pursued. 
The solution of the Austrian question ; the establishment of normal 
relations between the USSE and Yugoslavia and many other similar 
examples are fresh in everyone’s mind. The Soviet Union stands for 
the improvement of the international situation as a whole. We stand 
for the liquidation of all military blocs, for the destruction of military 
bases on foreign territories. The peoples of the world would heave 
a sigh of relief if these steps were carried out. We always have been 
and we still are in favour of the withdrawal of all forces from Ger
many, and of the establishment of a general European collective se
curity system. This idea is one born of the suffering of the European 
peoples, and there now exist real possibilities of bringing it to life. 
We are striving to bring about the elimination of all discrimination 
in international trade. We favour a broad expansion of economic 
and social relations between all States.

Who then is responsible for the fact that these and many other 
highly important problems of present-day international relations still 
remain unsettled ? The responsibility lies with those very circles who 
are against disarmament. We must look the facts in the face: these 
people do not want the critical political problems to be settled because 
they have a stake in the armaments race. Clearly, a settlement of 
these questions would lead to a further relaxation of international
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tension and would make matters very difficult for those who are ask
ing taxpayers to foot the ever-increasing bill for the armaments race.

There are many facts to show why some circles in the United States, 
for example, have no desire for disarmament. How can the United 
States Air Force be reduced when, according to a statement made by 
Mr. Dudley C. Sharp, the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, the 
United States military aviation industry is the largest enterprise in 
the world ? Each year it purchases materials comprising more than 
a million different items, the dollar value of which exceeds the pur
chases made by United States Steel, DuPont, Standard Oil Company 
(New Jersey), American Telephone and Telegraph and General 
Motors combined. Mr. Sharp added that “more people are employed 
by the Air Force than in the production of automobiles, aeroplanes 
and railroad equipment combined”.

Two United States scholars, Walter Adams, Assistant Professor of 
Economics at the University of Michigan and former consultant on 
the Small Business Committee of the United States House of Repre
sentatives and Senate, and Horace M. Gray, Professor at the Univer
sity of Illinois and former economic expert on the Federal Trade 
Commission, pointed out in their recent book Monopoly in America— 
The Government as Promoter, that under the present system of Gov
ernment procurement, more than half of the military orders placed 
by the Pentagon during the past few years, amounting to many thou
sands of millions of dollars, were given to the fifty largest United 
States corporations.

In reality, military appropriations mean multimillion-dollar con
tracts and fabulous profits for the monopolies. In order to “justify” 
the highly profitable arms race, monopolistic circles are trying to 
prevent the settlement of pressing political problems, to fan discord 
between States, to sabotage the restoration of normal relations be
tween States and to prolong the “cold war”.

An apt illustration of this policy is provided by the following re
cent incidents. On 4, 5, 9 and 10 July 1956, gross violations of the 
air space of the Soviet Union were committed by military aircraft of 
the United States of America. According to precisely established data, 
on 4 July, a United States military aircraft appeared from the direc
tion of the United States Zone of Occupation in West Germany and in
vaded the air space of the Soviet Union in the area of Grodno. This 
aircraft penetrated into the territory of the USSR to a depth of 320 
kilometres and remained over USSR territory for more than one and 
one half hours. On 5, 9 and 10 July 1956, further violations of the 
air space of the Soviet Union were committed by United States mili
tary aircraft. On those occasions, the United States aircraft pene-
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tirated into theterritory of the USSR to a depth of 150 kilometres and 
remained there for more than an hour.1

These unprecedented violations of the air frontiers of the Soviet 
Union by United States aircraft can only be interpreted as deliber
ate reconnaissance flights intended to exacerbate relations between 
the USSR and the United States. At the same time, these flights 
also throw some light on the true motives behind the recent United 
States proposal for aerial photographic surveys.

Clearly, such actions on the part of certain circles in the United 
States cannot help to create confidence or to improve relations be
tween States. Nor can such actions bring us any nearer to the solu
tion of the outstanding international problems.

There can be little doubt that, given goodwill on the part of the 
Western Powers, the international questions still in dispute would 
have been resolved long ago. Let us consider the nature of the politi
cal problems, or at least the main ones, which remain unsolved.

First, the German question . . . [ellipses in original]. Why is 
this problem still unsolved? Simply because the Western Powers 
want to solve it at the expense of the German Democratic Republic. 
For they still do not recognize the existence of the German Demo
cratic Republic, and they found all their plans on the premise that 
the German Democratic Republic does not exist. But that does not 
make the German Democratic Republic cease to exist as a sovereign 
State, nor does it make the plans providing for the absorption of the 
democratic German State by the Federal Republic of Germany any 
the more realistic.

In the view of the Soviet Union, the unification of Germany can 
be achieved only by way of a rapprochement between the German 
Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany. The 
Germans themselves must agree among themselves on the' ways of 
reunifying their country. That is the Soviet Union’s position on 
the German question, a position which is based on an objective assess
ment of the real state of affairs in Germany.

The facts show that in Germany, both Eastern and Western, in 
other European States and even in the United States of America, 
increasing numbers of people are now coming round to the view that 
this is the only road to a solution of the German problem. I t is 
only the forces of reaction in Europe and the United States that 
refuse to reckon with this state of affairs. They are giving every

1 See note of July 10, 1956, from the Soviet Embassy to the Department of 
State {Department of State Bulletin , July 30, 1956, pp. 191-192). In its reply 
of July 19 the Department stated: “A thorough inquiry has been conducted and 
it has been determined that no United States military planes based, or flying, 
in or adjacent to the European area at the time of the alleged overflights could 
possibly have strayed, as alleged, so far from their known flight plans, which 
carefully exclude such overflights as the Soviet note alleges. Therefore the 
statement of the Government of the Soviet Union is in error.” (IMd., p. 191.)
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encouragement to militaristic elements in the Federal Republic and 
are striving to hinder a rapprochement between the German Demo
cratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany. That is what 
stands in the way of the unification of Germany on a peaceful and 
democratic basis.

Next, let us consider the Far Eastern problems. I t is well known 
that the most burning issue in the Far East is the problem of secur
ing for the People’s Republic of China its legal rights in the United 
Nations. China—the People’s Republic of China—is a vast State 
of 600 million people. The high importance of its role in the inter
national arena is recognized by the peoples of all countries, and many 
States have established normal relations with China. Everyone 
knows that any further attempt to prevent the representatives of the 
People’s Republic of China from occupying their rightful place in 
the United Nations can only be detrimental to the authority of this 
Organization and to the cause of peace.

What is it, then, that prevents the solution of this long critical 
international problem? Simply the attitude of ruling circles in the 
United States, who for seven years now have been stubbornly trying 
to convince the whole world that the people’s democracy of China, 
with its 600 million-strong population, does not exist, and that the 
real China is that of the bankrupt Ohiang Kai-shek clique in its refuge 
on the island of Taiwan, an island under the occupation of United 
States armed forces. Moreover, the endeavours of the People’s Re
public of China during the Sino-American negotiations in Geneva 
to restore proper relations with the United States have so far met with 
no success, owing to the attitude adopted by the American side.

And that [what] is happening in Viet-Nam? In July 1956, under 
the decisions of the Geneva conference on Indochina,1 general elections

1 See art. 7 of the Pinal Declaration of the Geneva Conference (July 21, 1954), 
in American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. 1, p. 786. The 
United States did not sign the Pinal Declaration. Under Secretary of State 
Smith stated on July 21,1954: “In connection with the statement in the declara
tion concerning free elections in Viet-Nam my Government wishes to make 
clear its position which it has expressed in a declaration made in Washington 
on June 29,1954 (ibid., p. 1707), as follow s: ‘In the case of nations now divided 
against their will, we shall continue to seek to achieve unity through free elec
tions supervised by the United Nations to insure that they are conducted 
fairly.’ ” (Ibid., p. 788.) In an address of June 1, 1956, Assistant Secretary 
of State Robertson made the following statement: “President Diem and the 
Government of Free Viet-Nam reaffirmed on April 6 of this year and on other 
occasions their desire to seek the reunification of Viet-Nam by peaceful means. 
In this goal we support them fully. We hope and pray that the partition of 
Viet-Nam, imposed against the will of the Vietnamese people, will speedily come 
to an end. For our part we believe in free elections, and we support President 
Diem fully in his position that, if  elections are to be held, there first must be 
conditions which preclude intimidation or coercion of the electorate. Unless 
such conditions exist there can be no free choice.” (Department of State 
Bulletin, June 11,1956, p. 974.)
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for the unification of Viet-Nam were to be held in the north and south 
of Viet-Nam. The Soviet Union is consistently endeavouring to 
secure the fulfilment of the Geneva agreements, for the benefit of 
the people of Viet-Nam and in the interests of peace in Indochina. 
And what of the United States? The United States rejected the 
international agreement; it is encouraging the lawless behaviour of 
its puppet Ngo Dinh Diem, supplying arms to South Viet-Nam and 
installing itself as master of the territory. That is the cause of the 
tension in Viet-Nam, and the responsibility for this situation rests 
solely and entirely on those who are violating the Geneva agreements. 
This flagrant interference by the United States in the affairs of South 
Viet-Nam is an attempt by the colonial Powers to preserve the colonial 
system and their domination of the countries of Asia. With the 
success of the national liberation struggle of the peoples of the East, 
the complete liquidation of the colonial system has become imminent. 
However, certain circles among the Western Powers have not given 
up hope of restoring their domination in the countries of Asia which 
have set their feet on the road of independent development. . The 
chosen instrument of these circles is the military bloc, one of the new 
forms of colonialism.

So long as the South-East Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), 
the aggressive “bloc” established by the United States, continues to 
exist, no country in Asia will be safe from attempts at gross inter
ference by the colonial Powers in its affairs. The whole world knows 
that the manoeuvres of the organizers of this “bloc” are designed to 
exacerbate relations between Pakistan and India, Pakistan and Af
ghanistan, and so forth.

As is well known, the Soviet Union has long been urging that an 
equitable method should be found for resolving the Korean question, 
the question of reestablishing the national unity of Korea on demo
cratic foundations. Yet the settlement of that question too is being 
systematically put off, through no fault of the Soviet Union.

Finally, let us consider the Near East and the Middle East ques
tions. The notorious Baghdad Pact1 serves the same purpose, that of 
aggravating tension. The object of this “bloc” is to maintain the 
position of the American and British monopolies in the Arab East. 
Experience has confirmed that the Baghdad Pact is an instrument of 
aggression and a direct threat to peace and security in this region. It 
is no accident that in the Arab East the Pact is known as “the prison 
of the peoples” and that almost every Arab State has resolutely re
fused to participate in it.

In an attempt to justify their crude interference in the affairs of 
the Near and Middle East, the Western Powers are asserting that 
the sale of arms to Egypt by certain Socialist countries has “upset

1 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 1257-1259.
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the balance” in that area. But who can deny Egypt the right to 
purchase arms on ordinary commercial terms, for the defence of its 
independence, from any country it thinks fit? That is the legal right 
of any sovereign State. Who, for example, can be ignorant of the 
fact that the United States and the United Kingdom are supplying 
enormous quantities of arms to such countries in the Near East and 
the Middle East as Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, Iraq, Israel and others ? 
The flimsy nature of the Western Powers5 assertions on this subject 
is perfectly evident. That point was brought out by The Observer, 
an influential British newspaper, when it wrote: “Egypt is as en
titled to buy arms in Russia as in Great Britain; Russia and Czecho
slovakia are as entitled to sell arms as Great Britain or the United 
States of America”.

Thus the cause of the tension in the Near East and the Middle East 
is not that “disturbance of the balance of strength” which the West
ern Powers have invented, but the colonial Powers’ definite policy 
of forging aggressive “military blocs”. This policy is one of the 
most serious obstacles in the way of the further relaxation of inter
national tension and the creation of confidence between States. The 
sooner this is understood by the Western Powers the better.

Accordingly, the argument that the disarmament problem cannot 
be solved until the outstanding international problems are disposed of 
is utterly artificial and far-fetched. The purpose of the Western 
Powers in dragging these problems into the foreground at the present 
time and tying them to the disarmament problem is merely to set up 
fresh obstacles and to thwart both disarmament and the solution of 
the outstanding international problems. The peoples cannot permit 
the question of disarmament to be made dependent on the satisfaction 
of the political demands of certain Governments, who are making the 
achievement of agreement on disarmament conditional on the previ
ous solution of other political questions in a manner satisfactory to 
themselves.

In the light of what I have said, it will readily be seen that the 
draft resolution submitted by the Western Powers on 3 Ju ly1 
for the Commission’s consideration, which calls for the ap
proval of certain fundamental principles by which, in the view of the 
authors of the resolution, the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament 
Commission should be guided, will not only not facilitate the work 
of the Sub-Committee but will on the contrary complicate it still 
further. It offers no prospect of a practical solution of the disarma
ment problem.

For many years now, lengthy discussions have been going on in 
the United Nations Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Commit
tee; but so far they have yielded no practical results. From this point

1 Ante, doc. 167.
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of view, the Commission and its Sub-Committee have proved to be 
paralysed bodies. Are conditions not yet ripe, perhaps, for a practical 
solution of the disarmament question ? Or is there any way out of the 
blind1 alley into which our Disarmament Commission and its Sub- 
Committee have got themselves ?

The way out is to take immediate, concrete measures which will 
lead to a reduction of armed forces and armaments and to the prohi
bition of atomic weapons. The Soviet Union has submitted its own 
proposals, and it is firmly convinced that these proposals could serve 
as a basis for such concrete measures. What do we want, and what 
do we propose ?

Firstly, we propose that the great Powers should give a solemn 
undertaking not to use atomic and hydrogen weapons; we propose 
that atomic and hydrogen weapons should be unconditionally pro
hibited. We propose that an agreement should be concluded for the 
prohibition of weapons of mass destruction, for the liquidation of all 
stocks of atomic bombs and for the cessation of their production. We 
propose that an agreement should be concluded for the immediate 
cessation of all tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons.

I f  these proposals were accepted, the terrible danger which these 
destructive weapons represents for humanity would immediately be 
removed. Are these proposals of the Soviet Union directed against 
anyone at all? They are not. They do not threaten the security of 
any State whatsoever. They correspond' to the interests and hopes of 
all people, irrespective of their views and convictions. I t  is our clear 
duty to justify these hopes.

Secondly, we wish to see the armed forces of the great Powers 
reduced. The Soviet Union, as is well known, has always stood and 
continues to stand for a significant reduction in the armed forces 
of the United States, the USSR and China. Since our partners do 
not agree to this, however, we accept the figure of 2.5 million men 
which they have now put forward, as a first stage. The Soviet Union 
agrees to the levels of armed forces being now established at 2.5 
million men for the United States, the USSR and China, 750,000 men 
for the United Kingdom and France, and not more than 150,000 to
200.000 men for other countries; it being understood that as the 
second stage, the armed forces of the United States, the People’s 
Republic of China and the USSR should be reduced to 1 million 
to 1.5 million men, and those of the United Kingdom and France to
650.000 men. We propose that the armaments and military expendi
tures of all these countries should be reduced correspondingly.

Thirdly, we want effective control to be established over the pro
hibition of atomic weapons and the reduction of armaments and 
armed forces. We propose the establishment of a system of control 
that would effectively enable a genuine check to be made of the 
manner in which a particular State was fulfilling its disarmament
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obligations. The Soviet Union proposals provide ior real control 
over the progress of disarmament, not over the arms race. Let me 
remind you in particular of the Soviet proposals introduced in the 
Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission on 27 March 1956.1 
They provided for the establishment of an international control 
organ with the broadest rights and powers, up to and including the 
inspection of military units, stores of military equipment and muni
tions, land, naval and air bases and military factories.

Fourthly, the Government of the Soviet Union once again calls 
upon all Powers to accept its proposed “draft declaration of States 
regarding measures to strengthen universal peace and the security 
of peoples”,2 which provides that pending the complete prohibition 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the cessation of their 
production and their elimination from armaments, States shall bind 
themselves to refrain from the use of these weapons and from the use 
or the threat of force. This proposal corresponds to the spirit and 
the letter of the United Nations Charter and to the sincere wishes of 
all peace-loving peoples. The renunciation of the use of force in the 
settlement of international questions would immediately improve 
the atmosphere of relations between countries.

In introducing these proposals, the Government of the Soviet Union 
has based itself on the view that the best way of solving the disarma
ment problem would be to reach agreement simultaneously on all the 
questions involved. On the other hand, if it proves to be the general' 
opinion that the end in view would best be served by not tying the 
reaching of agreement on conventional weapons to agreement on 
atomic weapons, and vice-versa, then the Soviet Government will 
support a proposal for disposing of the disarmament problem in parts. 
As Mr. Brilej, the representative of Yugoslavia, rightly pointed out 
to the Commission, to deal with the disarmament problem in parts 
might facilitate the achievement of agreement between the Powers 
concerned and bring the disarmament negotiations out of their 
present deadlock.3

If we make a definite and specific contribution to the cause of dis
armament, we shall be opening the way for fruitful, peaceful co
operation among nations for the benefit of universal prosperity and 
progress. If  we submit nothing to the United Nations General As
sembly but a report on our disagreements, we shall provoke the justi
fied irritation and dissatisfaction of the peoples, who have had more 
than their fill of the arms race, the policy of “military blocs” and the 
“cold war”. We must not lull international public opinion with com
forting announcements about the imaginary successes of our Com-

1 Ante, doc. 156.
2 Ante, doc. 168.
3 See Disarmament Commission Official Records, 53rd Meeting, pp. 19-20.
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mission. We must not permit certain circles to carry on the alms 
race as before behind a smoke-screen of disarmament negotiations.

The broad masses of the people have learnt enough from experience 
to be able to distinguish the diplomatic game played round the prob
lem of disarmament from the actual solution of this vital problem. 
It is time for us to stop talking and to come to grips at last with the 
practical problem of disarmament. The people are judging us, and 
will continue to judge us, not by high-sounding plans and fine speeches, 
but by concrete acts. Let us show by our concrete acts that we are 
carrying out the will of the peoples of all countries, who are craving 
for peace, peaceful labour and a tranquil life without fear for the 
morrow.

174. Disarmament Commission Resolution, July 16, 
19561

The Disarmament Commission,
Having studied the third report of the Sub-Committee of the 

Disarmament Commission (DC/83),2 
Recording its appreciation of the Sub-Committee’s efforts, 
Considering that new proposals have been formulated and proposed 

in the course of its current session,
Considering that the draft resolution submitted on 3 July 1956 by 

Canada, France, the United Kingdom and the United States of 
America (DC/87),3 as amended (DC/90 4 and DC/91),5 sets forth

1 U.N. doc. DC/97, July 16,1956, in Disarmament Commission Official Records: 
Supplement for January to December 1956, pp. 51-52. Adopted by a vote of 
10-1-1, the Soviet Union opposing and Yugoslavia abstaining.

a Ibid., pp. 1-2.
8 Ante, doc. 167.
4 “1. Insert two further paragraphs after the 4th paragraph of the preamble:

‘Convinced that a reconciliation of the opposing points of view is both 
possible and necessary,

1 Recalling the terms of resolution 914 (X) adopted by the General Assembly 
on 16 December 1955\
“2. Insert the following in operative paragraph 5 after the words ‘on a limited 
scale’ :

‘such as a technical exchange mission and a demonstration test area’.” 
(Proposed by Australia.)
6 “Amend operative paragraph 3 to read :

‘The programme should provide that, at appropriate stages and under 
proper safeguards, the buildup of stockpiles of nuclear weapons would be 
stopped, all future production of nuclear material would be devoted to peace
ful uses and limitations would be imposed on the testing of nuclear weapons.” 
(Proposed by Australia, Canada, France, the United Kingdom, and the United 
States.)
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the principles upon which an effective programme for the regulation 
and limitation of all arms and armed forces can be based.

Welcoming the narrowing of differences on certain aspects of the 
disarmament problem that has been achieved both in the Sub-Com
mittee discussions and in the present session of the Disarmament 
Commission,

Noting that major difficulties remain to be solved before agreement 
is reached on an international disarmament programme with safe
guards which will ensure the faithful observance of the programme 
by all States,

Convinced that a reconciliation of the opposing points of view is 
both possible and necessary.

Recalling the terms of resolution 914 (X) adopted by the General 
Assembly on 16 December 1955,1

1. Asks the Sub-Committee to study these propositions at the ap
propriate time, taking account of the principles affirmed therein and 
striving to increase the area of agreements; and

2. Requests the Sub-Committee to report to the Commission which 
will then examine the various resolutions and proposals already 
presented to it or which shall have been presented between now and 
its next session.

175. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Bulganin), August 4, 19562

D ear M r . C h a ir m a n  : I  refer to your letter of June 6 3 to which 
I  have given a great deal of thought.

It confirmed your announcement of last May that you plan to reduce 
somewhat the manpower level of your armed forces.4 Such a reduc
tion I welcome. That would correspond with the action of the United 
States Government in steadily reducing the size of its armed forces 
ever since the end of World War II, with an exception only for the 
Korean war period.

However, I  doubt that such reductions of this particular kind as 
our governments may make in their respective national interests will 
contribute effectively to eliminate the fear, and the vast cost, generated 
by national armaments. There is obvious need of international super-

1 Ante, doc. 149.
2 Department of S tate Bulletin, Aug. 20, 1956, pp. 299-800. Premier Bulganin 

replied on Sept. 11, 1956 (post, doc. 176).
3 Ante, doc. 166.
* Ante, doc. 164.
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visory mechanisms and controls which will encourage greater reduc
tions. I  regret that we have made so little progress in this respect.

Some time ago I  agreed to your proposal for ground inspection on 
the assumption that you would also agree to my proposal for aerial 
inspection, and exchange of military information, made at Geneva a. 
year ago.1 So far, I  understand that you reject this on the ground 
that it would ba an intelligence operation. What I  proposed was to 
be preceded by an exchange of complete military blueprint informa
tion, and was designed to make known to each other that neither of 
us is preparing a sudden massive attack against the other, and that 
each of us is fulfilling such agreements as I  trust we shall be able to 
reach in the field of disarmament. Surely that kind of intelligence 
is desirable and necessary, and in the interest of peace and inter
national confidence. Can we not make progress on this ?

And also I  recall my letter to you of March 1, 1956,2 when I  pro
posed that, after a date to be agreed upon, production of fissionable 
materials anywhere in the world would no longer be used to increase 
the stockpiles of explosive weapons. I had hoped that this proposal, 
which seemed to me to be of considerable significance, would appeal 
to you as an important step toward bringing the nuclear threat under 
control. However, you have never responded to that proposal, and 
your letter of June 6 makes no reference to the control of nuclear 
weapons. May I again urge careful consideration of the matter, and 
especially my proposal of last March ?

You refer in your letter to a possible reduction of our respective 
forces in Germany. Obviously the problem of forces in Germany 
cannot be dealt with as an isolated matter. In this respect, I  must 
confess that I  am greatly disturbed by the developments which have 
occurred since we met at Geneva last year. We there agreed that the 
reunification of Germany was a common responsibility of the four 
Governments at Geneva, and we also agreed that Germany should be 
reunified by means of free elections carried out in conformity with 
the national interests of the German people and the interests of 
European security.3 Not only has this not happened, but I hear of 
statements from your side which seem to imply that your Govern
ment is determined to maintain indefinitely the division of Germany.

I  must confess that I am perplexed as to how we can work together 
constructively if agreements which are negotiated at the highest level 
after the most thorough exploration do not seem dependable.

Nevertheless, it is my earnest hope that we will find ways to make 
progress toward a meaningful control of armaments, a hope shared,. 
I  believe, not only by ourselves but by the peoples of the world.

1 Ante, doc. 120.
3 Ante, doc. 151.
8 Ante, doc. 123.
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I  and my associates have never ceased to give the most intensive 
study to this whole matter of limitation of armaments and above all 
the elimination of the growing threat of nuclear weapons and new 
means of delivery. If  this study develops further possibilities of 
international action, as I  trust it will, I  shall communicate them to 
you, either directly or through the appropriate organs of the United 
Nations. In this connection, I  must say that I  do not share your view 
about the activities of the United Nations Disarmament Subcommit
tee. Discussions there have done much to shed light on this difficult 
problem and, I  hope, to narrow somewhat the gap between our points 
of view.

May we not, Mr. Chairman, do more to realize the hopes which 
were born of our meeting at Geneva? We then made promises, 
notably about Germany, which desperately need to be fulfilled. We 
pledged ourselves to disarmament efforts which could be fruitful of 
good for all the world if only we could agree on measures of super
vision and control which should be attainable if neither of us has 
anything hostile to hide. We sought to find the way to develop con
tacts which would enable our peoples, through better knowledge of 
each other, to strengthen their friendship, which can be a precious 
bulwark of peace.

We realize that efforts are being made in your country to eradicate 
some of the evils of an earlier period.1 This we welcome. But I hope 
that you and your associates will not confine these efforts to those 
evils as manifested within your Party and nation. Those evils were 
also projected into the international field. Even today they consti
tute a grievous obstacle to doing those things which we both agreed 
ought to be done. This situation needs also to be remedied by a new 
spirit for which I  earnestly appeal.

I  am,
Sincerely,

D w ig ht  D . E isenh o w er

1 See Mr. Khrushchev’s address of Feb. 25, 1956, at the 20th Congress of the 
'CPSU (Department of State press release, June 4, 1956) and documentary 
supplement thereto (Department of State press release, June 30, 1956).
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176. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Bulganin) to Presi
dent Eisenhower, September 11, 19561

D ear M r . P r e sid e n t : I  have carefully studied your message of 
August 4 last.2

My colleagues and I  are forced to conclude regretfully that the 
Soviet Government’s proposal3 that nations take measures to reduce 
their armaments and armed forces has not found support on the part 
of the Government of the United States. In this connection I  must 
point out that the Soviet Government continues to be of the opinion 
that in the international situation as it now stands, and until agree- 

, ment is reached on a coordinated reduction of armaments and armed 
forces, measures taken by respective states on unilateral reduction 
of armed forces would be of great importance in strengthening a feel
ing of mutual trust among nations. Such measures would constitute 
a considerable step toward reaching an agreement to end the arma
ments race and remove the threat of atomic war.

Guided precisely by these considerations, the Soviet Union, having 
undertaken a reduction of its army by more than 1,800,000 men, has 
appealed to other nations to follow this example. There can be no 
doubt that the said unilateral reduction of its armed forces by the 
Soviet Union gives unquestionable evidence of its peace-loving atti
tude and its desire to live in peace and friendship with other nations. 
Similar steps on the part of other countries would also represent a 
contribution to the establishment of friendly relations among nations 
and to the lessening of distrust and fear, of which the nations are not 
free even to this day.

This is what I and my colleagues had in mind when, in informing 
you of our measures concerning the reduction of our armed forces, 
we decided to draw your attention to the importance that similar 
steps on the part of the Government of the United States would have.

It is wholly obvious that the armaments race and the maintenance 
by nations of large armaments and armed forces can in no way con
tribute to the creation of an atmosphere of mutual trust, an atmos
phere that is of the utmost necessity for easing international tension 
and for reaching an agreement on disarmament problems.

The Soviet Government, guided by the principles of its peaceful 
foreign policy, consistently advocates ending the armaments race, 
complete and unconditional prohibition of atomic weapons, and dis
continuance of nuclear weapon tests. In this connection it is sufficient 
to call to mind the Soviet proposals of May 10, 1955, March 27, 1956,

1 Department of State files.
2 Ante, doc. 175.
3 Ante, doc. 164.
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and May 14, 1956.1 Unfortunately, the practical measures on dis
armament envisaged in these proposals have not found support on 
the part of the representatives of the United States of America and 
have been rejected for various reasons.

Your message of August 4, Mr. President, as before, cites as the 
most important immediate goal the achievement of an agreement on 
aerial inspection or, as it is generally expressed, on aerial photo
graphic surveys. At the same time, your message does not mention 
any consideration of concrete steps toward reducing armaments and 
armed forces, nor of the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons, 
including the prohibition of tests of such weapons.

However, taking into account the fact that the work of the UN 
Commission on Disarmament and its subcommittee has produced no 
positive results, we should try to find a way to break the deadlock 
and to place disarmament negotiations on a level on which concrete 
questions would be taken up concerning the reduction of armaments, 
particularly reduction in the numerical strength of the armed forces 
of the great powers, and also concerning steps toward the prohibi
tion of atomic weapons, the necessity for which arose long ago.

I  have already had the opportunity to acquaint you with our posi
tion in regard to the question of aerial inspection which was brought 
up in your message.

We have already pointed out that the question of aerial inspection 
and aerial photographic surveys has no bearing on disarmament. And 
yet, acceptance of the proposal for aerial photographic surveys was 
made a prerequisite to any measures whatsoever for disarmament, 
hence negotiations on the problem of disarmament were brought to a 
standstill.

Inasmuch as you, Mr. President, return to the question of aerial in
spection, I shall take the liberty of making some remarks in addition 
to what already has been said before on this subject by me and by my 
colleagues.

Aerial inspection and aerial photographic surveys mean that infor
mation concerning the territory of given states as well as their indus
trial and other resources is placed at the disposal of other countries. 
In this connection, certainly, one cannot close his eyes to the fact that 
military and—it must be confessed—individual political personages in 
certain countries have more than once mentioned the desirability of 
obtaining more complete intelligence data on the military and indus
trial resources of the USSR and they have not concealed the purposes 
for which they would like to have such data, emphasizing especially 
the importance of many foreign military bases situated in areas ad
joining the boundaries of the Soviet Union. You may judge for 
yourself whether the Soviet Government and the Soviet people in

1 Ante, docs. 112,156, and 164.
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general can view without apprehension such proposals for carrying 
out aerial reconnaissance and aerial photographic surveys. I t is clear 
that they cannot. And I  think that this opinion is shared by many 
persons also in the Western countries, who fully realize that under the 
present circumstances, in the presence of military blocs, and in the 
presence of distrust in relations between countries, mutual intelligence 
activity with the additional utilization of the latest achievements of 
technology would only increase the mutual fear of the danger of a 
sudden attack and would engender a war psychosis from which even 
now, as the facts prove, not all are free.

What I  have said does not mean that we deny the importance of 
taking agreed measures to avert the danger of a sudden attack by one 
state upon another. By no means. We ourselves have proposed defi
nite measures toward that end. I  have in mind our proposal for the 
creation of control posts at the most important points (railroad junc
tions, airfields, highways, ports, etc.).1 The establishment of such 
posts, which is quite feasible even under the existing state of interna
tional trust, would exclude the dangerous secret concentration of 
armed forces by any state and, by the same token, would exclude the 
danger of a sudden attack. Of course, our proposal has value only if 
it is carried out as an integral part of the reduction of armaments and 
armed forces of nations. Without this, it loses its meaning, as do any 
other measures of control.

As to the question of control, the importance of which you stress 
in your message, I must again point out that the Soviet Government has 
upheld and still upholds the necessity for an effective control in con
nection with a disarmament agreement. This can be noted particu
larly in the USSR proposals of May 10, 1955 and March 27, 1956, 
introduced for the consideration of the Subcommittee of the United 
Nations Commission on Disarmament. For instance, the USSR pro
posals concerning conventional armaments provide for giving the con
trol agency broad powers and authority, including the right of free 
access to all objects under control: military units; stores of military 
equipment and ammunition; land, naval, and air bases; and plants 
producing armaments and ammunition of the conventional type.

Speaking of the problem of disarmament, Mr. President, I  cannot 
fail to note that during negotiations the Soviet Union has more than 
once made efforts to reach an agreement with the Western powers. 
However, as is shown by the history of disarmament negotiations in 
UN bodies and other international meetings, every time the Soviet 
Union, in seeking to reach an agreement on disarmament, made con
cessions to other participants in the negotiations and accepted their 
proposals, the proponents invariably retracted their own proposals

1 Ante, doc. 112.



DOCUMENT 176 : SEPTEMBER 11, 1956 691

and thereby did not permit an agreement on disarmament to be 
reached. This is especially true of the proposals regarding the 
strength of the armed forces of the five Great Powers. As is well 
known, the situation did not change, even after the Soviet Govern
ment accepted the latest proposal advanced by your representative on 
the Subcommittee on Disarmament regarding the establishment of the 
strength of the armed forces for the USSE, the USA, and China at 
2.5 million men each, and for the United Kingdom and France at
750,000 men each.1 The implementation of this measure would have 
great significance toward improving the entire international situation, 
solving other disarmament problems, and ending the armaments race. 
The opportunity, it would seem, has arrived for an agreement con
cerning the question of the numerical size of the armed forces of the 
five powers. Unfortunately, even in this case no agreement could be 
reached, since the aforesaid condition with respect to aerial photo
graphic surveys is being set up just as before.

I  will say frankly, Mr. President, that a similar situation also pre
vails in the question of prohibiting atomic and hydrogen weapons. As 
soon as the Soviet Union agreed to the time limits proposed by the 
Western powers for the coming into force of the prohibition against 
atomic and hydrogen weapons, those Powers repudiated their own pro
posal. I  need say nothing of the fact that all proposals for the 
prohibition of the use of atomic weapons are rejected, just as before, 
in spite of the peoples’ demands that nuclear weapons be forbidden 
and the danger of destructive atomic warfare be eliminated.

With respect to the question brought up in your message of March 
first of this year concerning prohibition of the manufacture of nuclear 
weapons: to prohibit the manufacture of nuclear weapons without 
forbidding their use and without eliminating them from the arma
ments of nations, as the Soviet Union has already pointed out, does not 
in any measure solve the problem of eliminating the threat of atomic 
war. Moreover, it would actually mean the legalization of this 
weapon of mass destruction, the unconditional prohibition of which 
is being demanded with ever greater insistence by millions and millions 
of people.

We are convinced, Mr. President, that in view of the existence of a 
genuine desire of all parties concerned to come to an agreement on the 
problem of disarmament, there is the possibility of reaching an agree
ment—if not on this entire problem, at least on some of its parts, i.e., 
the reduction of conventional armaments, prohibition of atomic 
weapons, reduction of military budgets, etc. Agreement on any indi
vidual problem or partial proposal should not be made contingent on 
agreement on the disarmament problem as a whole, for such a condition

1 See ante, doc. 157.
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prevents breaking the deadlock to which the disarmament negotiations 
have been brought.

In this connection I  should also like to direct your attention, Mr. 
President, to so important and pressing a problem—one which is a 
part of the atomic problem—as that of discontinuing tests of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons. It is a known fact that the discontinuation of 
such tests does not in itself require any international control agree
ments, for the present state of science and engineering makes it possible 
to detect any explosion of an atomic or hydrogen bomb, wherever it 
may be set off. In our opinion this situation makes it possible to sepa
rate the problem of ending tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons from 
the general problem of disarmament and to solve it independently even 
now, without tying an agreement on this subject to agreements on other 
disarmament problems.

We believe that an agreement among nations concerning the 
termination of tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons would be the first 
important step toward the unconditional prohibition of these types of 
weapons of mass destruction, and this is completely in accord with the 
hopes and aspirations of all humanity.

I  and my colleagues cannot conceal our surprise that in negotiations 
on disarmament problems a new prior condition for agreements on 
these problems was recently advanced—namely, settlement of the 
German and other unsolved international problems. I think that you 
will agree with me that making any agreement on disarmament prob
lems dependent on the settlement, for instance, of the German problem 
actually means renouncing a search for agreement on disarmament. To 
take such a point of view would mean to create additional difficulties on 
the road toward reaching agreement on disarmament.

The Soviet Government has been and remains a supporter of the 
reunification of Germany, the importance of which is emphasized by 
you also in your message, in accordance with the national interests of 
the German people and the interests of European security. At the 
same time the Soviet Government has already drawn the attention of 
the governments of the United States and other nations to the fact 
that, in West Germany, the status of militaristic forces responsible for 
unleashing the Second World War is being restored. Developments in 
West Germany after the conclusion of the Paris agreements1 and the 
entry of the Federal Republic of Germany into NATO 2 have become 
particularly sinister. One cannot fail to see that the introduction of 
the universal military service law in West Germany creates conditions 
for the development of the largest regular army in Western Europe.

1 London and Paris Agreements, September-October 1954 (Department of State 
publication 5659; 1954), pp. 37-56.

2 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 871-873.
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In the FUG, armament production is being re-established and at the 
same time large-scale purchases of armaments are being made abroad.

I t becomes evident that the policy of remilitarization of West Ger
many, accompanied by suppression of the elementary democratic 
rights and freedoms of the West German population, is aimed at 
rendering it impossible to create a united Germany as a peace-loving 
and democratic state.

In soberly weighing the situation which has developed in West 
Germany, one must conclude that today the question of unification 
of Germany is, first of all, a question of a change in the present po
litical course of the government of the FUG, which is turning West 
Germany into a focal point of war danger in Europe.

In your message, Mr. President, the question of our discussion in 
Geneva concerning the development of contacts and the strengthening 
of friendship between our countries is also touched upon/ I  must say 
in all earnestness that the Soviet Union is by no means raising any 
obstacles in this respect. Suffice it to say that the Soviet Government 
has proposed to the Government of the United States the conclusion 
of a treaty of friendship and cooperation.1 However, this proposal 
has not found support on the part of the Government of the U.S.A.

Furthermore, guided by the agreement reached by us at Geneva 
on the necessity of expanding contacts between our countries, the 
Soviet Government has provided the necessary conditions for Ameri
can citizens to visit the Soviet Union, and, as is well known, many 
tourists, representatives of Congress, business circles, social and cul
tural organizations, etc., have lately been coming to the Soviet Union 
from the U.S.A. However, similar conditions have not yet been 
created for Soviet citizens to visit the United States. We should 
like to assume that you will give your attention to this matter and 
that the conditions will change.

At the end of your message you speak of evil, the source of which 
has supposedly been the Soviet Union. However, the facts indicate 
that the actual and serious evil is the policy of those who are trying 
to return to the “cold war” and build their relations with other 
nations on the foundation of a policy of a “position of strength.” 2

I have considered it necessary, Mr. President, to express with 
complete frankness our view concerning the question raised in my 
message to you dated June 6, and the questions mentioned in your 
message of reply, and I hope that an exchange of opinions between

1 Transmitted by Premier Bulganin with his letter of Jan. 23, 1956 (Depart
ment of S tate Bulletin , Feb. 6, 1956, pp. 193-195). See also President Eisen
hower’s message of Jan. 28,1956 (ibid., pp. 191-193).

2 See Secretary of State Acheson’s remarks of Feb. 16, 1950 (American Foreign 
Policy, 1960-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, p. 6).
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us will help us find the right.course in the matter of settling unsolved 
international problems, including the one which is the most important 
of them—the problem of disarmament.

With sincere respect, 1ST. Bulganin

177. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Bulganin) to Presi
dent Eisenhower Regarding Nuclear Weapons 
Tests, October 17, 19561

D e a r  M r. P r e s i d e n t  : In this letter I  should like to broach a sub
ject to which—for readily understandable reasons—a great deal of 
attention is being paid, especially recently, in the United States of 
America and elsewhere. I  have in mind the question of atomic weap
ons, and in particular the testing of this weapon.

We have more than once had the opportunity to exchange views on 
this subject, both during my personal meeting with you in Geneva 
last year as well as in the subsequent correspondence. However, since 
it has not as yet been possible to reach agreement on the question of 
atomic weapons, it would be desirable to try again to evaluate the 
existing possibilities for progress toward reaching agreement on the 
prohibition of atomic weapons.

It is precisely for this reason that I am addressing this letter to 
you.

We realize, of course, that an election campaign is being conducted 
in the United States in the course of which the discussion of various 
questions of international significance, among them the question of 
disarmament, acquires the form of a polemic. However, we cannot 
fail to note the fact that in a number of cases, in speeches by persons 
in an official capacity, there has been obvious distortion of the policy 
of the Soviet Union concerning the above-mentioned questions. Un
fortunately, this applies particularly to the statements by Mr. Dulles, 
who does not hesitate to make direct attacks against the Soviet Union 
and its peace-loving foreign policy.

I have already had the opportunity to call your attention to the 
importance which is attached by the Soviet Government to the prob
lem of disarmament and to the search for ways of achieving agree
ment on this problem. Therefore you will understand our desire to 
have complete clarity, in considering the problem of disarmament, as 
to the positions taken by our Governments concerning the problem 
of disarmament, and in particular the atomic question.

1 Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 29, 1956, pp. 662-664. For the text of 
the President’s reply (Oct. 21), see post, doc. 178.



DOCUMENT 177 : OCTOBER 17, 1956 695

I  think, Mr. President, that you will agree that the problem of 
atomic weapons remains one of the most urgent international 
problems.

I  need not speak at length of the fact that the Soviet Government 
has been and is in favor of an unconditional prohibition of atomic 
weapons, inasmuch as the present situation, with its ever-increasing 
race in the production of these weapons, is inconsistent with the aim 
of further easing international tension and freeing nations from the 
fear of atomic war. I t is well known that, even in the United States 
of America, there is increasing anxiety as to the possible consequences 
of the present race in atomic armaments.

I  can only express regret at the fact that the United States Gov
ernment still does not consider it possible to cooperate in the efforts 
of many other nations, efforts which are directed toward the prohibi
tion of atomic weapons and toward the conclusion of a pertinent 
international agreement to this end. But let us assume that for a 
certain period of time no agreement on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons will be achieved. Does this mean that no effort should be 
undertaken to find various partial solutions for this question, solu
tions which would facilitate future agreement on total exclusion of 
atomic weapons from the national armament, with the provision that 
atomic energy should be used only for peaceful purposes? I  think 
that such efforts should be continued, and their results depend to a 
great extent on the position of the United States and the USSR.

Until the necessary agreement on the prohibition of atomic weap
ons is attained, it would, in our opinion, be desirable to reach agree
ment at this time on at least the first step toward the solution of the 
problem of atomic weapons—the prohibition of testing atomic and 
hydrogen weapons, as proposed in my message to you of September
11, 1956.1

I think you will also agree that, in the event that an agreement is 
reached on this question, no serious problem will arise in connection 
with the supervision of the implementation of such an agreement, 
since any explosion of an atomic or hydrogen bomb cannot, in the 
present state of scientific knowledge, be produced without being re
corded in other countries. Would not the best guarantee against the 
violation of such an agreement be the mere fact that secret testing 
of nuclear weapons is impossible and that consequently a government 
undertaking the solemn obligation to stop making tests could not 
violate it without exposing itself to the entire world as the violator 
of an international agreement ?

We fully share the opinion recently expressed by certain prominent 
public figures in the United States concerning the necessity and the 
possibility of concluding an agreement on the matter of prohibiting

1 Ante, doc. 176.
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atomic weapon tests and concerning the positive influence which this 
would have on the entire international situation.

I  cannot conceal a certain degree of surprise on my part, Mr. Presi
dent, concerning the doubts expressed by you as to whether the Soviet 
Union is really willing to discontinue testing its atomic and hydrogen 
weapons. There is decidedly no basis for such doubts. I must say the 
same thing regarding your statement that discontinuance of testing 
the atomic weapon by the United States would be “a unilateral Amer
ican act.55 Such a step on the part of the United States cannot in 
any way be unilateral, since the Soviet Union itself proposes 
that coordinated action be undertaken by the nations, with Soviet 
participation.

We have also noted your statement to the effect that the question 
of prohibiting the testing of atomic weapons can be decided only by 
concluding an agreement on the program of disarmament as a whole. 
It would, of course, be well if such an agreement on disarmament could 
be reached in the very near future. But it is a well-known fact that 
such an agreement is not within sight at present. This is attested 
by the fact that the United States, as well as certain other participants 
in negotiations on disarmament, renounces its own proposals as soon 
as the Soviet Union accepts these proposals. This was the very thing 
that happened, for example, with the proposals concerning the ques
tion of establishing a limit on the size of the armed forces of the 
five great powers.

Since this is the situation, it is our deep conviction that the solution 
of the problem of testing atomic weapons should not be made contin
gent on an agreement concerning the problem of disarmament as a 
whole.

As far as the Soviet Government is concerned, it is prepared to 
conclude an agreement with the United States of America immediately 
for discontinuing atomic weapon tests. We proceed, of course, on 
the basis of the assumption that other states having the atomic weapon 
at their disposal will likewise adhere to such an agreement.

It goes without saying that the Soviet Government will, as always, 
continue to contribute toward the achievement of an agreement on 
other problems of disarmament, not to mention the fact that it has, 
as you know, recently undertaken a unilateral reduction of its armed 
forces by 1,840,000 men without waiting for such an agreement.1

I shall be grateful, Mr. President, for whatever considerations you 
may consider it possible to express in connection with the foregoing.

With sincere respect,
N. Bulganin

1 See ante, doc. 164.
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178. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Bulganin) Regarding Nuclear Weapons 
Tests, October 21, 19561

D ear M r. C h a ir m a n : I  have the letter2 which your Embassy 
handed me through Secretary Dulles on October nineteenth. I regret 
to find that this letter departs from accepted international practice 
in a number of respects.

First, the sending of your note in the midst of a national election 
campaign of which you take cognizance, expressing your support of 
the opinion of “certain prominent public figures in the United States” 
constitutes an interference by a foreign nation in our internal affairs 
of a kind which, if indulged in by an Ambassador, would lead to his 
being declared persona non grata in accordance with long-established 
custom.

Second, having delivered a lengthy communication in the Russian 
language, you have published it before it could be carefully translated 
and delivered to me. Because of this, and of the necessity of placing 
the facts accurately before the public, I  am compelled to release this 
reply immediately.

Third, your statement with respect to the Secretary of State is not 
only unwarranted, but is personally offensive to me.

Fourth, you seem to impugn my own sincerity.
However, I  am not instructing the Department of State to return 

your letter to your Embassy. That is not because I  am tolerant of 
these departures from accepted international practice, but because 
I  still entertain the hope that direct communications between us may 
serve the cause of peace.

You and I have exchanged a number of letters since our meeting in 
Geneva on the reduction of armaments and related matters in our 
effort to make progress toward the goal of peace. I  hope that that 
practice may be resumed in accordance with accepted standards.

The United States has for a long time been intensively examining, 
evaluating and planning dependable means of stopping the arms race 
and reducing and controlling armaments. These explorations include 
the constant examination and evaluation of nuclear tests. To be effec
tive, and not simply a mirage, all these plans require systems of in
spection and control, both of which your Government has steadfastly 
refused to accept. Even my “Open Skies55 proposal of mutual aerial 
inspection,3 suggested as a first step, you rejected.

1 Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 29,1956, p. 662.
3 Ante, doc. 177.
3 Ante, doc. 120.
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However, though disappointed, we are not discouraged. We will 
continue unrelenting in our efforts to attain these goals. We will close 
no doors which might open a secure way to serve humanity.

We shall entertain and seriously evaluate all proposals from any 
source which seem to have merit, and we, shall constantly seek for 
ourselves formulations which might dependably remove the atomic 
menace.

Sincerely,
D w ig h t  D . E isenh o w er

179. Statement by President Eisenhower Regarding 
Nuclear Tests, October 23, 19561

I have concluded it to be in the public interest to place before you, 
the American people—and before the world—a full and explicit review 
of your Government’s policies and actions with respect to the develop
ment and testing of nuclear weapons, as these affect our national 
defense, our efforts toward world disarmament, and our quest of a 
secure and just peace for all nations.

In this cause of world peace, one truth must never be lost from 
sight. I t is this: the critical issue is not a matter of testing nuclear 
weapons—but of preventing their use in nuclear war. America has 
repeatedly stated its readiness, indeed its anxiety, to put all nuclear 
weapons permanently aside—to stop all tests of such weapons—to 
devote some of our huge expenditures for armament to the greater 
cause of mankind’s welfare—to do all these things whenever, and 
as soon as, one basic requirement is met. This requirement is that we, 
as a nation, and all peoples, know safety from attack.

In this spirit and in this awareness, we as a nation have two tasks. 
First: we must—and do—seek assiduously to evolve agreements with 
other nations that will promote trust and understanding among all 
peoples. Second: at the same time, and until that international trust 
is firmly secured, we must—and do—make sure that the quality and 
quantity of our military weapons command such respect as to dissuade 
any other nation from the temptation of aggression.

Thus do we develop weapons, not to wage war, but to prevent war.
Only in the clear light of this greater truth can we properly examine 

the lesser matter of the testing of our nuclear weapons.
On this specific matter, I  last week directed the appropriate Depart

ments and Agencies of your Government to submit to me summaries of 
all relevant facts in their respective areas of responsibility. This

1 Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 5, 1956, pp. 704^706.
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record covers the span of the past 11 years—since the first atomic 
explosion which occurred in a test in New Mexico. I t may be pertinent 
to note that my direct personal concern with these matters extends 
almost uninterruptedly over these some 11 years—in my successive 
capacities as Chief of Staff of the Army, Advisor to the Secretary of 
Defense, Supreme Commander Allied Powers Europe, and, since 1953, 
as your President and Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces.

This record of your Government’s policies and actions—insofar as . 
it does not prejudice national security—is herewith made public.1 It 
encompasses facts in the several areas of national defense, scientific 
development, and diplomatic conduct.

This record reflects, clearly and consistently, the persistent, peaceful 
purposes of our nation.

n.
I  deem it proper, in this summary statement, to take note of the 

most salient points of fact in the accompanying record.
One. Your Government has been unremitting in its efforts to ease 

the burden of armaments for all the world, to establish effective inter
national control of the testing and use of all nuclear weapons, and to 
promote international use of atomic energy for the needs and purposes 
of peace. The manifest evidences of this extend from the beginning 
of this Administration to the present: (a) my appeal to these specific 
purposes as early as my address of April 16, 1953;* (b) the offer of 
“atoms for peace” in December of the same year; 3 (c) the appointment 
of a Special Assistant for Disarmament, with Cabinet rank, to develop 
and coordinate our efforts toward disarmament; 4 (d) my offer at the 
Meeting of the Heads of State at Geneva, in July of 1955, for immedi
ate exchange of military blueprints between the United States and the 
Soviet Union, and mutual air inspection by the “open skies” formtila;5
(e) acceptance of the Soviet proposal6 for ground-control teams if 
combined with air inspection; (f) the approval this week of the Statute 
to govern the International Atomic Energy Agency with 81 nations 
participating in its peaceful purpose;7 and (g) our continuing, con
structive participation in the work of the U.N. Disarmament 
Commission.

1 Post, doc. 180.
1 Ante, doc. 86.
* Ante, doc. 92.
4 See President Eisenhower’s statement of Mar. 19, 1955, regarding the ap

pointment of Harold E. Stassen to this post (Department of S tate Bulletint 
Apr." 4,1955, pp. 556-557).

5 Ante, doc. 120.
* Ante, doc. 112. r
7 The statute, dated Oct. 26, 1956, entered into force for the .United Stages 

July 29,1957 (TIAS 38T3; 8 U ST 1093). '
514543—60—vol. 1------47
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Facts such as these have given substance and validity to my state
ment before the United Nations General Assembly on December 8. 
1953:

The United States pledges before you—and therefore before the world-—it»: 
determination to solve the fearful atomic dilemma—to devote its entire heart 
and mind to find the way by which the miraculous inventiveness of man shall 
not be dedicated to his death, but consecrated to his life.

Two. The indispensable principle upon which we have insisted has 
been the securing of effective safeguards and controls in any program 
of disarmament. Our readiness to begin disarmament under such 
safeguards has been affirmed repeatedly during the past three and 
one-half years. At the Geneva Meeting of Foreign Ministers last 
autumn, it was specifically reaffirmed by the Secretary of State, with 
particular reference to nuclear weapons and their testing.1

There is only one reason why no safe agreement has been effected 
to date: the refusal of the Soviet Union to accept any dependable 
system of mutual safeguards. In the past two years alone, the Soviet 
Union has rejected no less than 14 American proposals on disarma
ment and control of nuclear weapons.

Three. In the light "of these facts, your Government has kept en
larging its stockpile of nuclear weapons, and has continued its de
velopment and testing of the most advanced nuclear weapons. The 
power of these weapons to deter aggression and to guard world peace 
could be lost if we failed to hold our superiority in these weapons. 
And the importance of our strength in this particular weapons-field 
is sharply accented by the unavoidable fact of our numerical inferi
ority to Communist manpower.

Four. The continuance of the present rate of H-bomb testing—by 
the most sober and responsible scientific judgment—does not imperil 
the health of humanity. On the amount of radioactive fallout* in
cluding strontium 90, resulting from tests, the most authoritative 
judgment is that of the independent National Academy of Sciences. 
I t  reported last June, following a study by 150 scientists of the first 
rank, that the radiation exposure from all weapons tests to date—and 
from continuing tests at the same rate—is, and would be, only a small 
fraction of the exposure that individuals receive from natural sources 
and from medical X-rays during their lives.2

Five. On the other hand, the continuance of this testing is having 
two important beneficial results.

1 Ante, doc. 144.
a “The Biological Effects of Atomic Radiation, Summary Reports, from a Study 

by the National Academy of Sciences” (U.N. doc. A/AC.82/G/R. 1). Copies 
of this study were transmitted to the U.N. Scientific Committee on the Effects 
of Atomic Radiation by Ambassador Lodge on June 12, 1956 (Department of 
Btate Bulletin, June 25,1956, p. 1078).
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(A) The most recent tests enable us to harness and discipline our 
weapons more precisely and effectively—drastically reducing their 
fallout and making them more easy to concentrate, if ever used, uponL 
military objectives. Further progress along this line is confidently 
expected.

(B) And these same recent tests have helped us to develop—not 
primarily weapons for vaster destruction—but weapons for defense 
of our people against any possible enemy attack, as well as knowledge 
vital to our whole program of civil defense.

Six. There is radioactive fallout, including strontium 90, from the* 
testing of all nuclear weapons, of whatever size. But the character 
of the weapon, as well as its size, determines the fallout. Such fallout 
cannot be avoided—as has been implied—by limiting tests to the- 
smaller nuclear weapons. Such fallout of strontium 90 as does tak© 
place results from the process of atomic fission. Fission is the basic 
phenomenon of the smaller weapons. Thus, the idea that we can 
“stop sending this dangerous material into the air”—by concentrating 
upon small fission weapons—is based upon apparent unawareness of 
the facts.

Seven. With reference to the Soviet Union: its sympathy with the 
idea of stopping H-bomb tests is indisputable. This idea merely 
reflects the Soviet Union’s repeated insistence, ever since discussion 
of the Baruch plan in 1946,1 that all plans for disarmament be based 
on simple voluntary agreements. Now, as always, this formula allows 
for no safeguards, no. control, no inspection.

Eight. A simple agreement to stop H-bomb tests cannot be regarded 
as automatically self-enforcing on the unverified assumption that such 
tests can instantly and surely be detected. It is true that tests of very 
large weapons would probably be detected when they occur. We be
lieve that we have detected practically all such tests to date. I t is, 
however, impossible—in view of the vast Soviet land-mass that can 
screen possible future tests—to have positive assurance of such detec
tion, except in the case of the largest weapons. Nor is it possible to 
state, immediately following the long-range detection of a test, its 
size and character.

Nine. If  your Government were to suspend research and prepara
tion for tests—as well as the tests themselves—and resume such 
preparation only upon knowledge that another nation had actually 
exploded another H-bomb, we could find our present commanding lead 
in nuclear weapons erased or even reversed. For the preparation 
for such a test may require up to two years.

Ten. I f  your Government were to suspend only its tests, while 
continuing precautionary research and preparation—if that were

1 Ante, doc. 4.



702 DOCUMENT 180 : OCTOBER 23, 1956

feasible—we could still suffer a serious military disadvantage. It 
requires a year or more to organize and effect such tests as those con
ducted at our proving ground in the Pacific Ocean.

III.
These facts dictate two conclusions.
First. We must continue—until properly safeguarded international 

agreements can be reached—to develop our strength in the most ad
vanced weapons—for the sake of our own national safety, for the sake 
of all free nations, for the sake of peace itself.

Second. We must—and we shall—continue to strive ceaselessly to 
achieve, not the illusion, but the reality of world disarmament. 
Illusion, in this case, can assume either of two forms. I t  can mean a 
reliance upon agreements without safeguards. Or it can be the sug
gestion that simple suspension of our nuclear tests, without sure 
knowledge of the actions of others, signifies progress—rather than 
peril.

There is nothing in postwar history to justify the belief that we 
should—or that we could even dare—accept anything less than sound 
safeguards and controls for any disarmament arrangements.

I remain profoundly hopeful that—if we stay strong and steadfast— 
the reality of significant world disarmament will come to pass.

There is every reason to believe that—if there but be sincerely 
peaceful purpose on all sides—the nations of the world can achieve 
and agree upon a system of dependable controls governing 
disarmament.

We shall never cease striving to this end.

180. White House Memorandum: Weapons Tests and 
Peaceful Uses of the Atom, October 23, 1956 1

In response to a request by the President, the following statement 
has been prepared by the Executive Branch officials chiefly concerned. 
I t  covers:
; I, The United States Program of Testing Nuclear Weapons.
II. Fallout from Atomic Tests.

t i l .  Long-Range Detection of the Detonation of Nuclear Weapons,
IV. International Atpms-for-Peace Program. M

x Department of State Bulletinj Nov. 5, 1956, pp.. 706-709. On the same date 
the White House released a memorandum summarizing disarmament negotia
tions since 1945 (post, doc. 181).
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■I. The United States Program of Testing Nuclear Weapons
1. Beginning with the first test in 1945, the United States has con

ducted 13 test series. With the exception of the first test, which was 
in time of war, each series was publicly announced before it was held.

2. Each of the series and every shot in each series was individually 
justified and evaluated as necessary for the advancement of our 
nuclear weapon technology or to gain important weapon effects 
information.

3. Of the shots in the several series, approximately 20 percent have 
been of high-yield thermonuclear designs and 80 percent of fission 
devices.

4. The first test—Trinity—in July 1945 demonstrated the feasi
bility of an atomic weapon.

5. In July 1946, 2 devices were fired at Operation Crossroads at 
Bikini Atoll for information as to the effects of atomic bursts on ships.

6. Subsequent tests took place as follows:
Operation Sandstone during the spring of 1948.
Operation Ranger in the winter of 1950-51.
Operation Greenhouse in the spring of 1951.
Operation Buster-Jangle in the fall of 1951.
Operation Tumbler-Snapper in the spring of 1952.
Operation Ivy in the fall of 1952.
Operation Upshot-Knothole in the spring of 1953.
Operation Oastle in the spring of 1954.
Operations Teapot and Wigwam in the spring of 1955.
Operation Redwing in the summer of 1956.

7. These tests were designed to fulfill, and have fulfilled, the follow
ing purposes:

(a) The development of successive designs using less material and 
therefore increasing the defensive strength of the United States in 
terms of the amount of material available.

(b) The development of designs of smaller configuration and 
lighter weight with the objective of providing weapons which can 
be more readily and effectively used.

(c) The development of high-yield thermonuclear weapons. This 
development has been of vital importance to our striking force and 
to its capability to deter aggression.

(d) In the more recent tests the development of warheads for 
missiles designed to defend our populations and important installa
tions against enemy attack. In the most recent tests, the development 
of weapons of high yield but low production of fission products. The 
successful attainment of this objective will make it possible for us 
to have weapons with greatly reduced radiological hazard (fallout).

8. A major effort in our test series has been to secure information 
for the protection of our civil population in the event of attack with
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nuclear weapons. This information has been disseminated to our 
people through and by the Federal Civil Defense Administration.

9. The time required to prepare for a test series depends upon 
a number of variables such as:

(a) The state of readiness of devices for test.
(b) Whether the tests are to be conducted at our Eniwetok Proving 

Grounds or within the Continental limits of the United States (where 
only small devices can be accommodated).

(c) The number and complexity of the test devices and of the meas
urements and observations to be made.
The period required for preparation has varied from a minimum 
of months for the test of simpler, small devices at the Nevada Test 
Site of the Commission to from 1 to 2 years for tests of larger yield 
thermonuclear devices at the Eniwetok Proving Grounds.
II. Fallout From Atomic Tests

10. This phenomenon associated with atomic explosions has been 
known since Operation Trinity. I t acquired a greatly increased im
portance with the advent of early thermonuclear weapons although 
the objectionable fallout of an atomic explosion, especially the com
ponent strontium 90, is the result of atomic fission, which is the 
specific reaction in existing small atomic weapons.

11. The Atomic Energy Commission has been continuously en
gaged in the study of the biological effect of radiation, both from the 
point of view of determining safety standards in its installations 
and for those individuals and institutions to whom radioactive iso
topes are supplied, and in connection with the testing operations 
of the Commission.

12. The Commission has made public all the pertinent informa
tion which it had collected on this subject, with due regard to national 
security. The National Academy of Sciences, the Nation’s foremost 
independent scientific body, engaged in an independent study of the 
biological effects of atomic radiation, conducted by approximately 150 
of the most distinguished authorities in their several fields. The re
sults were publicly reported in June, 1956.

13. The report states that, except for accidents, the biological dam
age from peacetime activities, which include the testing of atomic 
weapons, has been “essentially negligible.” For a fuller statement of 
the radiation exposure from all weapons tests to date and from future 
tests continued at the past testing rate, the empire report of the National 
Academy of Sciences should be examined.

14. As regards fallout of strontium 90 from weapons testing, Dr. 
Willard F. Libby of the Atomic Energy Commission has stated that 
the present rate of testing, if continued indefinitely, would not pro
duce a dangerous level of concentration of strontium 90 in the human
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body. Dr. Shields Warren, eminent radiologist, has stated that bone 
deposition of strontium 90 is well below the natural background level 
of radiation, and that to cause harmful effects the dose would have 
to be increased many times.

15. Mention might be made at this point of various speculations 
concerning the effect of atomic explosions upon the weather. The 
National Academy of Sciences also established a Committee on 
Meteorology which gave attention to this question and which con
cluded that there was no evidence to indicate that climate has been 
in any way altered by past atomic and thermonuclear explosions.

16. The Atomic Energy Commission has made extensive reports on 
.the subject of fallout, including the most authoritative scientific data, 
in testimony before various committees of the Congress.

17. On the initiative of the United States, an international study of 
the subject was undertaken under the auspices of the United Nations. 
This study is now in progress.
III. The Long-Range Detection of the Detonation of Nuclear 
Weapons

18. A system for monitoring the occurrence of an explosion, at
tributable to an atomic source, was initiated by the Government in suf
ficient time to detect a Soviet nuclear explosion which occurred on the 
29th of August, 1949, and which was announced by the President on 
September 23rd of that year.

19. Including that test and since that date, the organization con
cerned with this responsibility has detected 7 series of weapons tests 
within Soviet territory. These series have been announced by our 
Government as they occurred and were detected. Particular detona
tions which presented any unusual characteristics have been specifically 
identified at the time of detection.
; 20. No Soviet weapons tests series has been publicly announced by 
the Soviet Government in advance of its occurrence. No description of 
the effects of tests useful to a program for the protection of civil popu
lations has been made available by the Soviets.

21. The United States long-range monitoring program employs a 
variety of systems which in the interest of national defense have not 
been described and, being intelligence operations, should remain 
classified.

22. While the system of long-range detection or monitoring is be
lieved to be as effective as it can be made in the present state of scientific 
knowledge, it cannot insure the detection of every test irrespective of 
size, location, or type and composition of the weapon tested.

23. A determination as to size and nuclear character of detected 
Weapons cannot be reached immediately upon detection, nor for several 
weeks and occasionally months thereafter. This is particularly true 
with respect to the larger, more complicated thermonuclear devices.
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24. Our evaluation of nuclear weapons tests made by other countries 
has been dependent upon the calibration afforded by our own tests of 
weapons of known characteristics.
IV. The Program for the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy (.Atorm- 
for-Peace) and the Establishment of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency

25. When the Administration of President Eisenhower took office, it 
inherited a disarmament stalemate and an atomic arms race, both of 
which stemmed largely from the repeated rejections by the U.S.S.R. 
of the Baruch proposals of 1946-471 for putting all atomic energy 
under international control.

26. As a result of the President’s consideration of this problem, the 
idea for the Atoms-for-Peace program was evolved and presented to 
the world in the speech on December 8,1953, which the President made 
to the General Assembly of the United Nations.2 This speech pictured 
the holocaust of an atomic war, the blessings of an atomic peace, and 
proposed an international agency to which the powers possessing 
atomic materials would begin and continue to make contributions of 
such materials for peaceful uses.

27. Worldwide acclaim of President Eisenhower’s proposal made it 
difficult for the Soviets to succeed in their efforts to sabotage it as they 
had the Baruch plan.

28. During the protracted negotiations following the speech, the 
United States took a number of affirmative steps without awaiting 
establishment of the Agency.

(a) Upon recommendation of President Eisenhower,3 the Atomic 
Energy Act4 was rewritten by the Congress in 19545 in order to permit 
international cooperation, as a result of which agreements have been 
entered into with 37 nations, providing for the exchange of informa
tion on the peaceful uses of atomic energy to build research reactors 
and power reactors. Scores of students from friendly countries have 
been trained in technical schools set up by the Atomic Energy Com
mission. In addition, we have presented atomic energy libraries to 45 
friendly nations.

xThe basic principles of tlie Baruch Plan (ante, doc. 4) were embodied in the 
first and second reports of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission (ante, 
docs. 10 and 19), which were endorsed by the General Assembly on Nov 4, 1948 
(ante, doc. 29).

a Ante, doc. 92.
* Message of Feb. 17, 1954 (American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Docu

ments, vol. II, pp. 2853-2860).
4 60 Stat. 755.
*68 Stat. 919; American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. II, 

pp. 2861-2877.
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(b) On June 11,1955, President Eisenhower announced a proposal 
by our Government to share one-half the cost of research reactors to be 
built in friendly foreign nations.1 The purpose was to marshal world 
opinion in support of a demand that atomic science be used for the 
benefit of mankind.

(c) We initiated the largest scientific congress ever held (the 
International Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy, 
Geneva, August, 1955) at which a very large amount of nonmilitary 
atomic information was exchanged.2

(d) The President allocated in 1954, 1955, and 1956 a total of 
40,200 kilograms of fissionable material for research and power re
actors in the United States and abroad.

(e) The United States announced3 to the Colombo Plan nations 
in a meeting in Singapore in October 1955 that it would support an 
Asian Nuclear Research Center for the training of scientists and 
engineers in the Far East; plans have been formulated for this Re
search Center to be located in Manila.

(f) The Atomic Energy Commission is assisting in the establish
ment of a research and training center at the University of Puerto 
Rico where instruction and training in the nuclear sciences will be 
given in the Spanish language, thereby expanding the Commission’s 
training program for the special benefit of students from Latin 
American countries.

(g) In conjunction with the Organization of American States, 
the Atomic Energy Commission has initiated a program of assistance 
to the Inter-American Institute of Agriculture Sciences at Turrialba, 
Costa Rica.

(h) The United States has announced4 Plans for an Inter- 
American Symposium on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy to be held 
next May at the Brookhaven National Laboratory on Long Island.

29. President Eisenhower’s United Nations speech in the meantime 
has borne fruit:

(a) On the initiative of the United States, representatives of 12 
nations—including the U.S.S.R.—met in Washington earlier this 
year and drafted the statute (charter) of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency.

1 Department of State Bulletin, June 27,1955, pp. 1027-1030.
3 See American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. II, pp. 

2825-2832.
* See statement by ICA Director HoUister at the Singapore meeting of the 

Colombo Plan countries (Department of S tate Bulletin, Nov. 7, 1955, pp. 747- 
751).

4 See statement of Sept. 17, 1956, by Dr. Milton Eisenhower (ibid., Oct. 1, 
1956, p. 513).



(b) Delegates from 81 nations began a conference oil September 
20 in New York to consider the statute (charter); agreement was 
reached today, October 23d.1
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181. White House Memorandum: Review of Disarma
ment Negotiations, October 23, 19562

In response to a request by the President, the following chronology 
of principal actions and events relating to international negotiations 
concerned with disarmament, control of atomic energy and atomic 
weapons, and limitation of atomic weapons tests has been provided 
by the Executive Branch officials chiefly concerned. 1;

1. The foreign ministers of the U.S., U.K. and U.S.S.K. on De
cember 26, 1945, agreed at Moscow to sponsor, in the U.N. General 
Assembly, a resolution recommending the creation of a U.N. Com
mission on Atomic Energy (UNAEC) .3

2. On January 24, 1946, the General Assembly approved a resolu
tion setting up an Atomic Energy Commission.4

* 3. The U.S. representative to the U.N. Atomic Energy Commis
sion, Bernard Baruch, presented on June 14, 1946, U.S. proposals for 
international control of atomic energy. He called for establishment 
of an International Atomic Development Authority which would own 
or manage all potentially dangerous activities in atomic energy. The 
U.S. declared its willingness, under effective control, to give up its 
atomic weapons monopoly, destroy or dispose of its atomic stocks, and 
turn over atomic secrets to an international atomic agency in which 
no nation would wield a veto. The agency would own or manage all 
potentially dangerous activities in atomic energy and control and 
license all atomic activities in that field. The U.S. proposal specifi
cally provided that the Authority should be given the exclusive right 
to conduct research in the field of atomic explosives, and should foster 
beneficial uses of atomic energy.5
/  4. On July [Jime] 19, 1946, the TT.S.S.R. proposed an alternative 
plan for a convention which would forbid “use of atomic weapons in 
any circumstances,” prohibit production of atomic weapons, and pro
vide for destruction of all atomic stocks within three months after 
ratification of the treaty. The U.S.S.R. insisted on retention of Se

1 The statute was officially dated Oct. 26 (TIAS 3873 ; 8 UST 1093).
1 Department of State Bulletin,, Nov. 5,1956, pp. 709-715.
m Ante, doc. 2. '
4 Ante, doc. 3.
6 Ante, doc. 4.
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curity Council veto power over any control system.1 This proposal, 
in essence, remained the Soviet position through the succeeding years.

V 5. On December 30 [5-?], 1946, the U.N. Atomic Energy Commission 
approved by a vote of 10 to 0 (with the U.S.S.E. abstaining) es
sential principles of the U.S. plan for control of atomic energy.* 

J. 6. On June 11, 1947, the Soviets made proposals in the Atomic 
Energy Commission again calling for a convention outlawing pro
duction and use of atomic and other weapons of mass destruction. 
They called for a separate convention which would provide for an 
“International Control Commission” with limited inspection rights, 
but subject to Security Council veto.3 

\/ 7. On September 11, 1947, the U.N. Atomic Energy Commission 
reaffirmed its approval of the U.S. plan by a vote of 10 to 1 (U.S.S.E. 
opposed) .4

-  8, On May 17, 1948, the U.N. Atomic Energy Commission voted 
9 to 2 to adjourn indefinitely on grounds that the Soviet position pro
vided no useful basis for further commission discussions.5

— 9. On November 4,1948, the General Assembly adopted by a vote of 
40-6 (the U.S.S.E. opposing) a Canadian resolution approving the 
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission majority plan (the U.S. proposal) 
as a basis for “establishing an effective system of international con
trol of atomic energy.” The resolution created a committee of six to 
determine if there existed “any basis for agreement on international 
control of atomic energy.” 6
-  10. On September 23,1949, President Truman announced the first 
atomic explosion in the U.S.S.E.7 .........

— 11. On October 24[25], 1949, the committee of six reported on funda
mental differences between the U.S.S.E. and the Western powers with 
regard to control of atomic energy. The report concluded that the 
majority powers put world security above sovereignty, while the 
U.S.S.E. put its sovereignty first and insisted on unimpeded exercise 
thereof.8

12. The United States on October 24,1950, proposed that the work 
of the U.N. Atomic Energy Commission and the U.N. Commission on 
Conventional Armaments be more closely brought together and that 
this work be carried forward by “a new and consolidated disarma
ment commission.” *

1 Ante, doc. 5.
• Ante, doc. 10.
• Ante, doc. 16.
4 Ante, doc. 19.
• Ante, doc. 22.
• Ante, doc. 29.
T Ante, doc. 37.
• Ante, doc. 42.
• Ante, doc. 55.
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 ̂ 13. On November 7,1951, the U.S., U.K. and France sponsored pro
posals in the U.N., providing for regulation, limitation and balanced 
reduction of all armed forces and armaments, including atomic weap
ons. The proposals provided for a progressive disclosure and veri
fication of all armed forces and armaments, including atomic, and 
provided that the U.N. majority plan should continue to serve as a 
basis for control of atomic energy, unless a better or not less effective 
system could be devised.1

V 14. On November 16,1951, the U.S.S.R. rejected the tripartite pro
posal and submitted a counterproposal calling for a convention pro
hibiting atomic weapons.2

— 15. On January 11, 1952, the General Assembly adopted a resolu
tion creating the U.N. Disarmament Commission.3

v 16. On January 12, 1952, the U.S.S.R. delegation submitted pro
posals which provided that prohibition of atomic weapons and “strict 
international control” of atomic weapons should come into effect 
simultaneously, but that the control organ not be entitled to interfere 
in the domestic affairs of any state.4
v 17. On April 5, 1952, in the first meeting of the Disarmament Com
mission, the U.S. cosponsored the first of a series of working papers, 
including a “proposal for progressive and continuing disclosure and 
verification of all armed forces and armaments, including atomic.”6

~ 18. On August 29, 1952, the U.S.S.R. categorically rejected the 
U.S. sponsored proposals and reaffirmed previous Soviet positions.®

19. On November 1, 1952, the U.S. exploded the first hydrogen de
vice at Bikini.

20. On April 8, 1953, the General Assembly noted the impasse in 
the Disarmament Commission deliberations and requested the Com
mission to continue its work and report back to the next General 
Assembly.7

v 21. President Eisenhower in his speech of April 16, 1953, proposed 
“international control of atomic energy to promote its use for peace
ful purposes only, and to insure the prohibition of atomic weapons” 
under “adequate safeguards, including a practical system of inspec
tion under the United Nations.” 8

-  22. On August 21, 1953, the U.S.S.R. exploded a hydrogen device.

1 Ante, doc. 63.
* Ante, doc. 66.
* Ante, doc. 71.
4 Ante, doc. 72.
* Ante, doc. 77.
* See Disarmament Commission Official Records: Special Supplement No. 1, 

Second Report of the Disarmament Commissiont pp. 139-142.
7 Ante, doc. 85.
8 Ante, doc. 86.
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^  23. In the United Nations General Assembly on September 24, 
1953, the Soviet Union reiterated their proposal for an unconditional 
prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons and continued to call 
for such a prohibition without specifying the nature of controls.1

24. The General Assembly on November 28,1953, adopted by a vote 
of 54-0, with the Soviets abstaining, a resolution cosponsored by the 
U.S. which called for the establishment of a subcommittee of the 
Disarmament Commission “consisting of ‘representatives of the 
powers principally involved’ which should seek in private an accept
able solution.” 2

v 25. President Eisenhower addressing the United Nations General 
Assembly on December 8, 1953, emphasized U.S. readiness to meet 
privately with other powers principally involved to seek an accept
able solution to the atomic armaments race and proposed that the 
governments concerned begin at that time and continue to make 
joint contributions from their stockpiles of normal uranium and 
fissionable materials to an international atomic energy agency, and 
that such agency find ways to assure that the contributed materials 
be devoted to peaceful purposes.3

26. The U.S.S.R. on December 12[2i], 1953, indicated a willing
ness to participate in discussions on the President’s proposal but 
added the reservation, that there should be a discussion of an uncon
ditional obligation not to employ hydrogen, atomic or other weapons 
of mass destruction.4 

v 27. On April 2,1954, Prime Minister Nehru proposed a “standstill 
agreement” on tests of nuclear weapons.5

v' 28. On May 25, 1954, the U.S. introduced into the U.N. Dis
armament Subcommittee a proposal for the establishment of inter
national control organs to enforce a disarmament program.6

29. On May 28, 1954, the World Peace Council (Communist) 
launched a demand for a cessation of tests together with a prohibi
tion on the use of nuclear weapons.

/  30. The U.S. supported a French-U.K. proposal of June 11, 1954, 
in the Disarmament Subcommittee which called for a phased ap
proach to disarmament through successive stages and for nuclear 
disarmament phased with reduction of conventional arms and forces. 
The proposal included a proviso that states would regard themselves

1 Ante, doc. 90.
a Ante, doc. 91.
9 Ante, doc. 92.
4 Ante, doc. 93.
5 Ante, doc. 95.
• Ante, doc. 98.
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as prohibited from using nuclear weapons except in accordance with 
the U.N. Charter.1

—: 31* In late June 1954, after consideration of the matter with hi? 
top officials, President Eisenhower adopted an interdepartmental 
recommendation that the United States should not at that time agree 
to a test moratorium, but that disarmament policy review should be 
continued and expedited.

32. After initial rejection of the Anglo-French proposal, the 
U.S.S.R., on September 30, 1954, announced at the U.N. General 
Assembly that it would accept that proposal as a basis for a draft 
international convention on disarmament.2

— 33. On November 4, 1954, the General Assembly unanimously 
called for “further efforts . . .  to reach agreement,” by the Disarma
ment Committee.3

—> 34. On November 23, 1954, the Communist World Peace Council 
proposed that the great powers reach “immediate agreement on the 
banning of all experimental explosions of atomic and hydrogen 
bombs,” and combined this with a demand that governments under
take “never to use nuclear weapons whatever may be the pretext.”

— 35. On February 23, 1955, President Eisenhower at a news confer
ence stated that the United States sees nothing to be gained by a 
separate ban on thermonuclear tests outside of a decent and proper 
disarmament.4 >

36. In the resumed meetings of the U.N. Subcommittee the U.S. 
during March 1955 called attention to the difficulties that had arisen 
in “accounting fully for air past production of nuclear materials” 
which “raises doubt that presently foreseeable plans can completely 
guarantee the elimination of all nuclear weapons.” 5

37. On March 8, 1955, the U.S., U.K., France and Canada sub
mitted a proposal to the U.N. Disarmament Subcommittee on the 
timing or phasing of a disarmament program; which was not accepted 
by the U.S.S.R.6

38. On March 12, 1955, the U.S., U.K., France and Canada sub
mitted to the U.N. Disarmament Commission Subcommittee a joint 
draft resolution for the U.N. General Assembly on the principles to

1 Ante, doc. 100.
a Ante, doc. 103.
* Ante, doc. 105.
4 New York Times, Feb. 24,1955, p. 14.
5 See Ambassador Lodge’s statement of Mar. 1, 1955 (U.N. doc. DC/SC.l/PV, 

23), p. 40.
• Ante, doc. 107.
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govern reductions in armed forces and conventional armaments; 
which was not accepted by the U.S.S.R.1

39. To undertake a complete review of disarmament problems and 
to develop an approach taking account of the growing technological 
problems that had arisen, the President on March 19,1955, appointed 
Harold E. Stassen as Special Assistant to the President for Dis
armament and directed that special studies of basic U.S. policy on 
the matter be made, utilizing men both in and out of Government.2

— 40. On April 21, 1955, the U.S., U.K., France and Canada sub
mitted to the U.N. Disarmament Commission Subcommittee a joint 
draft resolution for the U.N. General Assembly on the principles of 
disarmament controls; which was rejected by the U.S.S.R.3V' . 41. At the U.N. Subcommittee in London the Soviet Union, on May 
JO, 1955, recognized that “there are possibilities beyond the reach of 
international control for evading control and for organizing clandes
tine manufacture of atomic and hydrogen weapons.” The Soviet 
Union further recognized the danger of mounting nuclear stockpiles 
and the necessity of guarding against surprise attack. The U.S.S.R. 
made a disarmament proposal which included, without provision of 
safeguards, as one of the first measures of its execution: “the reduc
tion of arms and the prohibition of atomic weapons, States possessing 
atomic and hydrogen bombs shall pledge themselves to discontinue 
tests of these weapons.” 4

— 42. The first comprehensive report of the Special Assistant on Dis
armament was presented to the President on May 26, 1955. This re
port stressed, among other things, the extreme importance of provid
ing against surprise attack, the absolute necessity of effective inspec
tion in any agreement, the role of an aerial component and of scien
tific instruments and photography in such a isystem.

43. The President, in June, 1955, considered and approved the con
clusions of an interagency group, following a second review of the 
matter, to the effect that a moratorium on H-bomb testing would not 
be in the interest of the U.S. and should not be agreed to except as a 
part of a comprehensive safeguard disarmament agreement.

44. On June 22, 1955, the U.S. announced a proposal that the 
United Nations undertake to pool the world’s knowledge about the 
effects of atomic radiation on human health,® and later requested that

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC. 1/17 (also dioc. DC/17, Annex 6 ); Disarmament Com
mission Official Records: Supplement for April to December 1955, pp. 7-8.

2 Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 4, 1955, pp. 556-557.
* U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/25 (also doc. DC/71, Annex 14); Disarmament Com

mission Official Record8f loc. cit., pp. 15-17.
* Ante, doc. 112.
5 See Ambassador Lodge’s statement of this date (Department of State Bulletin, 

July 11,1955, p. 54).
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this item be placed on the agenda of the General Assembly; 1 sub
sequently a resolution to this effect was adopted.2

45. On July 18, 1955, while the Summit Meeting at Geneva was 
proceeding the Soviet Union indicated that it was ready to participate 
in negotiations for the establishment of an international atomic 
energy agency.

v 46. President Eisenhower at the Geneva Meeting of heads of gov
ernment on July 21, 1955, gave a comprehensive statement of the 
broad principles of U.S. policy and proposed that as a practical step 
the Soviet Union and United States, the two great countries which 
possess new and terrible weapons in quantities, agree immediately to 
an exchange of blueprints of their military establishments and to 
provide each other with facilities for aerial reconnaissance. The 
President stated that such a step would provide against the possi
bility of a great surprise attack and would be but a beginning toward 
a comprehensive and effective system of inspection and disarmament.®

47. On the same day, Marshal Bulganin reiterated the Soviet 
proposal for establishment of control posts at large ports, at railway 
junctions, on main motor highways and airdromes, in order to prevent 
surprise attack.

V  48. The U.S. on August 30, 1955, presented an outline plan for 
the implementation of the President’s proposal to the U.N. Subcom
mittee on Disarmament at the beginning of a series of meetings 
at the U.N. Headquarters in New York; which was rejected by the 
U.S.S.R.449. Marshal Bulganin, in a letter to President Eisenhower on Sep
tember 19, 1955, raised objections to the “open skies” proposal.6

j/ 50. On October 7,1955, the U.S. proposed an extension of President 
Eisenhower’s plan of aerial inspection to cover other countries, thus 
applying to U.S. bases overseas; which was not accepted by the 
U.S.S.R.851. President Eisenhower on October 11,1955, in a letter to Marshal 
Bulganin encouraged further study by the Soviet Union on the Ge
neva proposal and stated United States willingness to accept the 
Soviet proposal for ground control teams, along with the President’s 
open skies proposal.7 The U.S.S.R. continued to reject the open skies 
proposal.

1 U.N. doc. A/2931, Aug. 4, 1955 (General Assembly Official Records: Tenth 
Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 59, pp. 1-2).

2 Ante, doc. 145.
8 Antq, doc. 120.
4 Ante, doc. 129.
6 Ante, doc. 134.
6 Artie* doc. 136.
7 Ante, doc. 137.



y 52. At the Foreign Ministers’ Conference at Geneva on November 
10, 1955, Mr. Molotov indicated willingness of the Soviet Union to 
consider the concept of aerial photography as one of the forms of 
control to be considered “at the concluding stage of the implementa
tion of measures to reduce armaments and to prohibit atomic weapons.” 1

v" 53. On November 11, 1955, at the Geneva Foreign Ministers5 Con
ference, Secretary Dulles stated that “if agreement can be, reached 
to eliminate or limit nuclear weapons under proper safeguards, the 
United States would be prepared to agree to corresponding restrictions on the testing of such weapons.” 2

— 54. On November 29, 1955, Secretary Dulles stated at a press con
ference that the question of suspension of nuclear testing had been 
studied for a great many months, and that no formula had been found 
which would be both dependable and in the interest of the U.S. with 
regard to the protection of people and freedom in the world.3

—' 55. The United Nations General Assembly on December 16, 1955, 
adopted by a vote of 56-7, against Soviet opposition, a resolution 
cosponsored by the United States which urged that the subcommittee 
of the Disarmament Commission give priority to (a) such confidence 
building measures as the President’s open skies plan and the Bulganin 
ground inspection plan, and (b) all such measures of adequately safe
guarded disarmament as are now feasible.4

— 56. Marshal Bulganin, in a letter to President Eisenhower on Feb
ruary 1,1956, again declined to enter into an aerial inspection system.6

57. On December 24, 1955, Pope Pius XII in a Christmas broadcast 
declared that the three steps of “renunciation of experimentation with 
atomic weapons, renunciation of the use of such, and general control 
of armaments” must be effected together.6

— 58. On January 25, 1956, Governor Stassen testifying before the 
U.S. Senate Disarmament Subcommittee reiterated U.S. policy and 
pointed out that we do not have the technical facilities to detect all 
test explosions.7

59. On February 14,1956, Khrushchev before the 20th CPSU Con
gress in Moscow stated “we are willing to take certain partial steps— 
for example to discontinue the thermonuclear weapon tests. . . .” 8

1 Ante, doc. 140.
8 Ante, doc. 144.
* Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 12,1955, p. 964.
4 Ante, doc. 149.
° Ante, doc. 150.
8 See New York Times, Dec. 25,1955, p. 40.
7 Control and Reduction of Armaments: Hearing Before a Subcommittee of the 

Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, pp. 12-13.
8 See "New York frimes, Feb. 15,1956, p. 10.
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y  60. In a letter to Premier Bulganin of March 1, 1956,1 President 

Eisenhower answered questions regarding the “open skies” proposal, 
and added a proposal for efforts to bring under control the nuclear 
threat and reverse the trend toward a constant increasing of nuclear 
weapons hanging over the world. He stated the United States would 
be prepared to work out, with other nations, suitable and safeguarded 
arrangements so that future production of fissionable materials any
where in the world would no longer be used to increase the stockpiles 
of explosivei weapons. The President suggested that this might be 
combined with his proposal of December 8, 1953, “to begin now and 
continue to make joint contributions” from existing Stockpiles of 
normal uranium of fissionable materials to an international atomic 
agency. The President stated that the ultimate liope of this Govern
ment is that all production of fissionable materials anywhere in the 
World will be devoted, exclusively to peaceful purposes.

1/ 61. On March 21, 1956, the U.S. presented to the Subcommittee of 
the Disarmament Commission at London a proposal for a demonstra
tion test area of open skies inspection in a strip of land 300 miles long 
and 100 miles wide in the U.S.S.E. and in the U.S.; 2 which was re
jected by the U.S.S.K. , ^  62. On March 21,1956, the U.S. proposed to the U.N. Disarmament 
Commission Subcommittee immediate exchanges for a test period of 
technical missions for purposes of preliminary study of the methods 
of control and inspection; 3 which was not accepted by the U.S.S.B. 

/  63. On March 22,1956, the U.S. proposed to the U.N. Subcommittee 
that, subject to certain accompanying conditions and safeguards, the 
first phase level of reduced armed forces and armaments should be 
on a basis of measurement of 2.5 million men each for the U.S. and., 
U.S.S.R., 750,000 each for the U.K. and France.4

•  64. On JVIarch 26,1956, the U.S. proposed to the TIN. Disarmament 
Commission Subcommittee, as part of an air and ground inspection 
system, the advance notification of planned movements of armed-units 
through international air or water or over foreign soil;5 which was 

I not accepted by the U.S.S.R. 
v 65. On March 27, 1956* the U.S.S.K. proposed at the London meet

ings of the U.N. Disarmament Subcommittee the discontinuance of 
further tests of thermonuclear weapons as a measure independent of 
attainment of agreement on general disarmament.6

1 Ante, doc. 151.
* Ante, doc. 154.
*Ante% doc, 153.
4 Ante, doc. 155.
5 See Mr. Stassen’s statement of this date (U.N. doc. DO/SO.l/PV.72, pp. 6-8).
• Ante, doc. 156.



^ ' ■ 66. At the London meetings of the Disarmament Subcommittee, 
the U.S. delegation on April 3, 1956,1 put forward a working paper 
suggesting a step-by-step plan for a first phase of a comprehensive 
disarmament program including limitation on conventional arma
ments, provision against surprise attack, including President Eisen
hower’s proposals for control of the nuclear threat, and limitations 
on the testing of nuclear weapons as part of a safeguarded disarma
ment program. The paper included a proviso that “the testing of 
nuclear weapons will be limited and monitored in an agreed manner,” 
by an armaments regulation council which the U.S. proposed should 
be established. This proposal was not accepted by the U.S.S.R.

— 67. On April 21, 1956, Mr. Stevenson urged that the U.S. “give 
prompt and earnest consideration to stopping further tests of the 
hydrogen bomb.” 2
"°68. On April 23,1956,3 Governor Stassen at the UJN\ Disarmament 
Subcommittee in London stated that the U.S. is prepared to agree to 
restrictions on the testing of nuclear weapons .provided there has been 
agreement on an effective limitation of nuclear weapons under proper 
safeguards as a part of the disarmament agreement, and provided 
this agreement limiting nuclear weapons has been satisfactorily car
ried out. ,.

— 69. On April 24, 1956, Governor Stassen held a discussion with 
Bulganin and Khrushchev in London in which the necessity, method, 
&nd Sincerity of the “open skies” proposal and 2.5r million force level 
were presented at length and debated.,

w 70. On April 25,1956, President Eisenhower at his press conference 
stated that the United Stateslias no more interest in developing bigger 
nuclear weapons, but is proceeding with testing to find ways and 
means to limit the weapon, to make it useful for air defense, to reduce 
fallout, aLnd to make it more a military weapon and less one of mass 
destruction.4

v 71. On May 4,1956, the four Western powers, in a joint declaration 
at end of Subcommittee meetings, reiterated the necessity for a 
“strong” control organization with inspection rights, including aerial 
reconnaissance, operating from the outset and developing in parallel 
with the disarmament measures.5

72. On June 6, 1956, Marshal Bulganin in a letter to the President 
announced the intention to cut the armed forces of the Soviet Union 
by 1.2 million men.6

1 Ante, doc. 157.
2 New York Times, Apr. 22,1956, p. 30.
* DC/SC./PV.82, pp. 44-52.
4 New York Times, Apr. 26,1956, p. 16.
5 Ante, doc. 162.
• Ante, doc. 166.
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w 73. In the U.N. Disarmament Commission, the U.S.S.R. supported 

a Yugoslav draft resolution of July 10,1956, which called for “such 
initial disarmament measures as are now feasible and such forms and 
degrees of control as are required for these measures” and specified as 
one such measure “the cessation of experimental explosions of nuclear 
weapons as well as other practicable measures in the field of nuclear 
armaments.” 1

74. On July 12, 1956, Mr. Gromyko of the U.S.S.R. in the U.N. 
Disarmament Commission, made a statement accepting the figure of 
2.5 million men for the armed forces of the U.S. and the Soviets, but 
only as a first step, and without accepting the accompanying condi
tions and safeguards.2

75. On July 13, 1956, in the Disarmament Commission, Ambassa
dor Wadsworth stated that “in the absence of agreement to eliminate 
or limit nuclear weapons under proper safeguards, continuation of 
testing is essential for our national defense and the security of the 
free world.” 8

76. On July 16 [5], 1956, the U.S., U.K., France and Canada pro
posed to the Disarmament Commission the principles on which a 
sound disarmament program could be based; * which was rejected 
by the U.S.S.R.

\J 77. On July 16, 1956, the 12-nation U.N. Disarmament Commis
sion adopted a resolution recalling the terms of the General Assembly 
resolution endorsing the open skies, and requested the Subcommittee 
to continue its studies.5

~  78. Also on July 16, 1956, U.S.S.R. Foreign Affairs Minister Shepi- 
lov, before the Supreme Soviet in Moscow, stated the “question of dis
continuing tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons can be . . . settled 
independently” of disarmament agreement.6

— 79. President Eisenhower in a letter of August 4 7 to Premier Bul
ganin reaffirmed the proposals of his March 1, 1956, letter and asked 
if progress could not be made on the matter.

— 80. On August 26, 1956, the White House announced that the So
viets had exploded a nuclear device two days earlier.

81. On August 31, 1956, the President announced that a second 
Soviet atomic explosion had occurred on the previous day.

82. On September 3, 1956, the AEC announced that a third explo
sion in the test series had taken place on the preceding day.

1 Ante, doc. 171.
* Ante, doc. 173.
* Department of State Bulletm, July 30,1956, p. 206.
4 Ante, doc. 167.
5 Ante, doc. 174.
6 See New York Times, July 17,1956, p. 1.
T Ante, doc. 175.
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— 83. On September 5, 1956, Mr. Stevenson, at the American Legion 
Convention, restated his proposal as “to halt further testing of large

. nuclear devices, conditioned upon adherence by the other powers to a similar policy.” 1
— 84. On September 10, 1956, the Soviets announced that a nuclear 

weapon test had occurred that same day.
— 85. Marshal Bulganin in a letter to President Eisenhower on Sep

tember 11, 1956,2 rejected the President’s proposal that further pro
duction of fissionable material no longer be used to increase the stock
piles of explosive weapons. He stated that to prohibit the manufac
ture of nuclear weapons without forbidding their use and without 
eliminating them from the armaments of nations would “not in any 
measure solve the problem of eliminating the threat of atomic war.” 
He also stated that discontinuation of nuclear tests “does not in itself 
require any international control agreements” ; that it was possible to 
“separate the problem of ending tests of atomic and hydrogen weap
ons from the general problem of disarmament”; and that “an agree
ment among nations concerning the termination” of such tests would 
be “the first important step toward the unconditional prohibition of 
these types of weapons.”

86. On October 6, 1956, President Eisenhower issued a statement 
that “the testing of atomic weapons to date has been, and continues, 
an indispensable part of our defense program”; and that “as part of 
a general disarmament program, the American Government, at the 
same time, has consistently affirmed and reaffirmed its readiness— 
indeed its strong will—to restrict and control both the testing and the 
use of nuclear weapons under specific and supervised international 
disarmament agreement.” 3

87. From October 8 through October 12, Italian aerial reconnais
sance tests were conducted to demonstrate the effectiveness and value 
of the Eisenhower open skies proposal.

V 88. On October 17,1956, Marshal Bulganin in a letter to President 
Eisenhower stated, “Until the necessary agreement on the prohibition 
of atomic weapons is attained, it would, in our opinion, be desirable 
to reach agreement at this time on at least the first step toward the 
solution of the problem of atomic weapons—the prohibition of testing 
atomic and hydrogen weapons. . . .” He also stated, “We fully share 
the opinion recently expressed by certain prominent public figures in 
the United States concerning the necessity and the possibility of con
cluding an agreement on the matter of prohibiting atomic weapon 
tests.. . . ” 4

1 Washington Post and Times Herald, Sept. 6,1956, p. 21.
a Ante, doc. 176.
3 New York Times, Oct. 6,1956, p. 11.
4 Ante, doc. 177.
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“  89. On October 21,1956, President* Eisenhower, in a letter to Mar

shal Bulganin, stated: • !
The United States has for a long time been intensively examining, evaluat

ing and planning dependable means of stopping the arms race and reducing1 
and controlling armaments. These explorations include the constant exami
nation and evaluation of nuclear tests. To be effective, and not simply; a 
mirage, all these plans require systems of inspection and control, both of which 
your Government has steadfastly refused to accept. Even my “Open Skies*' 
proposal of mutual aerial inspection, suggested as a first step, you rejected

However, though disappointed, we are not discouraged. We will continue 
unrelenting in out* efforts to attain these goals. We win close no doors which 
might open a secure way to serve humanity.

We shall entertain and seriously evaluate all proposals from any source 
which seem to have merit, and we shall constantly seek for ourselves formula
tions which might dependably remove the atomic menace.1 . . .y

— 90. Currently, interdepartmental preparations are going forward* 
under direction of the President, for further efforts to reach a sound 
agreement for a thoroughly inspected system which will improve the 
prospects of a durable peace. This work is in specific preparation 
for renewed consideration of the subject in the U.N’. Disarmament 
Subcommittee and in the next session of the General Assembly. 1

182. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Bulganin) to Presi
dent Eisenhower, November 17, 19562

D ear M r. P resident : The military attack on Egypt has brought 
on a serious aggravation of the international situation. In consid
eration of this fact it is the duty of all states and especially, those 
countries which bear the basic responsibility for the preservation ;of 
peace to find means for the solution of questions in dispute through 
negotiations.
. In this dangerous moment for the cause of peace the Soviet Gov
ernment considers it essential to appeal to the governments of all 
countries and in the first instance to the governments of the great 
powers to unite their efforts for their adoption of urgent measures 
directed towards the prevention of war, cessation of the arms race and 
the solution of questions in dispute by peaceful means. - 1

1 Ante, doc. 178.
2 Department of State Bulletin,, Jan. 21, 1957, pp. 89-90. For the text of 

the Soviet declaration of Nov. 17, 1956, transmitted as an enclosure to this 
letter, see post, doc. 183. The President replied on Dec. 31 (post, doc. 184).
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In sending to you the declaration of the Soviet Government on the 
question of disarmament and reduction of international tension my 
colleagues and I express the hope that the U.S.A. and you personally, 
Mr. President, will examine with ail attention the proposals of the 
Soviet Government set forth in the declaration.

B ulganin

183. Declaration of the Soviet Government Concerning 
the Question of Disarmament and Reduction of 
International Tension, November 17, 19561

The armed attack of England, France and Israel on Egypt has 
created a situation dangerous for the cause of peace and has placed 
before the peoples in all sharpness the question of the threat of a third 
world war. It is known -that in the above-mentioned countries large 
scale measures have been carried out for the mobilization of ground, 
naval and air forces, for calling up reserves, for mobilization of in
dustry, transportation, and lines of communication for servicing 
military needs. Thus in these countries in essence has been created 
a wartime situation, especially if it is taken into consideration that in 
all countries of the North Atlantic bloc (NATO) rabid military 
propaganda has been unleashed. The aggressive actions of England, 
France and Israel against Egypt, the military measures undertaken 
by them, and the situation of war hysteria have created a real danger 
of expansion of the conflict with the utilization of the destructive 
means of the latest military equipment.

The unprovoked aggression against Egypt naturally mobilized the 
peoples of the East in rising to the defense of Egypt, which is strug
gling for its vital national interests, for independent national exist
ence, and thereby for the defense also of its own national independence.

As a result of the heroic opposition of the Egyptian people, and in 
the face of the growing indignation of the entire world against the 
military venture in the Middle East, which has been condemned by 
the United Nations,2 the organizers of aggressive war have been 
forced to cease military operations against Egypt. Nevertheless, it 
is impossible to consider that the real military danger has been re

1 Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 21, 1957, pp. 90-98. Transmitted by 
Premier Bulganin with his letter of Nov. 17 to President Eisenhower {ante, doc. 
182).

2 See General Assembly Official Records: First Emergency Special Session, 
Supplement No. 1 (A/3354).
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moved and that a military fire will not flame with still greater 
force. The basis for the concern of the peoples is the fact that at 
the present time the armed forces and military equipment of England 
and France are being concentrated on Cyprus and also in Port Said, 
which was occupied 'by Anglo-French forces even after the declaration 
by England and France concerning the cease fire, and consequently 
in violation of the obligations undertaken by them before the entire 
world.

For the realization of their military plans for the Middle East, 
England and France have transferred to the region of military actions 
large formations including those which were on the territory of West
ern Germany. The French Government in addition has transferred 
a significant portion of its army to the region of North Africa for 
the purpose of suppressing the national liberation movement in 
Algeria.

As a result of military actions against Egypt, the Suez Canal has 
been put out of operation for a long period; oil pipelines passing 
across the territory of Arab countries have been destroyed; there have 
been disrupted communications, which have vitally important signifi
cance for England, France and other countries of Europe, particularly 
taking into account that all this has led to the cessation of trans
portation of oil to Europe through the Mediterranean Sea. Thus 
for England, France and other Western European countries serious 
difficulties have been created in the receipt of liquid fuel, so essential 
for industry of these countries and having decisive military signifi
cance, insofar as without liquid fuel in contemporary conditions mili
tary equipment is dead and armies cannot fight.

Thus, the military adventure against Egypt has led to a serious 
weakening not only of the political but also of the military strategic 
positions of England, France and Europe and to a serious weakening 
of all the military forces of the North Atlantic bloc on the European 
continent. It is not without reason that, in official circles and the 
press of the Western powers, it is noted with alarm that a very deli
cate situation has been created for the organizers of the aggression 
against Egypt in connection with the fact that their principal armed 
forces are concentrated in the region of the Near East and in North 
Africa while those forces which are in Europe remain without suffi
cient equipment.

There comes to attention the fact that those circles of the Western 
powers who are responsible for the aggression against Egypt attempt 
at the present time, through fabrications concerning the aggressive 
intention of the Soviet Union in the Middle East and Europe, both to 
distract attention from the fact of the open aggression committed 
against Egypt and thereby to hide the collapse which this adventure 
has suffered.
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Attempts are being made to fan with regard to the Soviet Union a 
slanderous campaign in connection with the collapse of the counter
revolutionary military plot against People’s Hungary,1 which is, as 
has now become completely clear, an integral part of the general plot 
of the imperialists against the peace and security of the peoples, both 
in the Middle East and in Europe. All sorts of fabrications are be
ing spread concerning an alleged concentration of Soviet troops under
taken in various countries of Eastern Europe, unusual movements 
of Soviet forces to the western and southern borders of the U.S.S.R., 
etc. All this is utilized by certain circles in the West for a rebirth 
of the cold war, for an ever greater increase of the arms race in the 
countries of NATO, this basic aggressive grouping which has been 
openly used in recent times for the preservation and reestablishment 
of the shameful system of colonial repression.

The creation of this tense situation, including the intensification of 
the arms race, is advantageous in the first instance to the monopolists 
of the United States, England and France, who are squeezing out 
fabulous profits from military orders. Such a situation permits them 
also to preserve at high levels the taxes on the working people who are 
bearing on their shoulders the main burden of expenditures for 
armament and for preparation for ground, naval and air warfare.

Thus on the one hand it is recognized that the Anglo-French-Israeli 
aggression against Egypt has created a complicated situation for 
Western Europe and for NATO as a whole. On the other hand, to 
the Soviet Union is ascribed all sorts of clumsy schemes in regard to 
Western Europe, the Middle East, etc., and war hysteria is inflated 
by every means.

However, those who rush to such means have got themselves com
pletely entangled.

If the Soviet Union were actually guided by any sort of attendant 
considerations, the situation which has arisen for it from the point 
of view of the relation of forces between the powers, and had the 
aggressive intentions which are attributed to it, then it would seem 
that the Soviet Union could utilize the situation which has been 
created at the present time for attack against the armed forces of the 
Atlantic bloc and could have achieved the military objectives ascribed 
to it in regard to Western Europe even without the use of modern 
nuclear weapons and rockets.

It can be stated directly that at the present time the strategic situ
ation in Western Europe is advantageous to the Armed Forces of the 
Soviet Union to an even greater degree than that obtaining at the end

1 For the texts of General Assembly resolutions condemning Soviet intervention 
in Hungary, see ibid., Second Emergency Special Session, Supplement No. 1 
(A/3355).
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of the Second World War, when the mobilized and armed Soviet 
Army could have become consolidated in all of Western Europe if 
the Soviet Union had pursued such an aim.

But, at the end of the Second World War as at the present time, 
the U.S.S.R. did not and does not have any other aims than the 
preservation and strengthening of peace, which the peoples of all 
countries long for.

Only during the past year the Soviet Government has unilaterally 
undertaken major reduction of its armed forces by 1,840,000 men, has 
cut its military budget by almost 10,000,000,000 rubles, and has liqui
dated its military bases in Port Arthur and Porkkala Udd. Contrary 
to the false propaganda of the Western powers, it is not carrying out 
any kind of mobilization or movement of its troops to its borders. 
Its troops are occupied with their military tasks and are found at 
their customary bases. The Soviet people are engaged in peaceful, 
creative labor in the broad expanses of newly assimilated virgin 
lands, on gigantic construction projects of the sixth five-year plan, 
in the laboratories and the scientific institutes, in the various fields 
of culture, art, and science.

The Soviet Government declares that the Soviet Union has always 
been and remains an opponent of deciding controversies and disagree
ments between states by means of war. It has always been guided 
and is guided by the Leninist policy of peaceful coexistence of states, 
regardless of the differences in their social and state systems. In its 
relations with other states the Soviet Government is guided by the 
decisions of the historic 20th Congress of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union, in which there was openly stated to the whole world 
the negative attitude of the U.S.S.R. toward war as a means of re
solving international controversies and in which its clear position 
on the principles of the coexistence of socialist countries with capital
ist countries was set forth.

The Soviet state has stood and henceforth will firmly stand on 
these basic positions, since this proceeds from the very nature of the 
socialist state, the basic task of which is the raising of the living 
standard of its people and the development of the productive forces 
of society, free from the fetters of capitalist productive relations. 
It is possible to ensure this not under conditions of war but under 
conditions of a peaceful development permitting the utilization of the 
inexhaustible possibilities of raising the socialist economy, culture, 
and science.

There are no social groups and classes in the Soviet Union which 
would become rich by war and a military situation and which would 
be interested in the armament race, in the seizure of foreign terri
tory, and in the unleashing of aggressive wars.
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It is well known that Bussia has been transformed in a short his
torical period from a backward agrarian country into a powerful 
industrial state, possessing all the conditions and resources for a 
further rapid upsurge of its economy, for the raising of the material 
welfare and the cultural level of the Soviet people. The fact that 
the volume of industrial production of the U.S.S.R. has increased 
by more than twenty times during the past 25 years while the volume 
of industrial productions of all capitalist countries has increased 
less than twofold during the same period bears witness to the unprece
dented rate of growth of the economy of the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union possesses an enormous territory, colossal deposits 
of coal, petroleum, iron ore, and nonferrous metals; inexhaustible 
reserves of power resources, including the newest methods of pro
ducing electric energy through the use of atomic raw materials. The 
.planned economy of the Soviet Union guarantees a normal market 
for manufactured goods, and therefore the U.S.S.R. is not faced with 
the problem of conquering markets for its goods. Its economic re
lations with other states are built on the foundation of equal rights 
and mutual advantage which provides the possibility for normal 
êxchange of goods in the interest of the further raising of the na

tional economy.
The peoples of the Soviet Union, having taken the path of socialism 

and having achieved unprecedented successes in the development of 
its national economy and culture, could be convinced by this experi
ence that the socialist system is the most progressive and provides the 
possibility of such development of national economy in the U.S.S.R. 
as well as in the other socialist states as inevitably will guarantee the 
victory of socialism in peaceful economic competition with capitalism. 
The Soviet people are engaged in the solution of the task of catching 
up with and overtaking the most developed capitalist countries ac
cording to the level of per capita production of industrial goods. The 
Soviet people are confident that, relying on a powerful technology 
rand the great advantages of the socialist economic system, they can 
in: ar short historical period attain that many-sided development of 
the material and spiritual forces of man, and that harmony of social 
life which the building of communism will bring.
- The Soviet Government is profoundly convinced that the interests 

of the Soviet people in the preservation and strengthening of peace 
Completely coincide with interests of all other peoples of both the 
West and East. They need not atom bombs nor tanks and cannon but 
clothing, food, housing, schools for children, and a quiet and secure 
future. The peoples of the underdeveloped countries want to put an 
end to age-old backwardness, poverty, and the wretched heritage of 
colonial oppression.
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The events of recent times in the Near East have graphically shown 

how great are the forces interested in the preservation of peace and 
ready to restrain aggressors with all resolution. At the same time, 
these events have shown that the aggressive circles of certain powers 
are prepared in the name of their narrow interests to throw peace 
into the abyss of a new world war, threatening the peoples with new 
military conflicts fraught with serious consequences for mankind.

This is why the Soviet Union at this moment of responsibility is 
again raising its voice for the cessation of the armaments race, for the 
prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons, and for the prohibition 
of tests of these weapons.

| For the purpose of the practical and speediest realization of these 
J demands, in which all peoples are vitally interested, the Soviet Gov

ernment proposes:
(1) To reduce in the course of two years the armed forces of the 

Soviet Union, the United States of America, and China to 1-1.5 
million men for each of these states, the armed forces of England 
and France to 650,000 men each, and those of each of the remaining 
states to 150,000 -̂200,000 men.

As a first step to this, to reduce in the course of the first year, the 
armed forces of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 
States of America, and China to 2.5 million men and the armed forces 
of England and France to 750 thousand men for each of these states.

The above-mentioned countries should reduce their armaments 
accordingly.

(2) To effect in the course of the above-mentioned period the ban 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons, with the cessation of the produc
tion of nuclear weapons, the ban on their use, full destruction of 
stocks of these weapons, and their elimination from the armaments 
of states.

As a first step, to cease immediately the testing of atomic and 
hydrogen bombs.

(3) To reduce during 1957 by one-third the armed forces of the 
United States of America, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
England, and France stationed on the territory of Germany, with 
establishment of appropriate control for this reduction.

(4) To carry out during 1957 the significant reduction of the 
armed forces of the United States of America, England, and France 
stationed on the territory of countries participants in NATO,1 and 
the armed forces of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics stationed 
on the territory of member-countries of the Warsaw Pact.2

1 For the texts of the North Atlantic Treaty and supplementary protocols, 
see American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 
853-854, and 871-873.

*Ilid.t pp. 1239-1242.
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(5) To liquidate in the course of two years, foreign army, naval, 
and air bases on the territories of other states.

(6) To curtail the military expenditures of governments in the 
course of two years, corresponding to the reduction of armed forces 
and armaments, banning of atomic and hydrogen weapons, and the 
liquidation of foreign military bases on the territories of other states.

(7) For observation of the carrying out by the states of the obli
gations undertaken by them concerning disarmament, to establish a 
strict and effective international control, utilizing all necessary rights 
and functions for this purpose.

For the purpose of preventing a sudden attack by one state on 
another, to establish on the territory of states, on a reciprocal basis, 
control posts in large ports, railroad junctions, highways, and air
ports, which will see that no dangerous concentration of armed forces 
and armaments takes place.The Soviet Government has already repeatedly expressed its atti
tude toward the proposal about the so-called plan for aerial photog
raphy and declared that this proposal does not decide either the 
problem of controlling disarmament or preventing aggression.

Considering, however, that the proposal for aerial photography is 
presented as a condition for reaching agreement on disarmament ques
tions, which creates serious obstacles for achieving such an agreement, 
the Soviet Government for the purpose of facilitating the quickest 
achievement of agreement is prepared to consider the question of 
using aerial photography in the area in Europe where basic military 
forces of the North Atlantic Pact are located and in countries partic
ipating in the Warsaw Pact to a depth of 800 kilometers to the East 
and West from the line of demarcation of the above-mentioned mili
tary forces, if there is agreement of the appropriate states.

In proposing the realization of the above-mentioned measures, the 
Soviet Government considers that after their implementation it is 
necessary to raise the question about the complete liquidation of 
armed forces and armaments of all types with retention by states of 
only such contingents of militia (police) which are necessary for 
assuring internal security and the security of frontiers.

The Soviet Government, true to its policy of guaranteeing peace 
and desiring to create confidence among peoples that armaments will 
never be used for deciding disputes ajnong states, again proposes to. 
conclude a pact of nonaggression among countries belonging to 
the North Atlantic Alliance and the countries of the Warsaw Pact. 
Such a pact, considering that ambilg its members would be the Soviet 
Union and tjjie United States pf, America, that is? the states having 
the most powerful armed forces, would radically change the entire 
international situation*, aiding the reduction of international tension 
and the creation of trust among states.- '
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Since the examination in U.N. agencies of disarmament questions* 

has so far not led to any real results in deciding the question of re
ducing armaments and prohibiting atomic weapons, the Soviet Gov
ernment considers it necessary, along with the continuation of efforts, 
in this direction in agencies of the U.N., to seek more effective means 
for settling these problems. Considering that the present interna
tional situation dictates the necessity for taking immediate measures 
for the purpose of preventing war and stopping the armaments race,, 
the Soviet Government considers it appropriate to convoke a confer
ence of heads of governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics, the United States of America, England, France, and India, as 
was proposed by the President of the Swiss Confederation.1 Such a 
conference could assist achievement of agreements on questions deal
ing with the problem of disarmament.

The successful conduct of a conference of heads of governments of  
the five states could prepare for the convocation of a wider conference 
for examination of these questions, in which the heads of government 
of all countries participating in NATO and in the Warsaw Pact could 
take part. The Soviet Government considers it desirable that such 
a conference should also be attended by the heads of government of a 
series of other countries and, first of all, the Chinese People’s Republic, 
India, Yugoslavia, Indonesia, and Burma, which are not either in the 
Warsaw Pact or in such military groups as NATO, SEATO,2 or the* 
Baghdad Pact.3

If difficulties are encountered in convoking a conference of the 
heads of government of the five powers, then in the opinion of the So
viet Government the convocation of the cited broader conference 
would meet the interests of reducing international tension and improv
ing the international situation.

The Soviet Government considers it necessary with all seriousness to 
underscore the fact that before the world at present are two paths: 
either the path of terminating the cold war, rejecting the policy of 
“positions of strength,” 4 disarmament, and the creation of all condi
tions for the peaceful coexistence of states with different economic and 
social systems, or the continuation of the armaments race, the continu
ation of the cold war—the path leading to an unprecedentedly burden
some and destructive war which would bring to the entire world inesti
mable calamities and sufferings.

1 See Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 26,1956, p. 839.
* See TIAS 3170; 6 UST 81; American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Docu

ments, vol. I, pp. 912-915.
‘ British Misc. No. 5 (1955), Cmd. 9429; American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: 

Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 1257-1259.
4 See Secretary of State Acheson’s remarks of Feb. 16,1950 (American Foreign 

PoUcy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, p. 6).
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The Soviet Government has stood and stands for the position that in 
the world there are no controversial problems which could not be 
settled peacefully taking into account the legitimate interests of the 
appropriate states.

As for existing ideological disagreements, they cannot be the basis 
for exacerbation of relations among states, for propaganda of war, 
and even more for application of force of one state against another 
state. Such disagreements can and must be decided by means of a 
struggle of ideas, in which the advantages of one ideology or other, 
also of one economic system or other, will be proven by the very course 
of historical development.

Submitting its proposals for disarmament, which are dictated by 
the interests for preserving ?ind strengthening peace among peoples, 
the Soviet Government expresses the confidence that they will be sup
ported by all who strive not in words but in deeds for the liquidation 
of the danger of a new war and for the strengthening of universal peace.

184. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Bulganin), December 31, 19561

Dear Mr. Chairman: I have given careful consideration to the 
declaration by the Soviet Government2 to which you had invited 
my attention in your letter of November 17, 1956,3 but find myself 
in basic disagreement with the analysis of your government as it 
relates to the source of international tension.

The people of the United States cannot accept the declaration’s 
attempt to dismiss as “a slanderous campaign” the world’s indignant 
reaction to the Soviet armed actions against the people of Hungary. 
While the Soviet Government has not responded to the constructive 
recommendations of the United Nations with respect to Hungary,4 
the parties at dispute in the Middle East have accepted the assistance 
of the United Nations. A similar response by the Soviet Union to 
the resolutions of the United Nations concerning Hungary would 
constitute a significant step toward the reduction of the tensions to 
which the Soviet declaration addresses itself.

1 Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 21, 1957, p. 89.
3 Ante, doc. 183.
* Ante, doc. 182.1 See General Assembly resolutions 1004-1008* (ES-11) in General Assembly

Official Records: Second Emergency Special Session, Supplement No, 1 (A/3355),
pp. 2-3.
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Your government’s statement suggests that the strategic situation 

in Western Europe is mow advantageous to the armed forces of the 
Soviet Union. This statement does not seem calculated to relieve 
international tensions. Moreover, I am convinced in the light of 
my long association with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
that it is fully capable of carrying out its mission of collective 
defense.

You suggest further meetings of heads of government. I could 
agree to a meeting whenever circumstances would make it seem likely 
to accomplish a significant result. But, in my opinion, deliberations 
within the framework of the United Nations seem most likely to 
produce a step forward in the highly complicated matter of disarma
ment. Accordingly the United States will make further proposals 
there.

I take hope from your apparent willingness to consider aerial in
spection as a positive factor in the problem of armaments. Much 
to my regret, however, your government’s declaration does not signify 
willingness to seek agreement on the basic element of my Geneva 
proposal of averting surprise attack through aerial inspection of the 
centers of our military power.1

The United States is giving this and your other disarmament pro
posals careful study. We are prepared to discuss them, as well as 
the further United States proposals, in forthcoming meetings of the 
Disarmament Subcommittee.

You may be sure that our government will continue its efforts in 
behalf of effective control and reduction of all armaments. It will 
be my never-ending purpose to seek a stable foundation for a just 
and durable peace in the mutual interest of all nations.

Sincerely,
D w i g h t  D .  E i s e n h o w e r

1Ante, doc. 120.




